arXiv:2406.02970v1 [math.PR] 5 Jun 2024

Which exceptional low-dimensional projections of a Gaussian point cloud can be found in polynomial time?

Andrea Montanari^∗ and Kangjie Zhou^†

June 6, 2024

Abstract

Given d-dimensional standard Gaussian vectors x_1, . . . , x_n, we consider the set of all empirical distributions of its m-dimensional projections, for m a fixed constant. Diaconis and Freedman [DF84] proved that, if n/d → ∞, all such distributions converge to the standard Gaussian distribution. In contrast, we study the proportional asymptotics, whereby n, d → ∞ with n/d → α ∈ (0, ∞). In this case, the projection of the data points along a typical random subspace is again Gaussian, but the set F_{m,α} of all probability distributions that are asymptotically feasible as m-dimensional projections contains non-Gaussian distributions corresponding to exceptional subspaces.

Non-rigorous methods from statistical physics yield an indirect characterization of F_{m,α} in terms of a generalized Parisi formula. Motivated by the goal of putting this formula on a rigorous basis, and to understand whether these projections can be found efficiently, we study the subset F^{alg}_{m,α} ⊆ F_{m,α} of distributions that can be realized by a class of iterative algorithms. We prove that this set is characterized by a certain stochastic optimal control problem, and obtain a dual characterization of this problem in terms of a variational principle that extends Parisi’s formula.

As a byproduct, we obtain computationally achievable values for a class of random optimization problems including ‘generalized spherical perceptron’ models.

Contents

1 Introduction 2

2 Conjectures from statistical physics 6

3 Main results 7 3.1 Overview of the algorithm . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 3.2 A set of computationally feasible distributions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 3.3 Dual value V^{alg}_{1,α} (h) and stochastic optimal control . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 3.4 Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation and Parisi-type formula . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

4 Incremental AMP algorithm: Proof of Theorem 3.1 13 4.1 Approximate message passing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 4.2 First stage: Fixed-point AMP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16

∗Department of Mathematics and Department of Statistics, Stanford University †Department of Statistics, Stanford University

4.2.1 Pure noise labels . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 4.3 Second stage: Incremental AMP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 4.3.1 Pure noise labels . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21 4.4 Stochastic integral representation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23

5 Dual value V^{alg}_{1,α} (h) and Parisi formula: Proof of Theorem 3.3 25 5.1 A duality principle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 5.2 Reduction for the case m = 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 5.3 Proof of Theorem 3.3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

A Duality between F_{m,α} and V_{m,α}( · ): Proof of Theorem 1.1 35

B Conjectures from statistical physics 35

C Proofs for Section 4 39 C.1 Proof of Proposition 4.6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39 C.2 Proof of Proposition 4.7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40 C.3 Proof of Theorem 4.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42 C.4 Proof of Lemma 4.9 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44

D Proofs for Section 5 46 D.1 Proof of Proposition 5.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46 D.2 Proof of Lemma 5.2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48 D.3 Proof of Lemma 5.3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48

E Deferred proofs for Theorem 3.3 49 E.1 The case γ(1) > sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50 E.1.1 Solving the Parisi PDE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51 E.1.2 Verification argument: Proof of Proposition 5.4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 59 E.1.3 First-order variation: Proof of Proposition 5.5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 64 E.1.4 Extention to general C^2 test function . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 66 E.2 The case γ(1) ≤ sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70

F Technical lemmas 79

1 Introduction

Let (x_i)_{i≤n} ∼_{i.i.d.} N(0, I_d) be independent standard Gaussian vectors and denote by X ∈ R^{n×d} the matrix with rows x^⊤_i for i ∈ [n]. We are interested in characterizing the set of low-dimensional empirical distributions of this “Gaussian cloud”, in the proportional asymptotics whereby n, d → ∞ with n/d → α ∈ (0, ∞). Namely, fixing m ≥ 1, we define^1: F_{m,α} := { P ∈ P(R^m ) : ∃W = W_n(X, ω), s.t. W^⊤W = I_m, 1 n n∑ i=1 δ_W ⊤_{xi}^w⇒ P in probability } , (1)

1Here and below P(R^m ) denotes the set of probability distributions on R^m .

where ω represents some additional randomness independent of X (for the purpose of this paper, we can take ω to be uniformly random on [0, 1]). In words, this is the set of probability distributions on R^m that can be approximated by the empirical distribution of the projections {W^⊤x_i}_{i≤n} for W any d × m orthogonal matrix. By general arguments (cf. [MZ22, Lemma E.8]), the set F_{m,α} is closed under weak convergence.

This feasible set F_{m,α} was first studied in theoretical statistics as a null model for projection pursuit [FT74, Fri87]. In particular, Diaconis and Freedman [DF84] established that^2

lim_{α→∞} sup P ∈F_{m,α} d_{KS} ( P, N(0, 1) ) = 0 , (2)

with d_{KS} denoting the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance. Later, Bickel, Kur and Nadler [BKN18] first attempted to characterize the feasible set F_{m,α} under the proportional limit, and obtains certain upper and lower bounds in terms of the second moment of the target distribution, as well as the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance between the target distribution and standard Gaussian measure. Tighter inner and outer bounds on F_{m,α} (and generalizations of this set) were established in the recent paper [MZ22], together with applications to supervised learning problems.

The structure of the feasible set F_{m,α} is directly related to the asymptotics of random optimization problems of the form

maximize 1 n n∑ i=1 h ( W^⊤x_i ) , subject to W ∈ O(d, m), (3)

where we denote by O(d, m) the set of d × m orthogonal matrices.

A simple and yet not fully understood example of the type (3) is provided by the so-called spherical perceptron problem. Given data {(y_i, x_i)}_{i≤n} ∼_{i.i.d.} Unif({+1, −1}) ⊗ N(0, I_d) and a parameter κ ∈ R, we would like to find a vector w ∈ R^d , ‖w‖_2 = 1 such that y_i⟨w, x_i⟩ ≥ κ for all i ≤ n. This is known in machine learning as a linear classifier with margin κ for the data {(y_i, x_i)}_{i≤n}, see [SSBD14] for further background.

For κ ≥ 0, an explicit threshold α_∗(κ) is known such that a κ-margin classifier w exists with high probability if n/d → α < α_∗(κ), and does not exist if n/d → α > α_∗(κ) [Gar88, ST03, Sto13]. On the other hand, such a phase transition has not been established for κ < 0. Franz and Parisi used non-rigorous spin glass techniques to derive a conjectured threshold in [FP16, FSU19]. The further speculated that the structure of near optima of this problem is related to dense ‘disordered’ sphere packings in high dimension [PUZ20]. Upper and lower bounds α_{UB}(κ), α_{LB}(κ) on the phase transition threshold of the spherical perceptron for κ < 0, as well as efficient algorithms to find a solution were recently studied in [MZZ24, EAS22].

The negative spherical perceptron problem can be rephrased as a question about the value of an optimization problem of the form (3), with m = 1. Defining x_i = y_ix_i and taking h_κ(t) = min(t − κ, 0), we are led to consider the optimization problem

maximize 1 n n∑ i=1 h_κ ( ⟨w, x_i⟩ ) , subject to w ∈ S^{d−1}, (4)

where S^{d−1} denotes the d-dimensional unit sphere. A κ-margin solution exists if and only if the value of this problem is zero.

2Strictly speaking, the theorem of [DF84] applies to n, d → ∞, with n/d → ∞ at any rate, but the treatment given there can be adapted to yield the claimed limit.

Proposition 4.1 in [MZ22] implies that for any h ∈ C_b(R^m ) (the set of all bounded continuous functions on R^m ):

p-lim inf n,d→∞ max W ∈O(d,m) 1 n n∑ i=1 h ( W^⊤x_i ) = sup P ∈F_{m,α} {∫ R^m h(z)P (dz) } =: V_{m,α}(h). (5)

Therefore, characterizing the feasible set F_{m,α} would allow us to determine V_{m,α}(h), the asymptotics of the global maximum for all problems of the form (3).

Vice versa, determining V_{m,α}(h) for all h ∈ C_b(R^m ) provides a complete characterization of conv(F_{m,α}), the convex hull of F_{m,α}, as a consequence of the following duality theorem. This is an application of the Hahn-Banach theorem and we defer its proof to Appendix A.

Theorem 1.1. Denote by P(R^m ) the set of all probability distributions on R^m . Assume E ⊂ P(R^m ) is convex and closed under weak limit. Then, for any μ ∈ P(R^m ), μ ∈ E if and only if for any h ∈ C_b(R^m ), ∫ R^m h dμ ≤ sup_{ν∈E} {∫ R^m h dν } . (6)

Throughout the paper, we will often move between F_{m,α} and its dual V_{m,α}( · ), which is a functional on C_b(R^m ).

The main result of this paper is to provide a Parisi-type formula for a subset of F_{m,α} that can be realized via polynomial-time computable projections, namely

F^{alg}_{m,α} := { P ∈ P(R^m ) : ∃W = W_n(X, ω) polytime computable, s.t. (7) W^⊤W = I_m, 1 n n∑ i=1 δ_W ⊤_{xi}^w⇒ P in probability } . More explicitly, W_n(X, ω) is ‘polytime computable’ means that there exists an algorithm, accepting (X, ω) (or its finite-precision approximation) as input and computing W_n(X, ω) in time polynomial in n, d. In what follows, we will describe a class of efficient algorithms for computing W_n(X, ω), and characterize the resulting set of computationally feasible distributions, thus providing an inner bound on F^{alg}_{m,α}. These algorithms are a version of the incremental approximate message passing (IAMP) algorithms that have been recently developed to optimize the Hamiltonians of mean-field spin glasses [Mon19, EAMS21]. Recent work by Huang and Sellke [HS22, HS24] proves that —in the spin glass context— IAMP algorithms are optimal within the broader class of Lipschitz algorithms. This provides rigorous evidence for the expectation that the class of IAMP algorithms characterize the fundamental computational limit of the random optimization problem (3), and related ones.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows.

Section 2 provides further background, by deriving a general prediction for V_{m,α}(h) using nonrigorous techniques from spin glass theory. The resulting prediction takes the form of a generalized Parisi formula. This conjecture is a useful benchmark as well as a motivation for our theory.

In Section 3, we present our main results, namely:

1. We characterize a set of probability distributions that can be realized via m-dimensional polynomial-time computable projections (Theorem 3.1), which provides an inner bound on F^{alg}_{m,α}. By analogy with previous results in spin glass theory, we expect this inner bound to be tight in some cases.

As mentioned above, our inner bound is based on computing the projection matrix W = W_n(X, ω) via an IAMP algorithm, and we denote the resulting set of distributions by

F^{AMP}_{m,α} ⊆ F^{alg}_{m,α}. The set of probability distributions in F^{AMP}_{m,α} are represented as the laws of a certain class of stochastic integrals.

2. Using this stochastic integral representation, it is immediate to derive a lower bound on

V^{alg}_{1,α} (h) := sup P ∈F alg_{1,α} ∫ R h(z) P (dz)

for general h ∈ C_b(R). We will denote this lower bound by V^{AMP}_{1,α} (h) (Theorem 3.2).

In particular, for any ε > 0, there exists an IAMP algorithm returning ^w^{AMP}_n , such that 1 n n∑ i=1 h ( ⟨ ^w^{AMP}_n , x_i⟩ ) ≥ V^{AMP}_{1,α} (h) − ε

with probability converging to 1 as n, d → ∞, with n/d → α.

3. The formula for V^{AMP}_{1,α} (h) takes the form of a stochastic optimal control problem. We use a duality argument to derive a Parisi-type formula for V^{AMP}_{1,α} (h), which takes the form of a variational principle over a suitable function space (Theorem 3.3). This variational principle turns out to be closely related to the conjectured formula for V_{1,α}(h), which we derive using the replica method in Section 2.

For the first two results, we generalize techniques developed in the context of spin glasses in [Mon19, EAMS21]. However, the third point (deriving a Parisi-type formula via duality) poses significant new challenges. The approach followed in previous work was to establish an Hamilton- Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equation for the value of the stochastic optimal control problem, and then show that the latter is equivalent to the Parisi-type PDE via Legendre-Fenchel duality. While we follow a similar route, we need to consider a more general class of optimal control problems, corresponding to more general initializations for the HJB equation. As a consequence, we lack a priori convexity estimates on the solution of the HJB equation and establishing that the latter is indeed well posed requires a novel proof.

Proofs of our main results are presented in Section 4 and Section 5. Section 4 describes the IAMP algorithm and presents the proof of our general feasibility theorem, i.e., Theorem 3.1. Section 5 present the proof of the Parisi-type formula, namely Theorem 3.3. Several technical elements of these proofs are deferred to the appendices.

Concurrent work. After this work was first presented (as part of the Ph.D. thesis of the second author), we became aware that partially overlapping results had been obtained independently by Brice Huang, Mark Sellke, and Nike Sun [HSS24]. These authors also consider the Ising case and obtain hardness results for Lipschitz algorithms.

Notations

We will follow the convention of using boldface letters for matrices or vectors whose dimensions diverge as n, d → ∞, and normal fonts otherwise. We denote the standard scalar product between two vectors u, v by ⟨u, v⟩, and the matrix scalar product by ⟨A, B⟩ = Tr(A^⊤B). We use ‖·‖_2 to denote the Euclidean norm of a vector. We use ‖·‖_Lp to denote the standard L^p norm of a function for p ∈ [1, +∞].

We denote by S^m_+ the convex cone of m × m positive semi-definite matrices. For d ≥ m, we denote by O(d, m) the set of all d × m orthogonal matrices. For a subset S in a topological space, we denote by cl S its closure. For p ≥ 1, we denote by C^k(R^p ) the collection of all functions that have continuous k-th derivatives in R^p . We also denote by C_b(R^p ) the set of all bounded continuous functions on R^p , and by C^∞_c (R^p ) the set of all infinitely differentiable functions with compact supports. We use P(R^p ) to denote the set of all probability measures on R^p equipped with the topology of weak convergence, unless otherwise stated.

For a function h, we denote by conc(h) the (upper) concave envelope of h. Namely, conc(h) is the pointwise minimum of all concave functions that dominate h. For l, k ≥ 1, and a differentiable mapping F : R^k → R^l , we denote by J_F ∈ R^{l×k} the Jacobian matrix of F , namely for x ∈ R^k : J_F (x)_{ij} = ∂F_i/∂x_j . We occasionally use J_F as a shorthand for J_F (x) whenever the variable x is clear from the context. We say that a function ψ : R^p → R is pseudo-Lipschitz if there exists a constant C such that, for all x, y ∈ R^p , |ψ(x) − ψ(y)| ≤ C(1 + ‖x‖_2 + ‖y‖_2)‖x − y‖_2. Let {B_t}_{t∈[0,1]} be an m-dimensional standard Brownian motion, and let {F_t}_{t∈[0,1]} be its canonical filtration. For s ≤ t, we denote by D[s, t] the space of all admissible controls on the interval [s, t], i.e., the collection of all progressively measurable processes {Φ_r}_{s≤r≤t} satisfying σ(Φ_r) ⊂ F_r, ∀r ∈ [s, t], and E [∫_t s Φ_rΦ^⊤_r dr ] < ∞. (8) 2 Conjectures from statistical physics

This section will be devoted to the prediction of the feasible set F_{m,α} using physicists’ replica method. Based on the duality between F_{m,α} and V_{m,α}(·), we will state the general prediction for V_{m,α}(h) in the following conjecture, with detailed calculations deferred to Appendix B. Recall that V_{m,α}(h) is defined in Eq. (5).

Conjecture 2.1 (Replica prediction for V_{m,α}(h)). For any fixed h ∈ C_b(R^m ), almost surely

lim_{n→∞} max W ∈O(d,m) 1 n n∑ i=1 h ( W^⊤x_i ) = V_{m,α}(h) , (9)

V_{m,α}(h) = inf (μ,M,C)∈U ×I_m×S^m_+ F_m(μ, M, C). (10) In the above display, the m-dimensional Parisi functional F_m : U × I_m × S^m_+ → R is defined as

F_m(μ, M, C) = f_μ(0, 0) + 1 2α ∫_1 0 Tr ( M(t) ( C + ∫_1 t μ(s)M(s)ds )_{−1}) dt, (11)

where f_μ : [0, 1] × R^m → R solves the m-dimensional Parisi PDE: ∂_tf_μ(t, x)+ 1 2 μ(t)⟨∇_xf_μ(t, x), M(t)∇_xf_μ(t, x)⟩ + 1 2 Tr ( M(t)∇^2_xf_μ(t, x) ) = 0, f_μ(1, x) = sup_{u∈Rm} { h(x + u) − 1 2 ⟨u, C^{−1}u⟩ } , (12)

S^m_+ denotes the set of m × m positive definite matrices, and

I_m := { M : [0, 1) → S^m_+ :

∫_1 0 M(t) dt = I_m } , (13)

U := { μ : [0, 1) → R_{≥0} : μ non-decreasing,

∫_1 0 μ(t)dt < ∞ } . (14)

Remark 1 (Replica prediction for V_{1,α}(h)). The formulas in Conjecture 2.1 can be significantly simplified for the case m = 1. In this case, M(t) = r(t) is a non-negative function on [0, 1] satisfying ∫_1 0 r(t)dt = 1, and C = c is a positive scalar. We then have

F_1(μ, r, c) = f_μ(0, 0) + 1 2α ∫_1 0 r(t)dt c + ∫_1 t μ(s)r(s)ds , where f_μ solves the PDE ∂_sf_μ(s, x) + 1 2 r(t) ( μ(s)∂_xf_μ(s, x)^2 + ∂^2_xf_μ(s, x) ) = 0,

f_μ(1, x) = sup_{u∈R} { h(x + u) − u^2 2c } . (15)

Examples of this formula in the literature sometimes use a different parametrization of the time variable. Namely, they use the change of variable s → t(s) = ∫_s 0 r(u)du. Under this change, we recast f_μ(s, x) as f_μ(t, x) and μ(s) as μ(t). The Parisi PDE then reads ∂_tf_μ(t, x) + 1 2 μ(t)∂_xf_μ(t, x)^2 + 1 2 ∂^2_xf_μ(t, x) = 0,

f_μ(1, x) = sup_{u∈R} { h(x + u) − u^2 2c } . (16)

Further, the Parisi functional reduces to

F_1(μ, c) = f_μ(0, 0) + 1 2α ∫_1 0 dq c + ∫_1 q μ(u)du . (17)

Notice that the reduced Parisi functional does not depend on r any more. The replica prediction for V_{1,α}(h) then becomes

lim_{n→∞} max w∈S^{d−1} 1 n n∑ i=1 h (⟨w, x_i⟩) = V_{1,α}(h) = inf_{(μ,c)∈U ×R>0} F_1(μ, c). (18)

In the following sections, we will drop the subscript “1” and use F(μ, c) instead of F_1(μ, c).

3 Main results

In this section, we present our main results regarding F^{alg}_{m,α}, the set of computationally feasible probability distributions in F_{m,α}. In Section 3.1, we describe the class of IAMP algorithms to be analyzed. Section 3.2 presents the characterization of the set of probability distributions in F^{alg}_{m,α} that can be realized using our algorithm. Section 3.3 then states our main achievability result for V^{alg}_{m,α}(·). Finally, in Section 3.4 we establish the extended Parisi variational principle for V^{alg}_{1,α} (·).

3.1 Overview of the algorithm

We give a brief description our two-stage AMP algorithm. For further background information and discussion, we refer to Section 4. In this and the next section, we will work with a slightly more general model than the one described in the introduction, whereby each data point consists of a pair (x_i, y_i) with x_i ∈ R^d and y_i ∈ R. We introduce this generalization in view of its applications to supervised learning problems, to be developed in future work.

We now state our assumptions on this model below.

Assumption 3.1. {(x_i, y_i)}_{i∈[n]} are i.i.d. data such that for each i ∈ [n], y_i ∼ P_Y is independent of x_i ∼ N(0, I_d), where P_Y ∈ P(R) is a sub-Gaussian distribution.

In this more general setting, we are interested in the joint empirical distribution of {(y_i, W^⊤x_i)}_{1≤i≤n}. The definition of F^{alg}_{m,α} is then generalized accordingly:

F^{alg}_{m,α} := { P ∈ P(R × R^m ) : ∃W = W_n(X, y, ω) polytime computable, s.t. (19) W^⊤W = I_m, 1 n n∑ i=1 δ_{(yi,W} ⊤_{xi)}^w⇒ P in probability } . Our algorithm has two stages: The first stage consists of T_1 iterations with fixed step size, followed by an incremental stage of T_2 iterations with small step sizes, where T_1 and T_2 are two positive integers to be determined.

The first stage of our algorithm consists of T_1 identical AMP iterations: for t = 0, · · · , T_1 − 1, we update V^t ∈ R^{n×m} , W^t ∈ R^{d×m} , using:

W^{t+1} = 1 √ n X^⊤F (V^t; y) − W^tK^⊤_t , (20)

V^t = 1 √ n XW^t − d n F (V^{t−1}; y) . (21)

Here F : R^m × R → R^m is understood to be applied row-wise. Namely, for V ∈ R^{n×m} (with rows v_i), y ∈ R^n (with entries y_i), F (V ; y) ∈ R^{n×m} is the matrix whose i-th row is F (v_i; y_i). Further, the Onsager correction term K_t ∈ R^{m×m} is given by

K_t = 1 n n∑ i=1 ∂F ∂v^t (v^t_i; y_i). (22)

We will show (using general tools from the analysis of AMP algorithms) that, in the limit of large T_1 after n, d → ∞, this iteration converges to an approximate fixed point of some non-linear function, which will be the starting point of the second stage of our algorithm.

In the second stage, we allow each iterate to depend on all previous ones. Denote W^{≤t} = (W^s)_{1≤s≤t} and V^{≤t} = (V^s)_{1≤s≤t}. We iterate, for T_1 ≤ t < T_1 + T_2:

W^{t+1} = 1 √ n X^⊤F_t(V^{≤t}; y) − t∑ s=1 G_s(W^{≤s})K^⊤_{t,s}, (23)

V^t = 1 √ n XG_t(W^{≤t}) − t∑ s=1 F_{s−1}(V^{≤s−1}; y)D^⊤_{t,s}, (24) where K_{t,s} = 1 n n∑ i=1 ∂F_t ∂v^s ( v^1_i , · · · , v^t_i; y_i ) , D_{t,s} = 1 n d∑ i=1 ∂G_t ∂w^s ( w^1_i , · · · , w^t_i ) , t ≥ s. As before, we will overload the notations and let F_t and G_t operate on its argument matrices row-wise. We further assume that F_t and G_t take the following specific structure: F_t ( v^1, · · · , v^t; y ) = v^tΦ_{t−1} ( v^1, · · · , v^{t−1}; y ) , (25) G_t ( w^1, · · · , w^t ) = w^tΨ_{t−1} ( w^1, · · · , w^{t−1} ) , (26)

where Φ_{t−1} and Ψ_{t−1} are matrix-valued mapping that satisfy certain moment constraints from the state evolution of AMP. The second stage of our algorithm involves T_2 iterations with the above choices of F_t and G_t.

Finally, the output of our two-stage AMP algorithm will be a weighted average of W^{T1} and the incremental AMP iterations in the second stage. To be concrete, we will show that

p-lim n,d→∞ 1 n (W^{T1} )^⊤W^{T1} = Q, (27)

where Q ∈ S^m_+ is a deterministic m × m matrix satisfying Q ⪯ I_m, which will be characterized in the following sections. For any such Q, let Q_{T1+1}, · · · , Q_{T1+T2} be T_2 deterministic m × m matrices such that_{T1+T2} ∑ t=T_1+1 Q^⊤_t Q_t = I_m − Q, we then compute

W_Q = 1 √ n W^{T1} + 1 √ n T_1+T_2∑

t=T_1+1 G_t ( W^{≤t} ) Q_t .

We set the final output of our algorithm to be ^W^{AMP}_n = W_Q(W^⊤_QW_Q)^{−1/2}, which is guaranteed to be a d × m orthogonal matrix. The set of (α, m)-feasible distributions achieved by our algorithm will be studied in the next section.

3.2 A set of computationally feasible distributions

We begin with stating our AMP achievability result for general m, and then simplify our formulas to the special case m = 1.

Definition 1. Let Q ∈ S^m_+ be such that 0 ⪯ Q ⪯ I_m, and V^0 ∼ N(0, Q) be independent of Y ∼ P_Y . We say that F : R^m × R → R^m is a Q-contraction for (V^0, Y ), if αE [ F ( V^0, Y ) F ( V^0, Y )_⊤] = Q, (28)

and there exists some S ∈ S^m_+\{0}, such that αE [ J_F ( V^0, Y )_⊤ S J_F ( V^0, Y )] ⪯ S, (29) where J_F denotes the Jacobian matrix of F with respect to the first variable.

Theorem 3.1 (Inner bound for F^{alg}_{m,α}). Let Q ∈ S^m_+ be such that 0 ⪯ Q ⪯ I_m, and V^0 ∼ N(0, Q) be independent of Y ∼ P_Y . Assume that F is a Q-contraction for (V^0, Y ). Let (B_t)_{0≤t≤1} be an m-dimensional standard Brownian motion independent of (V^0, Y ). Define the filtration {F_t} by

F_t = σ ( V^0, Y, (B_s)_{0≤s≤t} ) , 0 ≤ t ≤ 1. Assume Q(t) ∈ L^2([0, 1] → R^{m×m} ) satisfy ∫_1 0 Q(t)Q(t)^⊤dt = I_m − Q, and {Φ_t}_{0≤t≤1} is an m × m matrix-valued progressively measurable stochastic process with respect to the filtration {F_t}_{0≤t≤1}, satisfying E [ Φ_tΦ^⊤_t ] ⪯ I_m α , ∀0 ≤ t ≤ 1. Then, we have that Law(Y, U) ∈ F^{alg}_{m,α}, where

U = V^0 + F (V^0, Y ) +

∫_1 0 Q(t) (I_m + Φ_t) dB_t.

We obtain the following feasibility result for the case m = 1 in the unsupervised setting. Notice that in this case, we can eliminate the matrix-valued function t → Q(t) by a time reparametrization. See Section 5.2 for details.

Corollary 3.1 (Inner bound for F^{alg}_{1,α}, unsupervised setting). Let q ∈ [0, 1], v ∼ N(0, q) and assume that F : R → R satisfies E [ F (v)^2 ] = q α , E [ F^′(v)^2 ] ≤ 1 α . (30)

Define the filtration F_t = σ (v, (B_s)_{0≤s≤t}) for t ∈ [0, 1], with (B_t)_{t∈[0,1]} a standard Brownian motion independent of v. Let (ϕ_t)_{q≤t≤1} be a real-valued progressively measurable process with respect to {F_t}_{q≤t≤1}. Then Law(U) ∈ F^{alg}_{1,α}, where

U = v + F (v) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t .

The proof of Theorem 3.1 is deferred to Section 4, where we will also describe in greater details the two-stage AMP algorithm utilized for proving it.

3.3 Dual value V^{alg}_{1,α} (h) and stochastic optimal control From now on we will focus on the case m = 1. We fix a function h : R → R and consider the problem of maximizing the Hamiltonian H_{n,d}(w) := 1 n n∑ i=1 h (⟨x_i, w⟩) , w ∈ S^{d−1} .

We will characterize the optimal value achieved by AMP algorithms of the type described in the previous section. For this purpose, we define

V^{AMP}

1,α (q; h) := sup_{f,ϕ} E_{v∼N(0,q)} [ h ( v + F (v) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t )] , subject to E [ F (v)^2 ] = q α , E [ F^′(v)^2 ] ≤ 1 α , and E [ ϕ^2_t ] ≤ 1 α , ∀t ∈ [0, 1]. (31)

Note that for any fixed choice of q and F , this is a stochastic optimal control problem for the control process {ϕ_t}_{t∈[q,1]} on the time interval [q, 1]. As a direct consequence of Corollary 3.1, the following theorem characterizes the asymptotic maximum achieved by our two-stage AMP algorithm, in terms of V^{AMP}_{1,α} (q; h).

Theorem 3.2 (Optimal value of H_{n,d}(w) achieved by AMP algorithms). For any h : R → R Lipschitz continuous and bounded from above, the followings hold.

(a) Upper bound. Let ^w^{AMP}_n be the output of any AMP algorithm as defined in Section 3.1, with an arbitrary choice of the nonlinearities satisfying technical assumptions in Sections 3.1 and 3.2. Then, almost surely, lim_{n→∞} H_{n,d} ( ^w^{AMP}_n ) ≤ V^{AMP}_{1,α} (h) := sup_{q∈[0,1)} V^{AMP}_{1,α} (q; h). (32)

(b) Achievability. For any ε > 0, there exists a two-stage AMP algorithm such that, almost surely, lim_{n→∞} H_{n,d} ( ^w^{AMP}_n ) ≥ V^{AMP}_{1,α} (h) − ε . (33)

Of course, since AMP is a polynomial-time algorithm, the last theorem implies that

V^{alg}_{1,α} (h) ≥ V^{AMP}_{1,α} (h) . (34)

3.4 Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation and Parisi-type formula We will now develop a variational principle that is dual to the stochastic optimal control problem of Eq. (31). The resulting formula is closely related to the Parisi variational principle, that we derived heuristically in Section 2 (note that the Parisi formula for m = 1 is in Remark 1).

We begin with defining two relevant function spaces. Definition 2 (Space of functional order parameters). Define

L := { (μ, c) ∈ L^1[0, 1] × R_{>0} : μ|_{[0,t]} ∈ L^∞[0, t] and c +

∫_1 t μ(s)ds > 0 for all t ∈ [0, 1) } , (35)

and let

L_# := { γ : [0, 1] → R_{>0} absolutely continuous : (μ, c) ∈ L for μ = γ^′/γ^2, c = 1/γ(1) } . (36)

Further, for any q ∈ [0, 1), define L (q) = {(μ, c) ∈ L : μ(t) = 0, ∀t ∈ [0, q]} (37) and L_#(q) = { γ ∈ L_# : γ|_{[0,q]} is constant } . (38) Then, we see that γ ∈ L_#(q) if and only if (μ, c) ∈ L (q) with (μ, c) = (γ^′/γ^2, 1/γ(1)).

We are now ready to state our main result establishing a Parisi-type variational principle for the stochastic optimal control problem (31). Recall the Parisi functional of Eq. (17) (we drop the subscript 1 for notational simplicity):

F(μ, c) = f_μ(0, 0) + 1 2α ∫_1 0 dt c + ∫_1 t μ(s)ds , where f_μ is the solution to the partial differential equation (16), which we copy here for the reader’s convenience: ∂_tf_μ(t, x) + 1 2 μ(t)∂_xf_μ(t, x)^2 + 1 2 ∂^2_xf_μ(t, x) = 0,

f_μ(1, x) = sup_{u∈R} { h(x + u) − u^2 2c } . (39)

We also define

V^{AMP}_{1,α} (q; h) := sup_{αE[F (v)2 ]≤ q} E[ϕ^2_t ]≤ 1/α E [ h ( v + F (v) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t )] .

Note that this differs from the definition of V^{AMP}_{1,α} (q; h) in that the equality constraint αE [F (v)^2 ] = q is replaced by an inequality one, and we drop the constraint αE [F^′ (v)^2] ≤ 1. As a consequence, we always have V^{AMP}_{1,α} (q; h) ≥ V^{AMP}_{1,α} (q; h).

Theorem 3.3. Assume h ∈ C^2(R) is Lipschitz continuous and bounded from above. Then the followings hold.

(a) Variational formula. Fix q ∈ [0, 1) and v ∼ N(0, q). For any γ ∈ L_#(q) and (μ, c) ∈ L (q) satisfying μ = γ^′/γ^2 and c = 1/γ(1), we have:

F(μ, c) = sup_{F,ϕ} E [ h ( v + F (v) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ϕ^2_t − 1 α ) dt − γ(q) 2 ( F (v)^2 − q α )] . (40)

(b) Weak duality. For any q ∈ [0, 1), we have

V^{AMP}

1,α (q; h) ≤ V^{AMP}_{1,α} (q; h) ≤ inf_{(μ,c)∈L (q)} F(μ, c). (41)

(c) Strong duality. Fix q ∈ [0, 1), and assume there exists (μ_∗, c_∗) ∈ L (q) such that

F(μ_∗, c_∗) = inf_{(μ,c)∈L (q)} F(μ, c).

Then there exists a feasible pair (F^∗, ϕ^∗) that satisfies

αE [F^∗ (v)^2] = q, αE [(F^∗ )^′(v)^2] ≤ 1, E [(ϕ^∗_t )^2] ≤ 1 α , ∀t ∈ [q, 1], (42) such that F(μ_∗, c_∗) = E [ h ( v + F^∗(v) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ^∗_t ) dB_t )] = V^{AMP}_{1,α} (q; h). (43)

Further, (F^∗, ϕ^∗) is efficiently computable given access to (μ_∗, c_∗).

In particular, under the conditions at point (c), we have the dual characterization

V^{AMP}

1,α (q; h) = inf_{(μ,c)∈L (q)} F(μ, c) . (44)

The proof of Theorem 3.3 is presented in Section 5.3, with technical legwork (constructing a solution to the Parisi PDE, verification argument, and computing first-order variation of the Parisi functional) deferred to Appendix E.

4 Incremental AMP algorithm: Proof of Theorem 3.1

This section will be devoted to establishing our general two-stage AMP algorithm and the proof of Theorem 3.1, with proofs of auxiliary results deferred to Appendix C.

For future applications, we will prove several technical results under a more general data distribution, whereby {(y_i, x_i)}_{i≤n} are i.i.d. pairs but y_i is dependent on x_i. Namely, we assume x_i ∼ N(0, I_d) as above and

y_i = φ(V^⊤x_i; ε_i) , ∀i ∈ [n] . (45)

Using vector notation, we will write y = φ(XV ; ε), where φ is understood to act on its arguments row-wise. Here the noise vector ε = (ε_i)_{i∈[n]} is independent of X, ε_i ∼_{i.i.d.} P_ε ∈ P(R), and φ : R^k → R is a deterministic link function. Finally, V ∈ R^{d×k} is a deterministic matrix (in fact, a sequence of such matrices with d diverging with n). We assume that the y_i’s are sub-Gaussian with sub-Gaussian norm of order one. Note that the case of y_i independent of x_i is recovered if we choose φ dependent uniquely on its second argument, i.e., with an abuse of notation, y_i = φ(ε_i). We will refer to this as the case of “pure noise labels” or “purely random labels”.

Lemma 4.1. Without loss of generality, we can assume that the empirical distribution of the rows of √ nV converges in W_2 distance (and hence weakly) to P_V = N(0, αI_k ) as n, d → ∞.

Proof. First of all, we can assume V ∈ O(d, k) (the set of d × k orthogonal matrices) by eventually adjusting φ. Now for any fixed V ∈ O(d, k), let R be a uniformly random orthogonal matrix of size d × d, namely R is sampled from the uniform probability measure on O(d, d). Then, we know that XV = XR^⊤RV , which leads to y = φ(XV ; ε) = φ(XR^⊤RV ; ε). Using rotational invariance of standard Gaussian measure and the uniform measure on O(d, k), we know that the empirical distribution of the rows of √ nRV weakly converges to P_V = N(0, αI_k ) almost surely, and that XR^{⊤ d}= X is independent of RV . Therefore, recasting XR^⊤ as X and RV as V , we can apply the general AMP algorithm to the pair (X, y) and assume without loss of generality that the empirical distribution of the rows of √ nV weakly converges to P_V = N(0, αI_k ) as n, d → ∞.

4.1 Approximate message passing

Following [BM11, JM13, CMW20], we define the general AMP algorithm as an iterative procedure which generates two sequences of matrices {W^t}_{t≥1} ⊂ R^{d×m} and {V^t}_{t≥1} ⊂ R^{n×m} according to:

W^{t+1} = 1 √ n X^⊤F_t(V^{≤t}; y) − t∑ s=1 G_s(W^{≤s})K^⊤_{t,s}, (46)

V^t = 1 √ n XG_t(W^{≤t}) − t∑ s=1 F_{s−1}(V^{≤s−1}; y)D^⊤_{t,s}, (47)

where W^1 = X^⊤F_0(y)/ √ n, and {F_t : R^{mt+1} → R^m }_{t≥0} and {G_t : R^{mt} → R^m }_{t≥1} are two sequences of Lipschitz functions. Moreover, we let W^{≤t} = (W^s)_{1≤s≤t}, V^{≤t} = (V^s)_{1≤s≤t}, and adopt the convention that the Lipschitz functions G_t and F_t apply row-wise to their arguments. The Onsager correction terms are defined as D_{t,s} = 1 n d∑ i=1 ∂G_t ∂w^s (w^1_i , · · · , w^t_i), K_{t,s} = 1 n n∑ i=1 ∂F_t ∂v^s (v^1_i , · · · , v^t_i; y_i), (48)

where w^s_i is the i-th row of W^s and v^s_i is the i-th row of V^s, respectively.

Remark 2. We will refer to the matrices in Eq (48) as “Onsager coefficients”. The population version of these coefficients are used in some of the earlier literature, whereby the empirical average over i is replaced by an expectation over the asymptotic distributions of the w^t_i’s and v^t_i’s. By an induction argument in [JM13], the high-dimensional asymptotics of these two versions of this algorithm are the same.

As n, d → ∞ and n/d → α, for any fixed t ∈ N, the limiting joint distribution of the first t AMP iterates is exactly characterized by the following proposition.

Proposition 4.2 (State evolution of AMP). Denote Z_{≤t} := (Z_1, · · · , Z_t) and Z_{≤t} := (Z_1, · · · , Z_t) where each Z_t, Z_t ∈ R^m . The joint distributions of the random variables (Z_{≤t}, Y ) ∈ R^{mt+1} and (Z_{≤t}, V ) ∈ R^{mt+k} are defined as follows (note that Z_0 ∈ R^k ): Both (Z_0, Z_{≤t}) and Z_{≤t} are multivariate normal with zero mean, and their covariance structures are specified via the following recursion: (note that the Z_t’s and Z_t’s are row vectors) E [ Z^⊤_i Z_j ] = 1 α E [ G_i (V μ_{≤i} + Z_{≤i})^⊤ G_j (V μ_{≤j} + Z_{≤j} ) ] , i, j ≥ 1, E [ Z^⊤_i Z_0 ] = 1 α E [ G_i (V μ_{≤i} + Z_{≤i})^⊤ V ] , E [ Z^⊤_0 Z_0 ] = 1 α E [ V^⊤V ] , i ≥ 1, E [ Z^⊤_i Z_j ] = E [ F_{i−1} ( Z_{≤i−1}; Y )_⊤ F_{j−1} ( Z_{≤j−1}; Y )] , i, j ≥ 1, Y = φ ( Z_0; ε ) , μ_{t+1} = E [ ∂F_t ∂z_0 ( Z_{≤t}; φ ( Z_0; ε )) ] .

(49)

Here, V ∼ P_V is independent of (Z_i)_{i≥1}, and ε ∼ P_ε is independent of (Z_i)_{i≥0}. Under this specification, we know that

p-lim n→∞ D_{t,s} = 1 α E [ ∂G_t ∂w^s (V μ_{≤t} + Z_{≤t}) ] , p-lim n→∞ K_{t,s} = E [ ∂F_t ∂v^s ( Z_{≤t}; Y )] . (50)

Furthermore, for any pseudo-Lipschitz functions ψ_1, ψ_2, we have almost surely lim_{n→∞} 1 d d∑ i=1 ψ_1 ( w^1_i , · · · , w^t_i, v_i ) = E [ψ_1 (V μ_{≤t} + Z_{≤t}, V )] , (51)

lim_{n→∞} 1 n n∑ i=1 ψ_2 ( v^1_i , · · · , v^t_i, y_i ) = E [ ψ_2 ( Z_{≤t}, Y )] , (52) as n, d → ∞ and n/d → α. Proof. This can be deduced from the results in [JM13, CMW20, MW22].

Remark 3. As mentioned in the introduction, we allow the algorithm that computes the projection matrix W to be randomized. In the framework of Proposition 4.2, randomization can be implemented by letting the functions F_t depend on an additional random variable. Namely, F_t(v^1_i , . . . , v^t_i; y_i) is replaced by F_t(v^1_i , . . . , v^t_i; y_i, ω_i) with (ω_i)_{i≥1} ∼_{i.i.d.} Unif([0, 1]). For simplicity of notation, we will leave this dependence implicit. Expectations in the state evolution equations are understood to be taken with respect to these random variables as well.

Corollary 4.3. The empirical distribution of (v^1_i , · · · , v^t_i, y_i)_{1≤i≤n} almost surely weakly converges to the law of (Z_{≤t}, Y ). Similarly, the empirical distribution of (w^1_i , · · · , w^t_i, v_i)_{1≤i≤d} almost surely weakly converges to the law of (V μ_{≤t} + Z_{≤t}, V ).

Proof. We only prove the first part as the second part is exactly identical. Following the notation of [BPR06], we denote by ν_n the empirical distribution of (v^{≤t}_i , y_i)_{1≤i≤n} = (v^1_i , · · · , v^t_i, y_i)_{1≤i≤n} and by ν the law of (Z_{≤t}, Y ). Since for each u, the function f_u(x) = exp(i⟨u, x⟩) is bounded Lipschitz, we know from Eq. (51) that P ( lim_{n→∞} ν_n(f_u) = ν(f_u) ) = 1, ∀u ∈ R^{mt+1} . Applying Theorem 2.6 in [BPR06] implies that ν_n ⇒ ν with probability one.

Remark 4. If the labels {y_i}_{i∈[n]} are purely random, then φ(Z_0; ε) has no dependence on Z_0, and consequently μ_t ≡ 0. The state evolution can thus be simplified to lim_{n→∞} 1 d d∑ i=1 ψ_1 ( w^1_i , · · · , w^t_i ) = E [ψ_1 (Z_{≤t})] , (53)

lim_{n→∞} 1 n n∑ i=1 ψ_2 ( v^1_i , · · · , v^t_i, y_i ) = E [ ψ_2 ( Z_{≤t}, Y )] , (54)

where Y is independent of (Z_i)_{i≥1}, and for i, j ≥ 1, E [ Z^⊤_i Z_j ] = 1 α E [ G_i (Z_{≤i})^⊤ G_j (Z_{≤j}) ] , E [ Z^⊤_i Z_j ] = E [ F_{i−1} ( Z_{≤i−1}; Y )_⊤ F_{j−1} ( Z_{≤j−1}; Y )] . (55)

4.2 First stage: Fixed-point AMP

In this section, we present the first stage of our general two-stage AMP algorithm, which consists of several identical AMP iterations that finally converges to a fixed point of the state evolution equations (49), which will be the starting point of the pure incremental part in the second stage.

Since the aim of this stage is just to get an initialization with non-zero mean, we will take some simple choices for the functions {F_t}_{t≥0} and {G_t}_{t≥1}. To be specific, we set all F_t with t ≥ 1 to be F , which only depends on (V^t; y), and all G_t to be the identity mapping on W^t. Consequently, D_t = (d/n)I_m and the AMP iterations reduce to

W^{t+1} = 1 √ n X^⊤F (V^t; y) − W^tK^⊤_t , (56)

V^t = 1 √ n XW^t − d n F (V^{t−1}; y), (57)

where we still have W^1 = X^⊤F_0(y)/ √ n, and

K_t = 1 n n∑ i=1 ∂F ∂v^t (v^t_i; y_i) (58)

are the Onsager terms. With this simple choice, the state evolution equations (49) reduce to E [ Z^⊤_i Z_j ] = μ^⊤_i μ_j + 1 α E [ Z^⊤_i Z_j ] , i, j ≥ 1, E [ Z^⊤_i Z_0 ] = μ^⊤_i , E [ Z^⊤_0 Z_0 ] = I_k, i ≥ 1, E [ Z^⊤_1 Z_1 ] = E [ F_0 (Y )^⊤ F_0 (Y ) ] , E [ Z^⊤_i Z_1 ] = E [ F ( Z_{i−1}; Y )_⊤ F_0 (Y ) ] , i ≥ 2, E [ Z^⊤_i Z_j ] = E [ F ( Z_{i−1}; Y )_⊤ F ( Z_{j−1}; Y )] , i, j ≥ 2, Y = φ ( Z_0; ε ) , μ_1 = E [ ∂F_0 ∂z_0 ( φ ( Z_0; ε )) ] , μ_{t+1} = E [ ∂F ∂z_0 ( Z_t; φ ( Z_0; ε ))] , t ≥ 1.

(59)

We will make the following assumption on the non-linearity F :

Assumption 4.1. There exists two matrix-valued parameters μ ∈ R^{k×m} and Q ∈ S^m_+, such that

1. (μ, Q) is a solution to the following system of equations: μ = E_{(μ,Q)} [ ∂F ∂z_0 ( Z; φ ( Z_0; ε )) ] , (60)

Q = μ^⊤μ + 1 α E_{(μ,Q)} [ F ( Z; φ ( Z_0; ε ))_⊤ F ( Z; φ ( Z_0; ε ))] , (61)

where E_{(μ,Q)} represents the expectation taken under (Z, Z_0)^⊤ ∼ N ( 0, [ Q μ^⊤ μ I_k ]) , independent

of ε ∼ P_ε.

2. Further, there exists a differentiable function F_0 satisfying μ = E [ ∂F_0 ∂z_0 ( φ ( Z_0; ε )) ] , Q = μ^⊤μ + 1 α E [ F_0 ( φ ( Z_0; ε ))_⊤ F_0 ( φ ( Z_0; ε ))] . (62)

Remark 5. For general F , there is no guarantee that there exists (μ, Q) and F_0 satisfying Assumption 4.1. However, we will soon restrict ourselves to a specific setting (the pure noise case) where the existence of (μ, Q) and F_0 is guaranteed.

Lemma 4.4. Under Assumption 4.1, we have for all t ≥ 1, E [ Z^⊤_t Z_0 ] = μ^⊤, E [ Z^⊤_t Z_t ] = Q. (63)

Proof. We prove by induction. For t = 1, the conclusion follows automatically from point 2 in Assumption 4.1 and Eq. (59). Now assume the conclusion holds for t. For t + 1, we have E [ Z^⊤_{t+1}Z_0 ] = μ^⊤_{t+1} = E [ ∂F ∂z_0 ( Z_t; φ ( Z_0; ε )) ]_⊤ = μ^⊤, which follows from our induction hypothesis and point 1 in Assumption 4.1. Further, E [ Z^⊤_{t+1}Z_{t+1} ] = μ^⊤_{t+1}μ_{t+1} + 1 α E [ Z^⊤_{t+1}Z_{t+1} ]

= μ^⊤μ + 1 α E [ F ( Z_t; φ ( Z_0; ε ))_⊤ F ( Z_t; φ ( Z_0; ε ))] = μ^⊤μ + 1 α E_{(μ,Q)} [ F ( Z; φ ( Z_0; ε ))_⊤ F ( Z; φ ( Z_0; ε ))] = Q. This completes the proof.

The state evolution equations (59) can thus be further simplified: E [ Z^⊤_0 Z_0 ] = I_k, E [ Z^⊤_i Z_0 ] = μ^⊤, E [ Z^⊤_i Z_i ] = Q, i ≥ 1, E [ Z^⊤_i Z_j ] = μ^⊤μ + 1 α E [ Z^⊤_i Z_j ] , i, j ≥ 1, E [ Z^⊤_1 Z_1 ] = E [ F_0 ( φ ( Z_0; ε ))_⊤ F_0 ( φ ( Z_0; ε ))] , E [ Z^⊤_i Z_1 ] = E [ F ( Z_{i−1}; φ ( Z_0; ε ))_⊤ F_0 ( φ ( Z_0; ε ))] , i ≥ 2, E [ Z^⊤_i Z_j ] = E [ F ( Z_{i−1}; φ ( Z_0; ε ))_⊤ F ( Z_{j−1}; φ ( Z_0; ε ))] , i, j ≥ 2.

(64)

Fix T_1 ∈ N_+ , we will take W_F = W^{T1} / √ n as the output of this fixed-point AMP stage. By state evolution, we have

W^⊤_F W_F = 1 n ( W^{T1} )_⊤ W^{T1} = 1 n d∑ i=1 ( w^{T1}_i )_⊤ w^{T1}_i → 1 α E [ (V μ + Z_{T1} )^⊤ (V μ + Z_{T1} ) ] = μ^⊤μ + 1 α E [ Z^⊤_{T1} Z_{T1} ]

= E [ Z^⊤_{T1} Z_{T1} ] = Q in probability as n → ∞.

Further, we compute the limiting empirical joint distribution of the labels y and the projected covariates XW_F = XW^{T1} / √ n. According to the generalized AMP iteration equations and Proposition 4.2, we obtain that

XW_F = 1 √ n XW^{T1} = V^{T1} + F (V^{T1−1}; y)D^⊤_{T1} = V^{T1} + d n F (V^{T1−1}; y). As a consequence, 1 n n∑ i=1 δ_{(yi,(XW F )i)}^w⇒ Law ( Y, Z_{T1} + 1 α F ( Z_{T1−1}; Y ) )

= Law ( φ ( Z_0; ε ) , Z_{T1} + 1 α F ( Z_{T1−1}; φ ( Z_0; ε )) ) , where we have E [ F ( Z_{T1−1}; φ ( Z_0; ε ))_⊤ F ( Z_{T1−1}; φ ( Z_0; ε ))] = E [ Z^⊤_{T1} Z_{T1} ] = α ( Q − μ^⊤μ ) . In the next section, we establish that in the pure noise case, and under suitable conditions on F_0 and F , we have lim_{t→∞} E [‖Z_t − Z_{t−1}‖^2] = 0. Therefore, one can take the limit T_1 → ∞, see Proposition 4.6 for details.

4.2.1 Pure noise labels

In this section, we specialize our general results to the case of pure noise labels, namely y = φ(ε) is independent of X. Under this setting, we see that in the AMP state evolution Y = φ(ε) does not depend on Z_0, and Eq. (59) implies μ_t = 0 for all t ≥ 1. Further, point 2 of Assumption 4.1 is verified by the following lemma.

Lemma 4.5. For any function F and Q ∈ S^m_+, there exists a differentiable F_0 such that E [ F_0 (φ (ε))^⊤ F_0 (φ (ε)) ] = αQ, E [ F ( Z_1; φ(ε) )_⊤ F_0 (φ(ε)) ] = 0. (65)

Proof. Recall that by Remark 3, we have implicitly F_0 (φ (ε)) = F_0 (φ (ε) , ω) where ω ∼ Unif([0, 1]) encodes additional randomness. We can therefore choose F_0 to be a function that depends uniquely on ω, while F being independent of ω, and it is clear that we can construct F_0(ω) to be, for instance, a zero-mean Gaussian vector with the claimed covariance.

From now on, we will choose F such that F/α is a Q-contraction for (Z, Y ) where Z ∼ N(0, Q) is independent of Y , as per Definition 1. This implies that E [ F ( Z, Y ) F ( Z, Y )_⊤] = αQ, (66)

and there exists some S ∈ S^m_+\{0}, such that E [ J_F ( Z, Y )_⊤ S J_F ( Z, Y )] ⪯ αS, (67) which verifies point 1 of Assumption 4.1. Now, choosing F_0 as in Lemma 4.5 and W_F the same as before, we deduce that 1 n n∑ i=1 δ_{(yi,(XW F )i)}^w⇒ Law ( Y, Z_{T1} + 1 α F ( Z_{T1−1}; Y ) )

= Law ( φ (ε) , Z_{T1} + 1 α F ( Z_{T1−1}; φ (ε) ) ) , where E [ F ( Z_{T1−1}; φ (ε) )_⊤ F ( Z_{T1−1}; φ (ε) )] = E [ Z^⊤_{T1} Z_{T1} ] = αQ. (68)

To characterize this limiting joint distribution, we need to compute E[Z^⊤_{T1} Z_{T1−1}]. Define C_t = E [Z^⊤_{t+1}Z_t], then we have

C_1 = 1 α E [ Z^⊤_2 Z_1 ] = 1 α E [ F ( Z_1; φ(ε) )_⊤ F_0 (φ(ε)) ] = 0,

and the recurrence relation

C_{t+1} = 1 α E [ F ( Z_{t+1}; φ(ε) )_⊤ F ( Z_t; φ(ε) )] . (69)

Note that the right hand side of the above equation only depends on C_t = E [Z^⊤_{t+1}Z_t], since we always have E[Z^⊤_{t+1}Z_{t+1}] = E[Z^⊤_t Z_t] = Q. Now we define for C ∈ S^m_+ with 0 ⪯ C ⪯ Q: ψ(C) = 1 α E_{(C,Q)} [ F ( Z; φ(ε) )_⊤ F ( Z^′; φ(ε) )] , (70)

where E_{(C,Q)} denotes the expectation taken under (Z, Z^′)^⊤ ∼ N ( 0, [ Q C C Q ]) , independent of ε.

We then know that ψ(Q) = Q, and C_{t+1} = ψ(C_t). The proposition below establishes that as t → ∞, C_t converges to Q, the unique fixed point of ψ:

Proposition 4.6. lim_{t→∞} C_t = Q.

Remark 6. If m = 1, the requirement on F reduces to

E_v0_{∼N(0,q)} [ F (v^0; φ(ε))^2 ] = αq, E_v0_{∼N(0,q)} [ ∂_v0 F (v^0; φ(ε))^2 ] ≤ α. (71) As a consequence, we know that Law ( φ (ε) , Z_{T1} + 1 α F ( Z_{T1−1}; φ (ε) ))

is arbitrarily close to Law ( φ (ε) , Z + 1 α F ( Z; φ (ε) ) ) , Z ∼ N(0, Q) in W_2 distance for sufficiently large T_1.

4.3 Second stage: Incremental AMP

In this section we describe the second stage of our algorithm, which is an incremental AMP (IAMP) procedure first introduced in [Mon19]. We will see that the asymptotics of this incremental stage admit a stochastic integral representation under a suitable scaling limit.

For this IAMP stage, the non-linear functions {F_t}_{t≥T1} and {G_t}_{t≥T1+1} are chosen to satisfy the following assumption:

Assumption 4.2. Consider the random variables ((V^t)_{t≥1}, Y ) and ((W^t)_{t≥1}, V ) defined as follows:

(V^t)_{1≤t≤T1} = (Z_t)_{1≤t≤T1} , Y = φ ( Z_0; ε ) , Z_0 ∼ N (0, I_k) , ε ∼ P_ε, Z_0 ⊥ ε,

(V^t)_{t≥T1+1} ∼_{i.i.d.} N(0, I_m), (V^t)_{t≥T1+1} ⊥ ( (V^t)_{1≤t≤T1} , Y ) , (W^t)_{1≤t≤T1} = (Z_t)_{1≤t≤T1} , V ⊥ (W^t)_{t≥1}, V ∼ P_V ,

(W^t)_{t≥T1+1} ∼_{i.i.d.} N(0, I_m), (W^t)_{t≥T1 +1} ⊥ ( (W^t)_{1≤t≤T1} , V ) . (72)

We impose the following second moment constraints on {F_t}_{t≥T1} and {G_t}_{t≥T1+1}:

1. F_{T1} is only a function of Y = φ ( Z_0; ε ) with E [F_{T1} (Y )^⊤F_{T1} (Y )] = I_m, G_{T1+1} is only a function of V μ_{T1+1} + W^{T1+1} with E [ G_{T1+1} ( V μ_{T1+1} + W^{T1+1} )_⊤ G_{T1+1} ( V μ_{T1+1} + W^{T1+1} )] = αI_m. (73)

Further, for μ_{T1+1} = E [∂_{z 0} F_{T1} (φ(Z_0; ε))], we require E_{(μ,Q)} [ F_{T1} ( φ ( Z_0; ε ))_⊤ F ( Z; φ ( Z_0; ε ))] = 0, (74) E [ G_{T1 +1} ( V μ_{T1+1} + W^{T1+1} )_⊤ V ] = 0. (75)

2. The functions {F_t}_{t≥T1+1} and {G_t}_{t≥T1 +2} have the form:

F_t(V^{≤t}, Y ) = V^tΦ_{t−1}(V^{≤t−1}, Y ), G_t(W^{≤t}) = W^tΨ_{t−1}(W^{≤t−1}),

where Φ_{t−1} and Ψ_{t−1} are m × m matrix-valued functions satisfying E [ Φ_{t−1} ( V^{≤t−1}, Y )_⊤ Φ_{t−1} ( V^{≤t−1}, Y )] = I_m, E [ Ψ_{t−1} ((V μ_s + W^s)_{1≤s≤T1 +1}, (W^s)_{T1 +2≤s≤t−1})^⊤ Ψ_{t−1} ((V μ_s + W^s)_{1≤s≤T1 +1}, (W^s)_{T1 +2≤s≤t−1}) ] = αI_m. (76)

Proposition 4.7. Under Assumption 4.2, we have (Z_t)_{t≥T1 +1} ∼_{i.i.d.} N(0, I_m) is independent of ((Z_t)_{1≤t≤T1} , V ), and (Z_t)_{t≥T1+1} ∼_{i.i.d.} N(0, I_m) is independent of ((Z_t)_{1≤t≤T1} , Y ).

Now we construct the weight matrix W_I from the IAMP iterations. Fix a positive integer T_2, and let Q_1, · · · , Q_{T2} be T_2 non-random m × m matrices such that ∑_{T2} t=1 Q^⊤_t Q_t = I_m − Q. We then define

W_I = 1 √ n T_2∑

t=1 G_{T1+t+1} ( W^{≤T1+t+1} ) Q_t as the output of the IAMP stage. The final output of our two-stage algorithm is constructed as follows. Recall that the fixed-point stage outputs

W_F = 1 √ n W^{T1} .

We combine W_F and W_I by letting W_Q = W_F + W_I , and setting W = W_Q(W^⊤_QW_Q)^{−1/2} to be the final output of our algorithm. By definition, it is easy to see that W ∈ O(d, m), as we required in the definition of (α, m)-feasibility. Next it suffices to figure out the limiting empirical distribution of the rows of (y, XW ), which is characterized by the following:

Theorem 4.1. Let Assumption 4.2 hold, and further assume that for all t ≥ 0, F_t is continuous, and for all t ≥ 1, G_t and its partial derivatives are all pseudo-Lipschitz of order 2. Let the weight matrix W be constructed as above, then we have almost surely, 1 n n∑ i=1 δ_{(yi,(XW )i)}^w⇒ Law ( Y, Z_{T1} + 1 α F ( Z_{T1−1}; Y ) + T_2∑

t=1 ( Z_{T1+t+1} + F_{T1 +t} ( Z_{≤T1+t}; Y ) A_t ) Q_t )

as n → ∞, where Y = φ(Z_0; ε),

A_t = 1 α E [Ψ_{T1+t} (V μ_{≤T1+1} + Z_{≤T1+1}, (Z_t)_{T1+2≤t≤T1+t})] , 1 ≤ t ≤ T_2,

and the joint distributions of (Z_{≤T1+T2+1}, V ) and (Z_{≤T1+T2+1}, Y ) are specified in Assumption 4.2. Moreover, for any sequence of m × m matrices (A_t)_{1≤t≤T2} satisfying A^⊤_t A_t ⪯ I_m/α, and functions (F_{T1+t})_{1≤t≤T2} satisfying Assumption 4.2 (not necessarily to be continuous), Law ( Y, Z_{T1} + 1 α F ( Z_{T1−1}; Y ) + T_2∑

t=1 ( Z_{T1+t+1} + F_{T1+t} ( Z_{≤T1+t}; Y ) A_t ) Q_t )

is an (α, m)-feasible probability distribution in F^{alg}_{m,α}.

4.3.1 Pure noise labels

Here we specialize our general results to the case of the y_i’s being purely random labels, namely y = φ(ε) is independent of X. Under this setting, our requirements on the IAMP functions {F_t}_{t≥T1} and {G_t}_{t≥T1+1} simplify to the following:

Assumption 4.3. Consider the random variables ((V^t)_{t≥1}, Y ) and (W^t)_{t≥1} defined as follows: (V^t)_{1≤t≤T1} = (Z_t)_{1≤t≤T1} , Y = φ (ε) , ε ∼ P_ε, (V^t)_{t≥T1+1} ∼_{i.i.d.} N(0, I_m), (V^t)_{t≥T1+1} ⊥ ( (V^t)_{1≤t≤T1} , Y ) , (W^t)_{1≤t≤T1} = (Z_t)_{1≤t≤T1} , (W^t)_{t≥T1+1} ∼_{i.i.d.} N(0, I_m), (W^t)_{t≥T1+1} ⊥ (W^t)_{1≤t≤T1} .

(77)

We impose the following second moment constraints on {F_t}_{t≥T1} and {G_t}_{t≥T1+1}:

1. F_{T1} is only a function of Y = φ (ε) with E [F_{T1} (Y )^⊤F_{T1} (Y )] = I_m, G_{T1+1} is only a function of W^{T1+1} with E [ G_{T1+1} ( W^{T1+1} )_⊤ G_{T1+1} ( W^{T1+1} )] = αI_m. (78)

Further, we require E_Q [ F_{T1} (φ (ε))^⊤ F ( Z; φ (ε) )] = 0. (79)

2. The functions {F_t}_{t≥T1+1} and {G_t}_{t≥T1 +2} have the form:

F_t(V^{≤t}, Y ) = V^tΦ_{t−1}(V^{≤t−1}, Y ), G_t(W^{≤t}) = W^tΨ_{t−1}(W^{≤t−1}),

where Φ_{t−1} and Ψ_{t−1} are m × m matrix-valued functions satisfying E [ Φ_{t−1} ( V^{≤t−1}, Y )_⊤ Φ_{t−1} ( V^{≤t−1}, Y )] = I_m, E [ Ψ_{t−1} ( W^{≤t−1} )_⊤ Ψ_{t−1} ( W^{≤t−1} )] = αI_m. (80)

Based on Assumption 4.3, the state evolution for IAMP is specified as follows:

Proposition 4.8. For any fixed function F and Q ∈ S^m_+, there exists F_{T1} and G_{T1+1} satisfying

part 1 of Assumption 4.3. Further, under Assumption 4.3, we have (Z_t)_{t≥T1+1} ∼_{i.i.d.} N(0, I_m) is

independent of (Z_t)_{1≤t≤T1} , and (Z_t)_{t≥T1 +1} ∼_{i.i.d.} N(0, I_m) is independent of ((Z_t)_{1≤t≤T1} , Y ).

Proof. Similar to the proof of Proposition 4.7.

Using an analogous argument as that in the proof of Theorem 4.1, we can show that for any

sequence of m × m matrices (A_t)_{1≤t≤T2} satisfying A^⊤_t A_t ⪯ I_m/α, and functions (F_{T1 +t})_{1≤t≤T2}

satisfying Assumption 4.3 (not necessarily to be continuous), Law ( Y, Z_{T1} + 1 α F ( Z_{T1−1}; Y ) + T_2∑

t=1 ( Z_{T1+t+1} + F_{T1+t} ( Z_{≤T1+t}; Y ) A_t ) Q_t )

is in F^{alg}_{m,α}, where we recall that ∑_{T2} t=1 Q^⊤_t Q_t = I_m − Q. Let us denote

U = Z_{T1} + 1 α F ( Z_{T1−1}; Y ) + T_2∑

t=1 ( Z_{T1+t+1} + F_{T1+t} ( Z_{≤T1+t}; Y ) A_t ) Q_t. Then, according to our choice of F_t and G_t for IAMP,

U = Z_{T1} + 1 α F ( Z_{T1−1}; Y ) + T_2∑

t=1 ( Z_{T1+t+1} + Z_{T1+t}Φ_{T1+t−1} ( Z_{≤T1+t−1}, Y ) A_t ) Q_t, where the constraints read E [ Φ_{T1+t−1} ( Z_{≤T1+t−1}, Y )_⊤ Φ_{T1+t−1} ( Z_{≤T1+t−1}, Y )] = I_m, ∀t ≥ 1, A^⊤_t A_t ⪯ I_m α , ∀t ≥ 1, and T_2∑

t=1 Q^⊤_t Q_t = I_m − Q. For future convenience, we denote V^t = Z_{T1+t} for t ≥ 1, and choose Φ_{T1+t−1} as a function of

(V^{≤t−1}, Z_{T1−1}, Y ), i.e., Φ_{T1+t−1} ( Z_{≤T1+t−1}, Y ) = Φ_{T1+t−1} ( V^{≤t−1}, Z_{T1−1}, Y ) . (81)

We further recast Φ_{T1+t−1}(V^{≤t−1}, Z_{T1−1}, Y )A_t as Φ_{t−1}(V^{≤t−1}, Z_{T1−1}, Y ) for all t ≥ 1, so that the

constraints can be rewritten as E [ Φ_{t−1} ( V^{≤t−1}, Z_{T1−1}, Y )_⊤ Φ_{t−1} ( V^{≤t−1}, Z_{T1−1}, Y )] ⪯ I_m α , ∀t ≥ 1, (82) and U = Z_{T1} + 1 α F ( Z_{T1−1}; Y ) + T_2∑

t=1 ( V^{t+1} + V^tΦ_{t−1} ( V^{≤t−1}, Z_{T1−1}, Y )) Q_t. According to the discussion in Section 4.2.1, we know that as T_1 → ∞, U → Z + 1 α F ( Z; Y ) + T_2∑

t=1 ( V^{t+1} + V^tΦ_{t−1} ( V^{≤t−1}, Z, Y )) Q_t, where Z ∼ N(0, Q) is independent of (V^t)_{t≥1}. For notational simplicity, we recast Z as V^0 and T_2

as T , thus leading to the following theorem:

Theorem 4.2. For any T ∈ N_+ , let (V^t)_{1≤t≤T} ∼_{i.i.d.} N(0, I_m) be independent of (V^0, Y ) with V^0 ⊥ Y , V^0 ∼ N(0, Q), Y = φ(ε), ε ∼ P_ε. Futher, assume that F/α is a Q-contraction for (V^0, Y ) as per Definition 1. Define

U = V^0 + 1 α F ( V^0; Y ) + T∑ t=1 ( V^{t+1} + V^tΦ_{t−1} ( V^{≤t−1}, V^0, Y )) Q_t, (83)

where E [ Φ_{t−1} ( V^{≤t−1}, V^0, Y )_⊤ Φ_{t−1} ( V^{≤t−1}, V^0, Y )] ⪯ I_m α , ∀t ≥ 1, T∑ t=1 Q^⊤_t Q_t = I_m − Q.

Then, we have Law(Y, U) ∈ F^{alg}_{m,α}.

4.4 Stochastic integral representation

In this section we take the scaling limit for the feasible distribution described in Theorem 4.2, yielding a stochastic integral representation for IAMP-feasible probability measures. For ease of exposition we only consider the case m = 1, as the proof for general m ≥ 2 follows similarly.

For m = 1, Eq. (83) can be rewritten as (recast F (v^0, Y )/α as F (v^0, Y ))

U = v^0 + F (v^0, Y ) + T∑ t=1 q_t(v^{t+1} + ϕ_{t−1}(v^{≤t−1}, v^0, Y )v^t), E [ F (v^0, Y )^2 ] = q α , E [ ∂_v0 F (v^0, Y )^2 ] ≤ 1 α , E [ ϕ_{t−1}(v^{≤t−1}, v^0, Y )^2 ] ≤ 1 α , ∀t ≥ 1, T∑ t=1 q^2_t = 1 − q.

where (v^t)_{1≤t≤T} ∼_{i.i.d.} N(0, 1), independent of v^0 ∼ N(0, q) and Y = φ(ε), ε ∼ P_ε. We first show that the Itô integral with respect to a family of simple adapted processes can be approximated by the U defined above in L^2 distance to arbitrary accuracy.

Lemma 4.9. Let (B_t)_{0≤t≤1} be a standard Brownian motion. Define the filtration {F_t}_{0≤t≤1} by

F_t = σ ( v^0, Y, (B_s)_{0≤s≤t} ) , 0 ≤ t ≤ 1, where v^0 ∼ N(0, q) is independent of Y and (B_t)_{0≤t≤1}. Assume 0 = t_0 < t_1 < · · · < t_n = 1 is an arbitrary discretization of [0, 1], {q(t_j )}_{0≤j≤n−1} is a sequence of scalars satisfying n−1∑ j=0 q(t_j)^2(t_{j+1} − t_j) = 1 − q,

{ϕ_{tj} }_{0≤j≤n−1} is a sequence of random variables adapted to {F_{tj} }_{0≤j≤n−1}, and that E [ ϕ^2_{tj} ] ≤ 1 α , ∀j = 0, · · · , n − 1. Further, assume f = F (v^0, Y ) is a measurable function satisfying E [ F (v^0, Y )^2 ] = q α , E [ ∂_v0 F (v^0, Y )^2 ] ≤ 1 α .

Then, Law(Y, U_s) ∈ F^{alg}_{1,α} , where

U_s = v^0 + F (v^0, Y ) + n−1∑ j=0 q(t_j)(1 + ϕ_{tj} )(B_{tj+1} − B_{tj} ).

Next we move from simple adapted stochastic processes to general progressively measurable stochastic processes, thus completing the discussion of the stochastic integral representation for computationally feasible distributions in F^{alg}_{1,α}. As anticipated, we prove Theorem 3.1 for the case m = 1, as the proof general m > 1 is nearly identical.

Proof of Theorem 3.1 for the case m = 1. We prove this theorem via standard approximation arguments in stochastic analysis. We will use several times the fact that F^{alg}_{1,α} is, by construction, closed under weak convergence. First, note that if we define

~U = v^0 + F (v^0, Y ) +

∫_1 0 ~q(t) (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t

for another ~q ∈ L^2[0, 1] satisfying ‖~q‖^2_L2 = ‖q‖^2_L2 = 1 − q, then Itô’s isometry implies E [( U − ~U )_2] = ∫_1 0 E [ (q(t) − ~q(t))^2(1 + ϕ_t)^2 ] dt = ∫_1 0 (q(t) − ~q(t))^2E [ (1 + ϕ_t)^2 ] dt ≤ ( 1 + 1 √ α )_2 ‖q − ~q‖^2_L2 , where the last inequality follows from direct calculation: E [ (1 + ϕ_t)^2 ] = 1 + 2E [ϕ_t] + E [ ϕ^2_t ] ≤ 1 + 2 √ E [ ϕ^2_t ] + E [ ϕ^2_t ] = ( 1 + √ E [ ϕ^2_t ])^2 ≤ ( 1 + 1 √ α )_2 . Since C[0, 1] is dense in L^2[0, 1], we know that { ~U : ~q ∈ C[0, 1]} is a dense subset of {U : q ∈ L^2[0, 1]} in the space of L^2-integrable random variables, which further implies that {Law(Y, ~U) : ~q ∈ C[0, 1]} is dense in {Law(Y, U) : q ∈ L^2[0, 1]} under weak limit. Since F^{alg}_{1,α} is closed, we can assume without loss of generality that q(t) ∈ C[0, 1]. Now for any M > 0, we define the truncated process

ϕ^M_t = ϕ_t1_{|ϕt|≤M} , and U^M = v^0 + F (v^0, Y ) +

∫_1 0 q(t) ( 1 + ϕ^M_t ) dB_t, then we obtain that E [( U − U^M )_2] = E [(∫_1 0 q(t)ϕ_t1_{|ϕt|>M} dB_t )_2] = ∫_1 0 q(t)^2E [ ϕ^2_t 1_{|ϕt|>M} ] dt → 0 as M → ∞ by bounded convergence theorem, since ∀t ∈ [0, 1]:

sup_{M>0} E [ ϕ^2_t 1_{|ϕt|>M} ] ≤ ( 1 + 1 √ α )_2 , lim_{M→∞} E [ ϕ^2_t 1_{|ϕt|>M} ] = 0.

Therefore, Law(Y, U^M )^w⇒ Law(Y, U).

Now it suffices to consider U^M , namely assuming q(t) is continuous and ϕ_t is bounded without loss of generality. Note that by our assumption, the stochastic process X^M_t = q(t)(1 + ϕ^M_t ) is bounded and progressively measurable. According to Lemma 2.4 and the discussion of Problem 2.5 in [KS12], X^M_t can be arbitrarily approximated in L^2([0, 1] × Ω) by a sequence of simple adapted processes as described in the statement of Lemma 4.9. As a consequence, there exists a sequence {U^n_s }_{n∈N} such that for all n ∈ N, Law(Y, U^n_s ) ∈ F^{alg}_{1,α}, and that U^n_s^{L2}→ U^M . Since F^{alg}_{1,α} is closed, we know that Law(Y, U^M ) is (α, 1)-feasible, ∀M > 0. Letting M → ∞ and using again the fact that F^{alg}_{1,α} is closed, it finally follows that that Law(Y, U) ∈ F^{alg}_{1,α}. This completes the proof.

Note that in the statement of Theorem 3.1 and future sections, we have changed the vectors and matrices appeared in the current section to their transposes to align with usual notations.

5 Dual value V^{alg}_{1,α} (h) and Parisi formula: Proof of Theorem 3.3

This section will be devoted to the proof of Theorem 3.3, thus yielding a dual characterization of V^{alg}_{1,α} (h). While our final result is limited to the case m = 1, we will prove several intermediate results for general m. Throughout, we will work under the unsupervised setting in which the pure noise label Y in our general AMP achievability result (Theorem 3.1) is ignored.

We begin by defining a subset of F^{AMP}_{m,α} corresponding to a fixed pair (Q, {Q(t)}_{0≤t≤1}) satisfying ∫_1 0 Q(t)Q(t)^⊤dt = I_m − Q . With an abuse of notation, we denote such a pair still by Q, and define the following set of probability distributions on R^m :

F^{AMP}_{m,α} (Q) := cl { Law ( V^0 + F (V^0) +

∫_1 0 Q(t) (I_m + Φ_t) dB_t ) : {Φ_t} is adapted to {F_t}, and E [ Φ_tΦ^⊤_t ] ⪯ I_m α , ∀t ∈ [0, 1] } , (84)

where the closure is taken with respect to the weak topology. Throughout this section, (B_t)_{0≤t≤1} always represents a standard Brownian motion, either m-dimensional or one-dimensional depending on the context.

When m = 1, the above definition reduces to

F^{AMP}_{1,α} (q) = cl { Law ( v^0 + F (v^0) +

∫_1 0 q(t) (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t ) : {ϕ_t} is adapted to {F_t}, and E [ ϕ^2_t ] ≤ 1 α , ∀t ∈ [0, 1] } , (85)

where

∫_1 0 q(t)^2dt = 1 − q.

Here and in sequel, we will (implicitly) assume that F is fixed and will not attempt to optimize over its possible choices. Most technical details from this section are deferred to Appendix D.

5.1 A duality principle By Theorem 3.1 and the closedness of F^{alg}_{m,α}, we know that for all 0 ⪯ Q ⪯ I_m, F^{AMP}_{m,α} (Q) ⊂ F^{alg}_{m,α}. The proposition below establishes a dual characterization for F^{AMP}_{m,α} (Q), whose proof is deferred to Appendix D.1.

Proposition 5.1. F^{AMP}_{m,α} (Q) is convex and closed under weak limit. As a consequence, for any μ ∈ P(R^m ), μ ∈ F^{AMP}_{m,α} (Q) if and only if ∀h ∈ C_b(R^m ), ∫ R^m hdμ ≤ sup ν∈F AMP m,α (Q) {∫ R^m hdν } . As briefly discussed in Section 3, Proposition 5.1 implies that, in order to characterize F^{AMP}_{m,α} (Q), it suffices to determine the following quantity for each h ∈ C_b(R^m ):

V^{AMP} m,α (Q, F ; h) := sup ν∈F AMP m,α (Q) {∫ R^m hdν } (86)

= sup Φ∈D[0,1] E [ h ( V^0 + F (V^0) +

∫_1 0 Q(t)(I_m + Φ_t)dB_t )] , (87)

subject to E[Φ_t Φ^⊤_t ] ⪯ I_m α , ∀t ∈ [0, 1]. (88)

Here, the equality follows from continuity and the definition of F^{AMP}_{m,α} (Q). Further, for s ≤ t, D[s, t] denotes the space of all admissible controls on the interval [s, t], i.e., the collection of all progressively measurable processes {Φ_r}_{s≤r≤t} satisfying σ(Φ_r) ⊂ F_r, ∀r ∈ [s, t], and E [∫_t s Φ_rΦ^⊤_r dr ] < ∞. We can then transform the above constrained optimization problem into an unconstrained one using the method of Lagrange multipliers, based on the following theorem: Theorem 5.1 (Theorem 2.9.2 in [Zal02]). Let X and Y be two topological linear vector spaces, where Y is ordered by a closed convex cone C ⊂ Y (namely y_1 ≥_C y_2 if and only if y_1 − y_2 ∈ C ). Assume that f is a proper convex function on X , x ∈ dom f, and H : X → (Y^•, C ) is a C -convex map, i.e., H((1 − λ)x_1 + λx_2) ≤_C (1 − λ)H(x_1) + λH(x_2). Define the following primal optimization problem, whose value we denote by v(P_0):

minimize f(x), subject to H(x) ≤_C 0 , (P_0)

and the Lagrange function

L : X × C^+ → R, L (x, y^∗) := { f(x) + ⟨H(x), y^∗⟩ if x ∈ dom H, ∞ if x /∈ dom H, (89)

where C^+ is the dual cone of C . Moreover, we define the dual problem of (P_0) (whose value we denote by v(D_0)) as maximize inf_{x∈X} L(x, y^∗), subject to y^∗ ∈ C^+. (D_0)

Suppose that the following Slater’s condition holds:

∃x_0 ∈ dom f : −H(x_0) ∈ int C . (90)

Then the problem (D_0) has optimal solutions and v(P_0) = v(D_0), i.e., there exists y^∗ ∈ C^+ such that inf {f(x) | H(x) ≤_C 0} = inf {L (x, y^∗) | x ∈ X } . (91) Furthermore, the following statements are equivalent:

(i) x is a solution of (P_0);

(ii) H(x) ≤_C 0 and there exists y^∗ ∈ C^+ such that

0 ∈ ∂ (f + y^∗ ∘ H) (x) and ⟨H(x), y^∗⟩ = 0;

(iii) There exists y^∗ ∈ C^+ such that (x, y^∗) is a saddle point for L, i.e., ∀x ∈ X , ∀y^∗ ∈ C^+ : L (x, y^∗) ≤ L (x, y^∗) ≤ L (x, y^∗) . Remark 7. If f is proper concave and the primal problem is

maximize f(x), subject to H(x) ≤_C 0 , (92)

then we can obviously apply the last theorem to −f(x). We define L(x, y^∗) = f(x) − ⟨H(x), y^∗⟩ and conclude from the theorem that ∃y^∗ ∈ C^+, sup {f(x) | H(x) ≤_C 0} = sup {L (x, y^∗) | x ∈ X } . Now let us define X to be {Law(V^0, {Φ_t}_{0≤t≤1}) : {Φ_t} ∈ D[0, 1]} equipped with the topology of weak convergence. We further define Y = L^1([0, 1], R^{m×m} ) and C = {Γ ∈ Y : Γ(t) ⪰ 0, for a.e. t ∈ [0, 1]}. Finally, we define for x ∈ X : f(x) = E [ h ( V^0 + F (V^0) +

∫_1 0 Q(t)(I_m + Φ_t)dB_t )] , (93) H(x) = E [ Φ_tΦ^⊤_t ] − I_m α ∈ Y . (94)

Then the original stochastic optimal control problem can be written as Eq. (92), where f is a linear functional and H is a C -convex operator. By definition, Slater’s condition (90) obviously holds. According to Theorem 5.1, and noting that

C^+ = { Γ ∈ L^∞([0, 1], R^{m×m} ) : Γ(t) ⪰ 0 for a.e. t ∈ [0, 1] } , we obtain

V^{AMP} m,α (Q, F ; h) = sup ν∈F AMP m,α (Q) {∫ R^m hdν } = sup {f(x) | H(x) ≤_C 0} = inf_{y∗∈C +} sup_{x∈X} L(x, y^∗)

= inf_{Γ∈C +} sup_{Φ∈D[0,1]} E [ h ( V^0 + F (V^0) +

∫_1 0 Q(t)(I_m + Φ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 0 ⟨ Γ(t), Φ_tΦ^⊤_t − I_m α ⟩ dt ]

= sup Φ∈D[0,1] E [ h ( V^0 + F (V^0) +

∫_1 0 Q(t)(I_m + Φ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 0 ⟨ Γ(t), Φ_tΦ^⊤_t − I_m α ⟩ dt ]

(95)

for some Γ ∈ L^∞([0, 1], R^{m×m} ) satisfying Γ(t) ⪰ 0, ∀t ∈ [0, 1], where the existence of Γ is guaranteed by the conclusion of Theorem 5.1.

In the following sections, we will study the above stochastic optimal control problem in more details for the case m = 1.

5.2 Reduction for the case m = 1 When m = 1, the structure of feasible sets can be significantly simplified by the next lemma, whose proof will be presented in Appendix D.2. We note that the reduction made here is similar to that in Corollary 3.1.

Lemma 5.2. For any q ∈ [0, 1] and q(t) ∈ L^2[0, 1] satisfying q +

∫_1 0 q(t)^2dt = 1, we have

F^{AMP}_{1,α} (q) = cl { Law ( v^0 + F (v^0) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t ) : {ϕ_t} adapted to {F_t}, sup_{t∈[q,1]} E [ ϕ^2_t ] ≤ 1 α } , (96)

In other words, we can eliminate the dependence on q(t).

Based on the above lemma, we know that F^{AMP}_{1,α} (q) only depends on q ∈ [0, 1]. Using the dual characterization in Eq. (95), we obtain that

V^{AMP}

1,α (q, F ; h) = sup ν∈F AMP 1,α (q) {∫ R hdν }

= inf_{γ∈C +} sup_{ϕ∈D[q,1]} E [ h ( v^0 + F (v^0) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ϕ^2_t − 1 α ) dt ]

= sup ϕ∈D[q,1] E [ h ( v^0 + F (v^0) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ϕ^2_t − 1 α ) dt ]

(97)

for some γ ∈ L^∞[q, 1] such that γ(t) ≥ 0, ∀t ∈ [q, 1]. Now we define for any

γ ∈ C^+ = L^∞_+ [q, 1] := {γ ∈ L^∞[q, 1] : γ(t) ≥ 0, ∀t ∈ [q, 1]} , (98)

the optimal value of the above stochastic control problem as

V_γ (q) := sup_{ϕ∈D[q,1]} E [ h ( v^0 + F (v^0) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ϕ^2_t − 1 α ) dt ] . (99)

Note that we have dropped the argument h, which will be assumed to be fixed from now on. The following lemma (and the remark below it) shows that, in order to compute V_γ (q), it suffices to consider the same quantity with v^0 + F (v^0) replaced by a deterministic value, and the general problem can me reduced to this setting. We refer to Appendix D.3 for a proof of this lemma.

Lemma 5.3. Define for any z ∈ R, the following value function: V_γ (q, z) = sup_{ϕ∈D[q,1]} E [ h ( z + ∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ϕ^2_t − 1 α ) dt ] , (100)

then V_γ (q) = E_v0_{∼N(0,q)}[V_γ (q, v^0 + F (v^0))].

Remark 8. Because of Lemma 5.3, in order to compute V_γ (q), it suffices to compute V_γ (q, z) for all z ∈ R, γ ∈ C^+ and h ∈ C_b(R). To this end, we will resort to tools from stochastic optimal control, namely the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellmann (HJB) equation and verification argument. See Section 5.3 and Appendix E for details.

5.3 Proof of Theorem 3.3 In this section we present the proof of Theorem 3.3. This proof is based on some key propositions, whose proofs are deferred to Appendix E, where we will also establish the existence of solution to the Parisi PDE (39) under the assumptions of Theorem 3.3.

For the proof of parts (a) and (b), we need the following proposition regarding the dual relationship between V_γ and f_μ, the solution to the Parisi PDE.

Proposition 5.4. Recall V_γ from Eq. (100) and f_μ from Eq. (39). Under the conditions of Theorem 3.3, we have for all t ∈ [0, 1] and x, z ∈ R: V_γ (t, z) = inf_{x∈R} { f_μ(t, x) + γ(t) 2 (x − z)^2 } + 1 2α ∫_1 t γ(s)ds, f_μ(t, x) = sup_{z∈R} { V_γ (t, z) − γ(t) 2 (z − x)^2 } − 1 2α ∫_1 t γ(s)ds. (101)

Further, the supremum in the definition of V_γ (t, z) is achieved at (ϕ^z_s)_{s∈[t,1]} satisfying

ϕ^z_s = 1 γ(s) ∂^2_xf_μ(s, X^z_s ), (102)

where {X^z_s }_{s∈[t,1]} solves the SDE 1 γ(t) ∂_xf_μ(t, X^z_t ) + X^z_t = z, dX^z_s = μ(s)∂_xf_μ(s, X^z_s )ds + dB_s, s ∈ [t, 1]. (103)

Proof of (a): Variational formula. For any fixed F : R → R and v ∈ R, by definition of V_γ in Eq. (100), we have

V_γ (q, v + F (v)) = sup_{ϕ∈D[q,1]} E [ h ( v + F (v) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ϕ^2_t − 1 α ) dt ] . (104)

According to Proposition 5.4, we know that

V_γ (q, v + u) = inf_{x∈R} { f_μ(q, x) + γ(q) 2 (x − v − u)^2 } + 1 2α ∫_1 q γ(s)ds, (105) f_μ(q, v) = sup_{z∈R} { V_γ (q, z) − γ(q) 2 (z − v)^2 } − 1 2α ∫_1 q γ(s)ds. (106)

Now since μ = 0 on [0, q], the Parisi PDE degenerates to a standard heat equation: ∂_tf_μ(t, x) + 1 2 ∂^2_xf_μ(t, x) = 0, (t, x) ∈ [0, q] × R. (107)

As a consequence, we deduce that

f_μ(0, 0) = E_{v∼N(0,q)} [f_μ(q, v)] = E_{v∼N(0,q)} [ sup_{z∈R} { V_γ (q, z) − γ(q) 2 (z − v)^2 }] − 1 2α ∫_1 q γ(s)ds, (108) which further implies that

F(μ, c) = f_μ(0, 0) + 1 2α ( qγ(q) + ∫_1 q γ(s)ds ) (109) = E_{v∼N(0,q)} [ sup_{z∈R} { V_γ (q, z) − γ(q) 2 ( (z − v)^2 − q α )}] (110) = E_{v∼N(0,q)} [ sup_{u∈R} { V_γ (q, v + u) − γ(q) 2 ( u^2 − q α )}] (111)

= sup F :R→R E_{v∼N(0,q)} [ V_γ (q, v + F (v)) − γ(q) 2 ( F (v)^2 − q α )] . (112)

By Lemma 5.3, we know that for any fixed F :

E_{v∼N(0,q)} [V_γ (q, v + F (v))] = sup_{ϕ∈D[q,1]} E [ h ( v + F (v) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ϕ^2_t − 1 α ) dt ] , (113) which concludes the proof of part (a).

Proof of (b): Weak duality. The first inequality follows directly from the definition of V^{AMP}_{1,α} (q; h) and V^{AMP}_{1,α} (q; h). To show the second one, note that by direct calculation:

V^{AMP}_{1,α} (q; h) = sup_{αE[F (v)2 ]≤ q} E[ϕ^2_t ]≤ 1/α E [ h ( v + F (v) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t )]

≤ sup_{F,ϕ} inf_{γ∈L#(q)} E [ h ( v + F (v) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ϕ^2_t − 1 α ) dt − γ(q) 2 ( F (v)^2 − q α )]

(i) ≤ inf γ∈L_#(q) sup_{F,ϕ} E [ h ( v + F (v) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ϕ^2_t − 1 α ) dt − γ(q) 2 ( F (v)^2 − q α )]

(ii) = inf (μ,c)∈L (q) F(μ, c), where (i) follows from minimax inequality, (ii) follows from the variational formula of part (a). This proves part (b).

Proof of (c): Strong duality. For the sake of simplicity, in this section we only consider the case 1/c_∗ > sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z). The proof for 1/c_∗ ≤ sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z) is technically more complicated but not substantially different, and we defer it to Appendix E.2. We will need the following proposition regarding the first-order variation of the Parisi functional F(μ, c).

Proposition 5.5. For any (μ, c) ∈ L (q) such that 1/c > sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z), let (X_t)_{t∈[0,1]} solve the SDE (existence and uniqueness of solution will be proved in Appendix E.1):

X_0 = 0, dX_t = μ(t)∂_xf_μ(t, X_t)dt + dB_t, t ∈ [0, 1]. (114)

Let γ ∈ L_#(q) be such that γ^′/γ^2 = μ, γ(1) = 1/c, and define

F (x) = 1 γ(q) ∂_xf_μ(q, x), ϕ_t = 1 γ(t) ∂^2_xf_μ(t, X_t), ∀t ∈ [0, 1]. (115)

Then, we have

(i) X_q = B_q ∼ N(0, q), and F(μ, c) = E [ h ( X_q + F (X_q) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ϕ^2_t − 1 α ) dt − γ(q) 2 ( F (X_q)^2 − q α )] . (116)

(ii) ∀0 ≤ s < t ≤ 1, E [(∂_x f_μ(t, X_t))^2] − E[(∂_x f_μ(s, X_s))^2] = ∫_t s γ(u)^2E [ϕ^2_u ]du.

(iii) Assume that δ : [0, 1] → R is in L^1[0, 1] and L^∞[0, t] for any t ∈ [0, 1), further δ ≡ 0 on [0, q].

Then, (μ + sδ, c) ∈ L (q) for sufficiently small s ∈ R, and d ds F (μ + sδ, c) | | |_{s=0} = 1 2 ∫_1 q δ(t) ( E [ (∂_xf_μ(t, X_t))^2 ] − 1 α ∫_t 0 γ(s)^2ds ) dt. (117)

We are now in position to complete the proof of part (c). Since the infimum of F is achieved at (μ_∗, c_∗), the first-order variation of F at μ_∗ must be equal to 0 for any δ ∈ L^1[0, 1] that belongs to L^∞[0, t] for any t ∈ [0, 1), and equals 0 on [0, q]. According to Proposition 5.5 (iii), we must have 1 2 ∫_1 q δ(t) ( E [ (∂_xf_{μ∗} (t, X_t))^2 ] − 1 α ∫_t 0 γ_∗(s)^2ds ) dt = 0 (118)

for all such δ. Note that Proposition 5.5 (ii) implies that E [(∂_x f_{μ∗} (t, X_t))^2] is continuous in t, we therefore deduce that E [ (∂_xf_{μ∗} (t, X_t))^2 ] = 1 α ∫_t 0 γ_∗(s)^2ds, ∀t ∈ [q, 1]. (119)

Now we define (ϕ^∗_t )_{t∈[q,1]} and F^∗ according to Eq. (115). Then from Proposition 5.5 (ii), we immediately know that E [ (ϕ^∗_t )^2 ] = 1 α , ∀t ∈ [q, 1], (120) namely, (ϕ^∗_t )_{t∈[q,1]} is feasible. It suffices to show that F^∗ is feasible, and

F(μ_∗, c_∗) = E [ h ( X_q + F^∗(X_q) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ^∗_t ) dB_t )] , (121)

since X_q = B_q ∼ N(0, q).

We first establish the feasibility of F^∗, i.e.,

αE [F^∗ (v)^2] = q, αE [(F^∗ )^′(v)^2] ≤ 1, v ∼ N(0, q). (122)

Note that since X_q ∼ N(0, q), we have

αE [F^∗ (v)^2] = α γ_∗(q)^2 E [ (∂_xf_{μ∗} (q, X_q))^2 ] = 1 γ_∗(q)^2 ∫_q 0 γ_∗(s)^2ds = q, (123)

which follows from Eq. (119) and the fact that γ_∗ is constant on [0, q]. Further,

αE [(F^∗ )^′(v)^2] = α γ_∗(q)^2 E [( ∂^2_xf_{μ∗} (q, X_q)

)_2] = αE [( ϕ^∗_q )_2]

= 1. (124)

This proves that F^∗ is feasible. Eq. (121) then automatically follows from Proposition 5.5 (i). This completes the proof of part (c).

References

[BKN18] Peter J Bickel, Gil Kur, and Boaz Nadler. Projection pursuit in high dimensions.

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 115(37):9151–9156, 2018.

[BL02] Herm Jan Brascamp and Elliott H Lieb. On extensions of the brunn-minkowski and prékopa-leindler theorems, including inequalities for log concave functions, and with an application to the diffusion equation. In Inequalities, pages 441–464. Springer, 2002.

[BM11] Mohsen Bayati and Andrea Montanari. The dynamics of message passing on dense graphs, with applications to compressed sensing. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 57(2):764–785, 2011.

[BPR06] Patrizia Berti, Luca Pratelli, and Pietro Rigo. Almost sure weak convergence of random probability measures. Stochastics and Stochastics Reports, 78(2):91–97, 2006.

[Bre10] Haim Brezis. Functional analysis, Sobolev spaces and partial differential equations.

Springer Science & Business Media, 2010.

[Che05] Alexander S Cherny. Singular stochastic differential equations. Springer Science & Business Media, 2005.

[CMW20] Michael Celentano, Andrea Montanari, and Yuchen Wu. The estimation error of general first order methods. In Conference on Learning Theory, pages 1078–1141. PMLR, 2020.

[DF84] Persi Diaconis and David Freedman. Asymptotics of graphical projection pursuit. The Annals of Statistics, pages 793–815, 1984.

[DS88] Nelson Dunford and Jacob T Schwartz. Linear operators, part 1: general theory, volume 10. John Wiley & Sons, 1988.

[EAMS21] Ahmed El Alaoui, Andrea Montanari, and Mark Sellke. Optimization of mean-field spin glasses. The Annals of Probability, 49(6):2922–2960, 2021.

[EAS22] Ahmed El Alaoui and Mark Sellke. Algorithmic pure states for the negative spherical perceptron. Journal of Statistical Physics, 189(2):27, 2022.

[FP16] Silvio Franz and Giorgio Parisi. The simplest model of jamming. Journal of Physics A:

Mathematical and Theoretical, 49(14):145001, 2016.

[Fri87] Jerome H Friedman. Exploratory projection pursuit. Journal of the American statistical association, 82(397):249–266, 1987.

[FSU19] Silvio Franz, Antonio Sclocchi, and Pierfrancesco Urbani. Critical jammed phase of the linear perceptron. Physical review letters, 123(11):115702, 2019.

[FT74] Jerome H Friedman and John W Tukey. A projection pursuit algorithm for exploratory data analysis. IEEE Transactions on computers, 100(9):881–890, 1974.

[Gar88] Elizabeth Gardner. The space of interactions in neural network models. Journal of physics A: Mathematical and general, 21(1):257, 1988.

[GR00] G Györgyi and P Reimann. Beyond storage capacity in a single model neuron: Continuous replica symmetry breaking. Journal of Statistical Physics, 101:679–702, 2000.

[HS22] Brice Huang and Mark Sellke. Tight Lipschitz hardness for optimizing mean field spin glasses. In 2022 IEEE 63rd Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), pages 312–322. IEEE, 2022.

[HS24] Brice Huang and Mark Sellke. Optimization algorithms for multi-species spherical spin glasses. Journal of Statistical Physics, 191(2):1–42, 2024.

[HSS24] Brice Huang, Mark Sellke, and Nike Sun. In preparation. 2024.

[JM13] Adel Javanmard and Andrea Montanari. State evolution for general approximate message passing algorithms, with applications to spatial coupling. Information and Inference: A Journal of the IMA, 2(2):115–144, 2013.

[JT16] Aukosh Jagannath and Ian Tobasco. A dynamic programming approach to the parisi functional. Proceedings of the American Mathematical Society, 144(7):3135–3150, 2016.

[KS12] Ioannis Karatzas and Steven Shreve. Brownian motion and stochastic calculus, volume 113. Springer Science & Business Media, 2012.

[Mit83] Itaru Mitoma. Tightness of probabilities on c ([0, 1]; y’) and d ([0, 1]; y’). The Annals of Probability, pages 989–999, 1983.

[Mon19] A. Montanari. Optimization of the sherrington-kirkpatrick hamiltonian. In 2019 IEEE 60th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), pages 1417– 1433, Los Alamitos, CA, USA, nov 2019. IEEE Computer Society.

[MP10] Peter Mörters and Yuval Peres. Brownian motion, volume 30. Cambridge University Press, 2010.

[MS24] Andrea Montanari and Subhabrata Sen. A friendly tutorial on mean-field spin glass techniques for non-physicists. Foundations and Trends in Machine Learning, 17(1):1– 173, 2024.

[MW22] Andrea Montanari and Yuchen Wu. Statistically optimal first order algorithms: A proof via orthogonalization. arXiv preprint arXiv:2201.05101, 2022.

[MZ22] Andrea Montanari and Kangjie Zhou. Overparametrized linear dimensionality reductions: From projection pursuit to two-layer neural networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:2206.06526, 2022.

[MZZ24] Andrea Montanari, Yiqiao Zhong, and Kangjie Zhou. Tractability from overparametrization: The example of the negative perceptron. Probability Theory and Related Fields, pages 1–106, 2024.

[PUZ20] Giorgio Parisi, Pierfrancesco Urbani, and Francesco Zamponi. Theory of simple glasses:

exact solutions in infinite dimensions. Cambridge University Press, 2020.

[SSBD14] Shai Shalev-Shwartz and Shai Ben-David. Understanding machine learning: From theory to algorithms. Cambridge University Press, 2014.

[ST03] Mariya Shcherbina and Brunello Tirozzi. Rigorous solution of the gardner problem.

Communications in mathematical physics, 234(3):383–422, 2003.

[Sto13] Mihailo Stojnic. Another look at the Gardner problem. arXiv:1306.3979, 2013.

[Tou05] Hugo Touchette. Legendre-fenchel transforms in a nutshell. URL http://www. maths.

qmul. ac. uk/~ ht/archive/lfth2. pdf, 2005.

[Zal02] Constantin Zalinescu. Convex analysis in general vector spaces. World scientific, 2002.

A Duality between F_{m,α} and V_{m,α}( · ): Proof of Theorem 1.1

To facilitate our proof, we first introduce some preliminary results on the convergence of probability measures on Euclidean spaces. Denote by C_b(R^m ) the space of bounded continuous functions on R^m equipped with the sup-norm, and by rba(R^m ) the space of regular, bounded and finitely additive measures on the same space, respectively (see Section IV.6 of [DS88] for their detailed definitions). Note that C_b(R^m ) and rba(R^m ) are all topological vector spaces. The following theorem reveals their relationship:

Theorem A.1 (Theorem IV.6 from [DS88]). rba(R^m ) is the topological dual space of C_b(R^m ), i.e.,

C_b(R^m )^∗ = rba(R^m ).

It is noteworthy that the validity of the above theorem does not depend on the topological structure of rba(R^m ), so here and in sequel we may equip rba(R^m ) with the weak* topology. Namely, for {μ_n}_{n≥0} and μ ∈ rba(R^m ), μ_n converges to μ if and only if ∀f ∈ C_b(R^m ), lim_{n→∞} ∫ R^m fdμ_n = ∫ R^m fdμ. (125)

If μ_n’s and μ are probability measures, then this convergence is equivalent to convergence in distribution. That is to say, μ_n^{w∗}→ μ ⇐⇒ μ_n^w⇒ μ, where^{w∗}→ denotes weak* convergence as defined in Eq. (125). We can then regard E ⊂ P(R^m ) as a subspace of rba(R^m ), since all probability measures on R^m are regular, bounded by 1 and countably additive.

We are now in position to prove Theorem 1.1. The “only if” part is obvious. As for the “if” part, we assume that μ /∈ E, and aim to prove the contrapositive statement. Since C_b(R^m ) is a normed space, it’s locally convex. The dual space rba(R^m ) is equipped with the weak* topology, hence by Lemma F.1, (rba(R^m ), weak^∗)^∗ = C_b(R^m ).

Moreover, similar to the proof of [Bre10, Prop. 3.4], one can show that the weak* topology is locally convex, thus implying the local convexity of rba(R^m ). Now since E is closed and convex in rba(R^m ), the singleton {μ} is compact and convex. According to the Hahn-Banach theorem (Theorem 1.7 in [Bre10]), there exists an h ∈ C_b(R^m ) that strictly separates E and {μ}. Without loss of generality we can choose h such that ∫ R^m h dμ > sup_{ν∈E} {∫ R^m h dν } , a contradiction. Therefore, μ ∈ E, as desired. This completes the proof.

B Conjectures from statistical physics

In this section we carry out calculations using the non-rigorous replica method from statistical physics, to support Conjecture 2.1. We will focus on the case m = 1, since the case of general m > 1 is almost identical, but less transparent. We refer to [MS24] for a friendly introduction to these techniques. The derivation presented here is quite straightforward (form a physics perspective) and generalizes the replica calculation in [GR00].

Recall the definition of the Hamiltonian H_{n,d}(w) = 1 n n∑ i=1 h (⟨x_i, w⟩) , w ∈ S^{d−1} . (126) Define for β > 0, Z_β = ∫ S^{d−1} e^{nβHn,d(w)} ν_0(dw), (127) where ν_0 is the uniform measure on S^{d−1}. Assume that lim n,d→∞, n/d→α max w∈S^{d−1} H_{n,d}(w) exists almost surely, and concentrates around its expectation (this is true if h is Lipschitz), then we would like to compute lim_{n→∞} E [ max w∈S^{d−1} H_{n,d}(w) ] = lim_{n→∞} E [ lim_{β→∞} 1 nβ log Z_β ] . (128)

Here, the limit n → ∞ should be understood as n, d → ∞ simultaneously with n/d → α. Within the replica method, we interchange expectation and limit arbitrarily. It then suffices to compute the quantity lim_{β→∞} lim_{n→∞} 1 nβ E [log Z_β] = lim_{β→∞} lim_{n→∞} lim_{k→0+} 1 nβk log E [ Z^k_β ] , (129)

where we use the identity E [log Z] = lim_{k→0+} 1 k log E [ Z^k ] . (130)

While the above interchange of limits is not justified in the present derivation, it is not the most problematic step in the replica calculation. Indeed, the critical step is to first consider k as an integer, and then extrapolate to non-integer values of k. For k ∈ N, we have E [ Z^k_β ] = E ∫ (S^{d−1})^k exp β · k∑ j=1 n∑ i=1 h (⟨w_j , x_i⟩) · k∏ j=1 ν_0(dw_j )

(131)

= ∫ (S^{d−1})^k E exp β · k∑ j=1 n∑ i=1 h (⟨w_j, x_i⟩) · k∏ j=1 ν_0(dw_j ) (132)

= ∫ (S^{d−1})^k E exp β · k∑ j=1 h (⟨w_j , x⟩) n · k∏ j=1 ν_0(dw_j ). (133)

Denoting by Q the overlap matrix of the w_j’s, namely Q_{ij} = ⟨w_i, w_j ⟩ for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ k, then we have for x ∼ N(0, I_d), E exp β · k∑ j=1 h (⟨w_j , x⟩) = E_{G∼N(0,Q)} exp β · k∑ j=1 h(G_j )

. (134)

For future convenience, we denote the above quantity as f_{β,h}(Q), i.e., f_{β,h}(Q) = E_{G∼N(0,Q)} exp β · k∑ j=1 h(G_j )

, (135) it then follows that E [ Z^k_β ] = ∫ (S^{d−1})^k f_{β,h}(Q)^n · k∏ j=1 ν_0(dw_j) (136) = ∫ S^k_+(1)

f_{β,h}(Q)^n exp (dI_d(Q)) dQ, (137)

where S^k_+(1) denotes the space of all k × k positive semidefinite matrices with all ones on the diagonal, and dQ = ∏ 1≤i<j≤k dQij represents the uniform probability measure on this space.

Moreover, we have for fixed k, lim_{d→∞} I_d(Q) = 1 2 log det Q, (138)

thus leading to lim_{n→∞} 1 n log E [ Z^k_β ] = max

Q∈S^k_+(1) { log f_{β,h}(Q) + 1 2α log det Q } (139)

= max

Q∈S^k_+(1)

log E_{G∼N(0,Q)} exp β · k∑ j=1 h(G_j ) + 1 2α log det Q

(140) := S_{β,h}(α, k). (141) Assume again that we can interchange the limits arbitrarily, then we get that

lim_{β→∞} lim_{n→∞} 1 nβ E [log Z_β] = lim_{β→∞} lim_{n→∞} lim_{k→0+} 1 nβk log E [ Z^k_β ] (142)

= lim_{β→∞} 1 β lim_{k→0+} 1 k lim_{n→∞} 1 n log E [ Z^k_β ] (143)

= lim_{β→∞} 1 β lim_{k→0+} 1 k S_{β,h}(α, k). (144) To compute this limit, we resort to the full RSB (full replica symmetry breaking) ansatz described in Section 3 of [GR00]. Following their calculation, the limiting free energy can be expressed as the extreme value of a variational problem. To be specific, we have 1 β lim_{k→0+} 1 k S_{β,h}(α, k) = inf_{y∈U [0,1]} A(y; β) , (145)

A(y; β) := f_y(0, 0) + 1 2αβ ∫_1 0 ( 1 D_y(t) − 1 1 − t ) dt, (146)

where U [0, 1] is the space of all non-descreasing function y : [0, 1] → [0, 1],

D_y(t) =

∫_1 t y(s)ds, (147)

and f_y(t, x) satisfies the PDE: ∂_tf_y(t, x) + 1 2 βy(t) (∂_xf_y(t, x))^2 + 1 2 ∂^2_xf_y(t, x) = 0, (148)

f_y(1, x) = h(x). (149)

The lemma below gives the zero-temperature limit (β → ∞) of the variational functional A(y; β), along specific sequences of y_β.

Lemma B.1. Let c > 0, and μ(t) : [0, 1) → R_{≥0} be a non-decreasing function with

∫_1 0 μ(t) dt < ∞. Further, assume that y(t) has the following form:

y_β(t) = μ(t) β 1_{t<1−} c_β + 1_{t≥1−} c_β . (150)

Then, we have

lim_{β→∞} A(y_β; β) = F_1(μ, c) , (151)

F_1(μ, c) := f_μ(0, 0) + 1 2α ∫_1 0 dt c + ∫_1 t μ(s)ds , (152)

where f_μ solves the terminal-value problem: ∂_tf_μ(t, x) + 1 2 μ(t) (∂_xf_μ(t, x))^2 + 1 2 ∂^2_xf_μ(t, x) = 0,

f_μ(1, x) = sup_{u∈R} { h(x + u) − u^2 2c } . (153)

Proof. Defining t_β = 1 − c/β, Eq. (148) reduces to ∂_tf_y(t, x) + 1 2 μ(t) (∂_xf_y(t, x))^2 + 1 2 ∂^2_xf_y(t, x) = 0, t ∈ [0, t_β ), (154) ∂_tf_y(t, x) + 1 2 β (∂_xf_y(t, x))^2 + 1 2 ∂^2_xf_y(t, x) = 0, t ∈ [t_β, 1), (155)

f_y(1, x) = h(x). (156)

Using Cole-Hopf transform, we know that

f_y(t_β , x) = 1 β log E_{G∼N(0,1)} [ exp ( β · h ( x + √ c β G ))] (157) = 1 β log ( 1 √ 2π ∫ R exp ( β · h ( x + √ c β z ) − z^2 2 ) dz ) (158) = 1 β log ( √ β √ 2πc ∫ R exp ( β · h (x + u) − βu^2 2c ) du ) , (159)

which converges to sup_{u∈R} { h(x + u) − u^2/(2c) } as β → ∞, uniformly over compact sets. Moreover, since t_β → 1, we deduce that f_y converges to f_μ where f_μ solves Eq. (15). As a consequence, f_y(0, 0) → f_μ(0, 0). To compute the limit of the second term, we note that D(t) = 1 − t if t ≥ t_β. Therefore, 1 2αβ ∫_1 0 ( 1 D(t) − 1 1 − t ) dt = 1 2αβ ∫_{tβ} 0 ( 1 D(t) − 1 1 − t ) dt (160) = 1 2α ∫_{tβ} 0 dt c + ∫_{tβ} t μ(s)ds + 1 2αβ log (1 − t_β) (161) = 1 2α ∫_{tβ} 0 dt c + ∫_{tβ} t μ(s)ds + 1 2αβ log ( c β ) (162) → 1 2α ∫_1 0 dt c + ∫_1 t μ(s)ds as β → ∞. (163)

This completes the proof.

Defining U = { μ : [0, 1) → R_{≥0} : μ non-decreasing,

∫_1 0 μ(t)dt < ∞ } , (164)

we note that the function F_1 : U × R_{>0} → R defined in the last lemma coincides with the one of Conjecture 2.1 and Remark 1. This establishes the replica prediction.

C Proofs for Section 4

C.1 Proof of Proposition 4.6 Proof. Without loss of generality we may assume that F (Z; Y ) = F (Z; φ(ε)) is only a function of Z, namely F (Z; φ(ε)) = F (Z). Hence, ψ(C) admits the following representation: ψ(C) = 1 α E_{(C,Q)} [ F ( Z )_⊤ F ( Z^′ )]

= 1 α E [ F ( C^{1/2}V + (Q − C)^{1/2}V^′ )_⊤ F ( C^{1/2}V + (Q − C)^{1/2}V^{′′} )] , where the expectation is taken over V, V^′, V^{′′} ∼_{i.i.d.} N(0, I_m). Next, we will show that

(a) ψ is increasing, i.e., for 0 ⪯ A ⪯ B ⪯ Q, we have ψ(A) ⪯ ψ(B).

(b) For any 0 ⪯ C ⪯ Q, ψ(C) = C if and only if C = Q, namely Q is the only fixed point of ψ.

Proof of (a). Denote H = B − A ⪰ 0, and define for β ∈ R^m and t ∈ [0, 1]: ψ_{β,H} (t) = β^⊤ψ(A + tH)β. Then, it suffices to show that ψ_{β,H} (1) ≥ ψ_{β,H} (0) for all β ∈ R^m . To this end, we show that ψ^′_{β,H} (t) ≥ 0 for all t. Note that ψ_{β,H} (t) = 1 α E [ β^⊤F ( (A + tH)^{1/2}V + (Q − A − tH)^{1/2}V^′ )_⊤ F ( (A + tH)^{1/2}V + (Q − A − tH)^{1/2}V^{′′} ) β ]

= 1 α E [ F_β ( (A + tH)^{1/2}V + (Q − A − tH)^{1/2}V^′ ) F_β ( (A + tH)^{1/2}V + (Q − A − tH)^{1/2}V^{′′} )] , where we denote F_β = F β. By direct calculation, we obtain that ψ^′_{β,H} (t) = 1 α E [ ∇F_β ( (A + tH)^{1/2}V + (Q − A − tH)^{1/2}V^′ )_⊤ H∇F_β ( (A + tH)^{1/2}V + (Q − A − tH)^{1/2}V^{′′} )] , which is of course non-negative. This proves that ψ_{β,H} (1) ≥ ψ_{β,H} (0) for all β ∈ R^m , namely β^⊤ψ(B)β ≥ β^⊤ψ(A)β, ∀β ∈ R^m =⇒ ψ(B) ⪰ ψ(A). (165) This completes the proof of part (a).

Proof of (b). Assume by contradiction that ψ(C) = C, and set H = Q − C. Similarly, define for β ∈ R^m \{0} and t ∈ [0, 1]: ψ_{β,H} (t) = β^⊤ψ(C + tH)β. Then, we know that ψ^′_{β,H} (t) ≥ 0, and similar calculation as in part (a) implies that ψ^{′′}_{β,H} (t) ≥ 0. Further, these quantities are positive since F is non-linear. Hence,

β^⊤ (Q − C) β = β^⊤ (ψ(Q) − ψ(C)) β = ψ_{β,H} (1) − ψ_{β,H} (0) =

∫_1 0 ψ^′_{β,H} (t)dt < ψ^′_{β,H} (1) = 1 α E [ ∇F_β ( Q^{1/2}V )_⊤ H∇F_β ( Q^{1/2}V )]

= 1 α β^⊤E [( Q^{1/2}V )_⊤ HJ_F ( Q^{1/2}V )] β, which implies that for all β ∈ R^m \{0}, β^⊤Hβ = β^⊤ (Q − C) β < 1 α β^⊤E [ J_F ( Q^{1/2}V )_⊤ HJ_F ( Q^{1/2}V )] β (166) ⇐⇒ ⟨ H, ββ^⊤ ⟩ < ⟨ 1 α E [ J_F ( Q^{1/2}V )_⊤ HJ_F ( Q^{1/2}V )] , ββ^⊤ ⟩ , (167)

thus leading to ∀S ∈ S^m_+, ⟨H, S⟩ < ⟨ 1 α E [ J_F ( Q^{1/2}V )_⊤ HJ_F ( Q^{1/2}V )] , S ⟩

⇐⇒ ⟨H, S⟩ < ⟨ H, 1 α E [ J_F ( Q^{1/2}V ) SJ_F ( Q^{1/2}V )_⊤]⟩ , which contradicts our assumption that F is a Q-contraction. This proves part (b).

Proof of lim_{t→∞} C_t = Q. Now we show that C_t → Q as t → ∞. Since ψ is increasing and C_1 = 0 ⪯ C_2, we know that the sequence {C_t} is increasing. Further since C_t ⪯ Q is bounded, we know that C_t → C for some 0 ⪯ C ⪯ Q, and C is a fixed point of ψ. By part (b), we know that C = Q. This completes the proof.

C.2 Proof of Proposition 4.7

Proof. According to Proposition 4.2, we already know that (Z_t)_{t≥T1 +1} and (Z_t)_{t≥T1 +1} are centered multivariate Gaussians, hence it suffices to show that for any k ≥ 1, (Z_t)_{T1+1≤t≤T1+k} ∼_{i.i.d.} N(0, I_m), (Z_t)_{T1+1≤t≤T1+k} ⊥ ((Z_t)_{1≤t≤T1} , V ), (Z_t)_{T1+1≤t≤T1+k} ∼_{i.i.d.} N(0, I_m), (Z_t)_{T1+1≤t≤T1+k} ⊥ ((Z_t)_{1≤t≤T1} , Y ). (168)

We prove the above claim, and additionally that μ_{T1+k+1} = 0 via induction on k. For k = 1, using Eq. (49) and Assumption 4.2, we obtain that E [ Z^⊤_{T1+1}Z_{T1+1} ] = E [ F_{T1} (Y )^⊤F_{T1} (Y ) ] = I_m.

Further, for any 1 ≤ t ≤ T_1, we have E [ Z^⊤_{T1+1}Z_t ] = E [ F_{T1} ( φ ( Z_0; ε ))_⊤ F ( Z_{t−1}; φ ( Z_0; ε ))] = E_{(μ,Q)} [ F_{T1} ( φ ( Z_0; ε ))_⊤ F ( Z; φ ( Z_0; ε ))] = 0.

Therefore, Z_{T1+1} ∼ N(0, I_m), and is independent of ((Z_t)_{1≤t≤T1} , V ). Similarly, by Eq. (49) and Assumption 4.2 we know that E [ Z^⊤_{T1+1}Z_{T1+1} ] = 1 α E [ G_{T1+1} ( V μ_{T1+1} + W^{T1+1} )_⊤ G_{T1+1} ( V μ_{T1+1} + W^{T1+1} )] = I_m, E [ Z^⊤_{T1+1}Z_0 ] = 1 α E [ G_{T1+1} ( V μ_{T1+1} + W^{T1+1} )_⊤ V ] = 0, E [ Z^⊤_{T1+1}Z_t ] = 1 α E [ G_{T1+1} ( V μ_{T1+1} + W^{T1+1} )_⊤ ( V μ + W^t )] = 1 α E [ G_{T1+1} ( V μ_{T1+1} + W^{T1+1} )_⊤ W^t ] = 0,

where the last line follows from the fact that W^t ⊥ (V, W^{T1+1}). As a consequence, we deduce that Z_{T1+1} ∼ N(0, I_m) and is independent of ((Z_t)_{1≤t≤T1} , Y ). Moreover,

μ_{T1+2} = E [ ∂F_{T1+1} ∂z_0 ( Z_{≤T1+1}; φ ( Z_0; ε )) ] = E [ Z_{T1+1} ∂Φ_{T1} ∂z_0 ( Z_{≤T1} ; φ ( Z_0; ε )) ]

= E [ Z_{T1+1} ] E [ ∂Φ_{T1} ∂z_0 ( Z_{≤T1} ; φ ( Z_0; ε ))] = 0.

This completes the base case of our induction. Now assume that our claim (168) holds for k ∈ N. For k + 1, we have E [ Z^⊤_{T1+k+1}Z_{T1+k+1} ] = E [ F_{T1+k}(Z_{≤T1+k}, Y )^⊤F_{T1+k}(Z_{≤T1+k}, Y ) ]

= E [ Φ_{T1+k−1}(Z_{≤T1+k−1}, Y )^⊤Z^⊤_{T1+k}Z_{T1+k}Φ_{T1+k−1}(Z_{≤T1+k−1}, Y ) ]

= E [ Φ_{T1+k−1}(Z_{≤T1+k−1}, Y )^⊤E [ Z^⊤_{T1+k}Z_{T1+k} ] Φ_{T1+k−1}(Z_{≤T1+k−1}, Y ) ]

= E [ Φ_{T1+k−1}(Z_{≤T1+k−1}, Y )^⊤Φ_{T1+k−1}(Z_{≤T1+k−1}, Y ) ] = I_m, and for all t ≤ T_1 + k, E [ Z^⊤_{T1+k+1}Z_t ] = E [ F_{T1+k}(Z_{≤T1+k}, Y )^⊤F_{t−1}(Z_{≤t−1}, Y ) ]

= E [ Φ_{T1+k−1}(Z_{≤T1+k−1}, Y )^⊤Z^⊤_{T1+k}F_{t−1}(Z_{≤t−1}, Y ) ]

= E [ Φ_{T1+k−1}(Z_{≤T1+k−1}, Y )^⊤E [ Z_{T1+k} ]_⊤ F_{t−1}(Z_{≤t−1}, Y ) ] = 0.

This proves (Z_t)_{T1+1≤t≤T1+k+1} ∼_{i.i.d.} N(0, I_m), and are independent of ((Z_t)_{1≤t≤T1} , V ). Proceeding similarly, we get that E [ Z^⊤_{T1 +k+1}Z_{T1+k+1} ] = 1 α E [ G_{T1 +k+1} (V μ_{≤T1 +k+1} + Z_{≤T1 +k+1})^⊤ G_{T1 +k+1} (V μ_{≤T1 +k+1} + Z_{≤T1 +k+1}) ] (i) = 1 α E [ G_{T1 +k+1} (V μ_{≤T1 +1} + Z_{≤T1 +1}, (Zt)_{T1+2≤t≤T1 +k+1})^⊤ G_{T1 +k+1} (V μ_{≤T1 +1} + Z_{≤T1 +1}, (Zt)_{T1 +2≤t≤T1+k+1}) ]

= 1 α E [ Ψ_{T1 +k} (V μ_{≤T1 +1} + Z_{≤T1 +1}, (Zt)_{T1 +2≤t≤T1+k})^⊤ Z^⊤_{T1 +k+1}Z_{T1 +k+1}Ψ_{T1+k} (V μ_{≤T1 +1} + Z_{≤T1 +1}, (Zt)_{T1+2≤t≤T1 +k}) ]

= 1 α E [ Ψ_{T1 +k} (V μ_{≤T1 +1} + Z_{≤T1 +1}, (Zt)_{T1 +2≤t≤T1+k})^⊤ E [ Z^⊤_{T1 +k+1}Z_{T1 +k+1} ] Ψ_{T1 +k} (V μ_{≤T1 +1} + Z_{≤T1 +1}, (Zt)_{T1+2≤t≤T1 +k}) ]

= 1 α E [ Ψ_{T1 +k} (V μ_{≤T1 +1} + Z_{≤T1 +1}, (Zt)_{T1 +2≤t≤T1+k})^⊤ Ψ_{T1+k} (V μ_{≤T1 +1} + Z_{≤T1 +1}, (Zt)_{T1 +2≤t≤T1+k}) ] = Im,

where (i) is because of μ_t = 0 for T_1 + 2 ≤ t ≤ T_1 + k + 1. For any 1 ≤ s ≤ T_1 + k, we deduce that E [ Z^⊤_{T1+k+1}Z_s ] = 1 α E [ G_{T1+k+1} (V μ_{≤T1+k+1} + Z_{≤T1+k+1})^⊤ G_s (V μ_{≤s} + Z_{≤s}) ]

= 1 α E [ G_{T1+k+1} (V μ_{≤T1+1} + Z_{≤T1+1}, (Z_t)_{T1+2≤t≤T1+k+1})^⊤ G_s (V μ_{≤s} + Z_{≤s}) ]

= 1 α E [ Ψ_{T1+k} (V μ_{≤T1+1} + Z_{≤T1+1}, (Z_t)_{T1+2≤t≤T1+k})^⊤ Z^⊤_{T1+k+1}G_s (V μ_{≤s} + Z_{≤s}) ]

= 1 α E [ Ψ_{T1+k} (V μ_{≤T1+1} + Z_{≤T1+1}, (Z_t)_{T1+2≤t≤T1+k})^⊤ E [Z_{T1+k+1}]^⊤ G_s (V μ_{≤s} + Z_{≤s}) ] = 0.

Furthermore, E [ Z^⊤_{T1+k+1}Z_0 ] = 1 α E [ G_{T1+k+1} (V μ_{≤T1+k+1} + Z_{≤T1+k+1})^⊤ V ]

= 1 α E [ Ψ_{T1+k} (V μ_{≤T1+1} + Z_{≤T1+1}, (Z_t)_{T1+2≤t≤T1+k})^⊤ Z^⊤_{T1+k+1}V ]

= 1 α E [ Ψ_{T1+k} (V μ_{≤T1+1} + Z_{≤T1+1}, (Z_t)_{T1+2≤t≤T1+k})^⊤ E [Z_{T1+k+1}]^⊤ V ] = 0.

This proves that (Z_t)_{T1+1≤t≤T1+k+1} ∼_{i.i.d.} N(0, I_m), and are independent of ((Z_t)_{1≤t≤T1} , Y ). Finally, we need to show that μ_{T1+k+2} = 0. Using Eq. (49), it follows that

μ_{T1+k+2} = E [ ∂F_{T1+k+1} ∂z_0 ( Z_{≤T1+k+1}; φ ( Z_0; ε )) ] = E [ Z_{T1+k+1} ∂Φ_{T1+k} ∂z_0 ( Z_{≤T1+k}; φ ( Z_0; ε )) ]

= E [ Z_{T1+k+1} ] E [ ∂Φ_{T1+k} ∂z_0 ( Z_{≤T1+k}; φ ( Z_0; ε )) ] = 0.

This completes the induction step and the proof of the proposition.

C.3 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Proof. By our assumption, we know that for all 1 ≤ s, t ≤ T , G_tG_s is pseudo-Lipschitz of order 2, hence we have almost surely,

W^⊤_I W_I = 1 n T_2∑

t=1

T_2∑

s=1 Q^⊤_t G_{T1+t+1} ( W^{≤T1+t+1} )_⊤ G_{T1+s+1} ( W^{≤T1+s+1} ) Q_s

= T_2∑

t=1

T_2∑

s=1 Q^⊤_t ( 1 n d∑ i=1 G_{T1+t+1}(w^{≤T1+t+1} i )^⊤G_{T1+s+1}(w^{≤T1+s+1}_i ) ) Q_s

→ 1 α T_2∑

t=1

T_2∑

s=1 Q^⊤_t E [ G_{T1+t+1} (V μ_{≤T1+t+1} + Z_{≤T1+t+1})^⊤ G_{T1+s+1} (V μ_{≤T1+s+1} + Z_{≤T1+s+1}) ] Q_s

= T_2∑

t=1

T_2∑

s=1 Q^⊤_t E [ Z^⊤_{T1+t+1}Z_{T1+s+1} ] Q_s =

T_2∑

t=1 Q^⊤_t Q_t = I_m − Q.

Similarly, we can show that W^⊤_F W_F → Q and W^⊤_F W_I → 0. Therefore, W^⊤_QW_Q → I_m almost surely as n → ∞. Using Slutsky’s theorem, it now suffices to consider W_Q and the empirical joint distribution of (y, XW_Q). By direct calculation, we obtain that

XW_Q = XW_F + XW_I = V^{T1} + d n F (V^{T1−1}; y) + 1 √ n T_2∑

t=1 XG_{T1+t+1} ( W^{≤T1+t+1} ) Q_t

= V^{T1} + d n F (V^{T1−1}; y) +

T_2∑

t=1 ( V^{T1+t+1} +

T_1+t+1 ∑ s=1 F_{s−1}(V^{≤s−1}; y)D^⊤_{T1+t+1,s} ) Q_t, where by state evolution, D_{T1+t+1,s} = 1 n d∑ i=1 ∂G_{T1+t+1} ∂w^s (w^1_i , · · · , w^{T1+t+1}_i ) a.s.→ 1 α E [ ∂G_{T1+t+1} ∂w^s (V μ_{≤T1+t+1} + Z_{≤T1+t+1}) ]

= 1_{s=T1+t+1} α E [Ψ_{T1+t} (V μ_{≤T1+1} + Z_{≤T1+1}, (Z_t)_{T1+2≤t≤T1+t})]^⊤ .

For future convenience, we define

A_t = p-lim_{n→∞} D^⊤_{T1+t+1,T1+t+1} = 1 α E [Ψ_{T1+t} (V μ_{≤T1+1} + Z_{≤T1+1}, (Z_t)_{T1+2≤t≤T1+t})] . (169)

Therefore, it suffices to consider the empirical joint distribution of y and

V^{T1} + 1 α F (V^{T1−1}; y) +

T_2∑

t=1 ( V^{T1+t+1} + F_{T1 +t} ( V^{≤T1+t}; y ) A_t ) Q_t. Now, since F_{T1+t} and F are continuous, applying continuous mapping theorem implies that the joint empirical distribution of the rows of ( y, V^{T1} + 1 α F (V^{T1−1}; y) +

T_2∑

t=1 ( V^{T1+t+1} + F_{T1+t} ( V^{≤T1+t}; y ) A_t ) Q_t )

almost surely weakly converges to the law of ( Y, Z_{T1} + 1 α F ( Z_{T1−1}; Y ) + T_2∑

t=1 ( Z_{T1+t+1} + F_{T1+t} ( Z_{≤T1+t}; Y ) A_t ) Q_t ) , and we conclude that (1/n) ∑_n i=1 δ_{(yi,(XW )i)} almost surely weakly converges to the same limiting distribution as n → ∞. As a consequence, Law ( Y, Z_{T1} + 1 α F ( Z_{T1−1}; Y ) + T_2∑

t=1 ( Z_{T1+t+1} + F_{T1+t} ( Z_{≤T1+t}; Y ) A_t ) Q_t )

is (α, m)-feasible, where we recall that

A_t = 1 α E [Ψ_{T1+t} (V μ_{≤T1+1} + Z_{≤T1+1}, (Z_t)_{T1+2≤t≤T1+t})] . (170)

Finally, note that for the IAMP stage, the only requirement for the function Ψ_{T1+t} is that E [ Ψ_{T1+t} (V μ_{≤T1+1} + Z_{≤T1+1}, (Z_t)_{T1+2≤t≤T1+t})^⊤ Ψ_{T1+t} (V μ_{≤T1+1} + Z_{≤T1+1}, (Z_t)_{T1+2≤t≤T1+t}) ] = αI_m. Hence, for any t ≥ 1 and A_t ∈ R^{m×m} such that A^⊤_t A_t ⪯ I_m/α, there exists a function Ψ_{T1+t} that satisfies the condition of this theorem and that

E [Ψ_{T1+t} (V μ_{≤T1+1} + Z_{≤T1+1}, (Z_t)_{T1+2≤t≤T1 +t})] = αA_t.

This proves that if F and F_{T1+t} are continuous, then

Law ( Y, Z_{T1} + 1 α F ( Z_{T1−1}; Y ) + T_2∑

t=1 ( Z_{T1+t+1} + F_{T1+t} ( Z_{≤T1+t}; Y ) A_t ) Q_t )

is (α, m)-feasible and can be achieved by our two-stage AMP algorithm, where the only constraint on {A_t}_{1≤t≤T2} is that A^⊤_t A_t ⪯ I_m/α. The second part of Theorem 4.1 follows immediately by combining this result and the fact that F^{alg}_{m,α} is closed under weak limits, since we can approximate general L^2 functions by continuous functions to arbitrary accuracy.

C.4 Proof of Lemma 4.9

Proof. First, note that we can assume without loss of generality that each t_j is a rational number, otherwise one can reparametrize the time argument. Moreover, by adding more points to {t_j}_{0≤i≤n} to make this discretization finer, it suffices to consider the setting t_j = j/n. It then follows that

U_s = v^0 + F (v^0, Y ) + n−1∑ j=0 q(j/n)(1 + ϕ_{j/n})(B_{(j+1)/n} − B_{j/n}).

Now for any m ≥ 0, we write n−1∑ j=0 q(j/n)(1 + ϕ_{j/n})(B_{(j+1)/n} − B_{j/n})

= n−1∑ j=0 q(j/n)(1 + ϕ_{j/n}) 2^m∑

i=1 (B_{(j2}m_{+i)/2}m_n − B_{(j2}m_{+i−1)/2}m_n)

= n−1∑ j=0

2^m∑

i=1 q(j/n)(1 + ϕ_{j/n})(B_{(j2}m_{+i)/2}m_n − B_{(j2}m_{+i−1)/2}m_n)

= 2^mn−1∑

l=0 q(l/2^mn, m)(1 + ϕ_{l/2}m_{n,m})(B_{(l+1)/2}m_n − B_{l/2}m_n), where q(l/2^mn, m) = q(j/n), ϕ_{l/2}m_{n,m} = ϕ_{j/n} if l = j2^m + i − 1. We further notice that the sequences {q(l/2^mn, m)}_{0≤l≤2}m_{n−1} and {ϕ_{l/2}m_{n,m}}_{0≤l≤2}m_{n−1} satisfy the conditions in the statement of Lemma 4.9, since {l/2^mn}_{0≤l≤2}m_n is just a more refined discretization of [0, 1]. Now for each 1 ≤ l ≤ 2^mn, define the σ-algebra F_{l/2}m_{n,m} = σ ( v^0, Y, (B_{r/2}m_n)_{1≤r≤l}) ) = σ ( v^0, Y, (B_{r/2}m_n − B_{(r−1)/2}m_n)_{1≤r≤l} ) , it then follows that E [ ϕ_{l/2}m_{n,m}|F_{l/2}m_{n,m} ] = E [ ϕ_{j/n}|F_{l/2}m_{n,m} ] = E [ ϕ_{j/n}|F_{j/n,m} ] . According to Paul Lévy’s construction of Brownian motion (cf. Chapter 1 of [MP10]), we know

that F_{j/n,m} ↑ F_{j/n} as m → ∞. Since E[ϕ^2_{j/n} ] ≤ 1/α, we know that ϕ_{j/n} is integrable. Applying

Lévy’s upwards theorem yields lim m→∞ E [ ϕ_{j/n}|F_{j/n,m} ] = E [ ϕ_{j/n}|F_{j/n} ] = ϕ_{j/n}, almost surely and in L^2.

As a consequence, we deduce that

U_{s,m} = v^0 + F (v^0, Y ) + 2^mn−1∑

l=0 q(l/2^mn, m) ( 1 + E [ ϕ_{l/2}m_{n,m}|F_{l/2}m_{n,m} ]) (B_{(l+1)/2}m_n − B_{l/2}m_n)

converges to U_s almost surely and in L^2 as m → ∞.

Now, it suffices to consider the feasibility of Law(Y, U_{s,m}). For future convenience, let us simplify

the notation here. For fixed n, denote T_m = 2^mn. For 1 ≤ t ≤ T_m, set

v^t = √ T_m ( B_{t/2}m_n − B_{(t−1)/2}m_n ) , q_t = q((t − 1)/2^mn, m) √ T_m , ϕ_{t−1} ( v^{≤t−1}, v^0, Y ) = E [ ϕ_{(t−1)/2}m_{n,m}|F_{(t−1)/2}m_{n,m} ] , since by definition, F_{(t−1)/2}m_{n,m} = σ(v^0, Y, v^{≤t−1}), which further implies that E [ϕ_{(t−1)/2}m_{n,m}|F_{(t−1)/2}m_{n,m}]

is an L^2-integrable function of (v^{≤t−1}, v^0, Y ). Note that the above quantities depend on m, but we

supress the subscript “m” here and in sequel to avoid heavy notation. We can then write

U_{s,m} = v^0 + F (v^0, Y ) + T_m∑

t=1 √ T_mq_t ( 1 + ϕ_{t−1} ( v^{≤t−1}, v^0, Y )) v^t √ T_m = v^0 + F (v^0, Y ) + T_m∑

t=1 q_t ( 1 + ϕ_{t−1} ( v^{≤t−1}, v^0, Y )) v^t, where by Jensen’s inequality, E [ ϕ_{t−1} ( v^{≤t−1}, v^0, Y )_2] ≤ E [ ϕ^2_{(t−1)/2}m_{n,m} ] ≤ 1 α . We are now in position to complete the proof. Define

U^{(1)}_{s,m} = v^0 + F (v^0, Y ) + T_m∑

t=1 q_t ( v^{t+1} + ϕ_{t−1} ( v^{≤t−1}, v^0, Y ) v^t ) , then we have the following estimates: E [( U_{s,m} − U^{(1)}_{s,m} )_2] = E (_{Tm−1} ∑ t=1 (q_t − q_{t+1})v^{t+1} + q_{Tm} v^{Tm+1} − q_1v^1 )_2

= T_m−1∑

t=1 (q_t − q_{t+1})^2 + q^2_1 + q^2_{Tm}

= 1 T_m (_{Tm−1} ∑ t=1 (q((t − 1)/2^mn, m) − q(t/2^mn, m))^2 + q(0, m)^2 + q((T_m − 1)/2^mn, m)^2 )

≤ 1 2^mn n−1∑ j=0 (q(j/n) − q((j + 1)/n))^2 + q(0)^2 + q(1)^2 → 0, as m → ∞.

Hence, U^{(1)}_{s,m} − U_{s,m}^p→ 0. As we’ve shown U_{s,m}^{a.s.}→ U_s, it follows that U^{(1)}_{s,m}^p→ U_s, which implies

Law(Y, U^{(1)}_{s,m})^w=⇒ Law(Y, U_s) as m → ∞.

Now since E [ ϕ_{t−1} ( v^{≤t−1}, v^0, Y )_2]

≤ 1/α, and T_m∑

t=1 q^2_t = 1 T_m T_m−1∑

l=0 q(l/2^mn, m)^2 = 1 n n−1∑ j=0 q(j/n)^2 = 1 − q

by our assumption, we conclude that Law(Y, U^{(1)}_{s,m}) ∈ F^{alg}_{1,α} . Using again the fact that F^{alg}_{1,α} is closed under weak limits, we know that Law(Y, U_s) ∈ F^{alg}_{1,α}. This completes the proof.

D Proofs for Section 5

D.1 Proof of Proposition 5.1 By definition, F^{AMP}_{m,α} (Q) is automatically closed, next we show its convexity. Assume P_1, P_2 ∈ F^{AMP}_{m,α} (Q), then there exist two sequences of probability measures {P_{1,n}} and {P_{2,n}} with corresponding stochastic integral representations, such that P_{1,n}^w⇒ P_1, P_{2,n}^w⇒ P_2 as n → ∞. For each α ∈ [0, 1], we aim to prove αP_1 + (1 − α)P_2 ∈ F^{AMP}_{m,α} (Q).

Since αP_{1,n} + (1 − α)P_{2,n}^w⇒ αP_1 + (1 − α)P_2, it suffices to show

αP_{1,n} + (1 − α)P_{2,n} ∈ F^{AMP}_{m,α} (Q), ∀n. (171)

Fix n, by definition of F^{AMP}_{m,α} (Q), we can write

P_{1,n} = Law(U_1), P_{2,n} = Law(U_2),

where

U_1 = V^0 + F (V^0) +

∫_1 0 Q(t)(I_m + Φ^{(1)}_t )dB_t,

U_2 = V^0 + F (V^0) +

∫_1 0 Q(t)(I_m + Φ^{(2)}_t )dB_t.

Let 0 < ε < 1, define a new standard Brownian motion (W_t)_{0≤t≤1} by requiring that (W_t)_{0≤t≤ε} is independent of F_1 = σ(V^0, (B_t)_{0≤t≤1}), and for ε ≤ t ≤ 1,

W_t = W_ε + √ 1 − εB t−ε_{1−ε} . We further define ~Q(t) = 1√ 1 − ε Q ( t − ε 1 − ε ) , ~Φ^{(i)}_t = Φ^{(i)}_{t−ε1−ε} , i = 1, 2.

Then, it follows that for i = 1, 2,

U_i = V^0 + F (V^0) +

∫_1 0 Q(t)(I_m + Φ^{(i)}_t )dB_t

= V^0 + F (V^0) +

∫_1 ε Q ( t − ε 1 − ε ) ( I_m + Φ^{(i)}_{t−ε1−ε} ) dB t−ε_{1−ε} = V^0 + F (V^0) +

∫_1 ε 1 √ 1 − ε Q ( t − ε 1 − ε ) ( I_m + Φ^{(i)}_{t−ε1−ε} ) √ 1 − εdB t−ε_{1−ε} = V^0 + F (V^0) +

∫_1 ε ~Q(t)(I_m + ~Φ^{(i)}_t )dW_t.

It’s not hard to see that there exists a Bernoulli random variable T such that T ∈ F^W_ε , and that

P(T = 1) = α = 1 − P(T = 0),

for example, we can take T = 1_{‖Wε‖2>Cα} where P(‖W_ε‖_2 > C_α) = α. Therefore, T is independent of (U_1, U_2). Set U = T U_1 + (1 − T )U_2, then we have

Law(U) = α Law(U_1) + (1 − α) Law(U_2) = αP_{1,n} + (1 − α)P_{2,n}, and U = V^0 + F (V^0) +

∫_1 ε ~Q(t) ( I_m + T ~Φ^{(1)}_t + (1 − T )~Φ^{(2)}_t ) dW_t = V^0 + F (V^0) +

∫_1 0 ~Q(t) ( I_m + T ~Φ^{(1)}_t + (1 − T )~Φ^{(2)}_t ) dW_t, where the last line is due to the fact that ~Q(t) = 0 when 0 ≤ t ≤ ε. By definition of ~Q, ~Φ and T , we know that Law(U) ∈ F^{AMP}_{m,α} ( ~Q). Moreover, if we denote

V = V^0 + F (V^0) +

∫_1 0 Q(t) ( I_m + T ~Φ^{(1)}_t + (1 − T )~Φ^{(2)}_t ) dW_t, then V ∈ F^{AMP}_{m,α} (Q) and E [(V − U)^2] → 0 as ε → 0 according to Itô’s isometry. This implies that

Law(U) ∈ F^{AMP}_{m,α} (Q),

thus proving Eq. (171), and the desired result follows immediately.

D.2 Proof of Lemma 5.2 This can be proven via a reparametrization of the time argument of {B_t}. For notational simplicity, let us ignore the closure operation and assume q = 0, as this proof can be easily adapted to the case of general q ∈ [0, 1]. Under this assumption, one can write

F^{AMP}_{1,α} (q) = { Law (∫_1 0 q(t) (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t ) : {ϕ_t} adapted to {F_t}, sup_{t∈[0,1]} E [ ϕ^2_t ] ≤ 1 α }

where ‖q‖_L2 = 1, and we will show that

F^{AMP}_{1,α} (q) = { Law (∫_1 0 (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t ) : {ϕ_t} adapted to {F_t}, sup_{t∈[0,1]} E [ ϕ^2_t ] ≤ 1 α } . Since q ∈ L^2[0, 1], the function t → s(t) := ∫_t 0 q(u)^2du

is increasing and and satisfies s(0) = 0, s(1) = 1. Therefore, s(t) admits a unique inverse s^{−1}(t) with s^{−1}(0) = 0, s^{−1}(1) = 1. Now let us define a new Gaussian process

W_t := ∫_t 0 q(u)dB_u ⇐⇒ W_0 = 0, dW_t = q(t)dB_t,

then it follows that for any 0 ≤ t, v ≤ 1, E [ W_s−1_{(t)}W_s−1_{(v)} ] = ∫_s−1_{(t)∧s}−1_{(v)} 0 q(u)^2du = s ( s^{−1}(t) ∧ s^{−1}(v) ) = t ∧ v. Moreover, W_s−1_{(t)} has a continuous modification, thus can be regarded as a continuous martingale, and we conclude that {W_s−1_{(t)}}_{0≤t≤1} is a standard Brownian motion.

Now, according to the time-change formula for stochastic integrals (cf. Proposition 3.4.8 in [KS12]), we obtain that ∫_1 0 q(t) (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t =

∫_1 0 (1 + ϕ_t) dW_t =

∫_1 0 ( 1 + ϕ_s−1_{(t)} ) dW_s−1_{(t)},

where ϕ_s−1_{(t)} ∈ F^B_{s−1(t)} = F^W_{s−1(t)} is progressively measurable and satisfies E [ϕ^2_{s−1 (t)}] ≤ 1/α. Hence, Law (∫_1 0 q(t) (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t ) = Law (∫_1 0 ( 1 + ϕ_s−1_{(t)} ) dW_s−1_{(t)} ) , which completes the proof of this lemma.

D.3 Proof of Lemma 5.3 First, using the law of total expectation, we obtain that E [ h ( v^0 + F (v^0) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ϕ^2_t − 1 α ) dt ]

= E [ E [ h ( v^0 + F (v^0) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ϕ^2_t − 1 α ) dt | | σ(v^0) ]] .

Denote by D^B [q, 1] the space of all square integrable processes {ϕ^B_t }_{t∈[q,1]} that is progressively measurable with respect to {F^B_t }, the canonical filtration of the standard Brownian motion {B_t}. For any ϕ ∈ D[q, 1], we know that the R.C.P.D. of {ϕ_t} given σ(v^0) is equivalent to the law of some {ϕ^B_t } ∈ D^B[q, 1] almost surely (which may depend on the value of v^0). Therefore, E [ h ( v^0 + F (v^0) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ϕ^2_t − 1 α ) dt | | σ(v^0) ]

≤ sup ϕ^B ∈D^B [q,1] E [ h ( v^0 + F (v^0) +

∫_1 q ( 1 + ϕ^B_t ) dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ( ϕ^B_t )_2 − 1 α ) dt ] , which leads to the inequality

V_γ (q) = sup_{ϕ∈D[q,1]} E [ h ( v^0 + F (v^0) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ϕ^2_t − 1 α ) dt ]

≤ E_v0_{∼N(0,q)} [ sup ϕ^B ∈D^B [0,1] E [ h ( v^0 + F (v^0) +

∫_1 q ( 1 + ϕ^B_t ) dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) (( ϕ^B_t )_2 − 1 α ) dt ]]

= E_v0_{∼N(0,q)} [ V_γ (q, v^0 + F (v^0)) ] . Next, we prove the inverse bound. Fix ε > 0, for any realization of v^0, let ϕ^B (v^0) ∈ D^B[q, 1] be such that E [ h ( v^0 + F (v^0) +

∫_1 q ( 1 + ϕ^B_t (v^0) ) dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) (( ϕ^B_t (v^0)

)_2 − 1 α ) dt ]

≥ sup ϕ^B ∈D^B [q,1] E [ h ( v^0 + F (v^0) +

∫_1 q ( 1 + ϕ^B_t ) dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) (( ϕ^B_t )_2 − 1 α ) dt ] − ε. Now, setting ϕ = ϕ^B (v^0) for v^0 ∼ N(0, q), we know that ϕ ∈ D[q, 1], and that E [ h ( v^0 + F (v^0) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ϕ^2_t − 1 α ) dt ]

= E_v0_{∼N(0,q)} [ E [ h ( v^0 + F (v^0) +

∫_1 q ( 1 + ϕ^B_t (v^0) ) dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) (( ϕ^B_t (v^0)

)_2 − 1 α ) dt ]]

≥ E_v0_{∼N(0,q)} [ sup ϕ^B ∈D^B [q,1] E [ h ( v^0 + F (v^0) +

∫_1 q ( 1 + ϕ^B_t ) dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ( ϕ^B_t )_2 − 1 α ) dt ]] − ε = E_v0_{∼N(0,q)} [ V_γ (q, v^0 + F (v^0)) ] − ε. Taking supremum over all ϕ ∈ D[q, 1] and sending ε → 0 yields the desired result. This completes the proof of the lemma.

E Deferred proofs for Theorem 3.3

This section will be devoted to the presentation of technical details required in Section 5.3: the proofs of intermediate results used in the proof of Theorem 3.3. In Appendix E.1, we deal with the case γ(1) > sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z), for which we will construct a solution to the Parisi PDE and prove Proposition 5.4 and Proposition 5.5. In Appendix E.2, we consider the case γ(1) ≤ sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z), for which we will construct a solution to the Parisi PDE and prove Proposition 5.4 and part (c) of Theorem 3.3.

Recall the function spaces L and L_# in Definition 2. In what follows, we define the convergence of sequences in these two spaces.

Definition 3 (Convergence in L and L_#). Let {(μ_n, c_n)}^∞_{n=1} be a sequence in L , or equivalently, the corresponding {γ_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊂ L_#. For any (μ, c) ∈ L , we say that (μ_n, c_n)^L−→ (μ, c) if c_n → c, μ_n → μ in L^1[0, 1], and ‖ ‖μ_n|_{[0,t]} ‖ ‖ L^∞[0,t] −→ ‖ ‖μ|_{[0,t]} ‖ ‖ L^∞[0,t] for all t ∈ [0, 1). (172)

For γ ∈ L_# associated with (μ, c), we say γ_n^{L#}−→ γ if (μ_n, c_n)^L−→ (μ, c).

For the reader’s convenience, we collect below a few important definitions from the main text.

Parisi functional. For (μ, c) ∈ L , define

F(μ, c) = f_μ(0, 0) + 1 2α ∫_1 0 dt c + ∫_1 t μ(s)ds , (173)

where f_μ solves the Parisi PDE: ∂_tf_μ(t, x) + 1 2 μ(t) (∂_xf_μ(t, x))^2 + 1 2 ∂^2_xf_μ(t, x) = 0,

f_μ(1, x) = sup_{u∈R} { h(x + u) − u^2 2c } . (174)

Value function. For γ ∈ L_#, (t, z) ∈ [0, 1] × R, define V_γ (t, z) = sup_{ϕ∈D[t,1]} E [ h ( z + ∫_1 t (1 + ϕ_s) dB_s ) − 1 2 ∫_1 t γ(s) ( ϕ^2_s − 1 α ) ds ] . (175)

E.1 The case γ(1) > sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z) The aim of this section is to construct a solution to the Parisi PDE and complete the proof of Theorem 3.3 in the case γ(1) > sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z). To this end, we will first work under the stronger assumption that h ∈ C^4(R) (instead of h ∈ C^2(R) assumed by Theorem 3.3) in Sections E.1.1 to E.1.3, and then remove this assumption via an approximation argument in Section E.1.4. In particular, we require h to satisfy the following assumption throughout Sections E.1.1 to E.1.3:

Assumption E.1. The test function h : R → R satisfies:

(a) h is bounded from above, i.e., sup_{x∈R} h(x) < +∞.

(b) h ∈ C^4(R). Further, for 1 ≤ k ≤ 4, ‖ ‖h^{(k)} ‖ ‖_{L∞(R)} = sup_{x∈R} | |h^{(k)}(x) | | < ∞. (176)

E.1.1 Solving the Parisi PDE We start with constructing a solution to the Parisi PDE (174) for (μ, c) ∈ L with sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z) < γ(1) = 1/c. To this end, we first show that the terminal value f_μ(1, ·) has sufficient regularity. Lemma E.1. Assume sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z) < γ(1) = 1/c. Recall that

f_μ(1, x) = sup_{u∈R} { h(x + u) − u^2 2c } . (177)

Then, we have ‖∂_xf_μ(1, x)‖_{L∞(R)} ≤ ‖h^′‖_L∞_{(R)} and

−γ(1) < ∂^2_xf_μ(1, x) ≤ γ(1) · sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z) γ(1) − sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z) , ∀x ∈ R. (178) Further, for k = 3, 4, there exists constants C = C(c, k) > 0 such that ‖ ‖∂^k_x fμ(1, x) ‖ ‖_{L∞(R)} ≤ C(c, k). (179) Proof. The claim on ∂_xf_μ(1, x) follows from the simple observation |f_μ(1, x) − f_μ(1, y)| ≤ sup_{u∈R} |h(x + u) − h(y + u)| ≤ ‖ ‖h^′ ‖ ‖_{L∞(R)} |x − y|. To prove the estimates for higher-order derivatives, note that f_μ(1, ·) can be rewritten as

f_μ(1, x) = sup_{u∈R} { h(x + u) − u^2 2c } = sup_{z∈R} { h(z) − (z − x)^2 2c }

= − x^2 2c + sup_{z∈R} { xz − cz^2 2 + h(cz) } . Define g(z) = cz^2/2 − h(cz), then we know that g is c_h-strongly convex, where c_h = c − c^2 sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z) > 0.

Since f_μ(1, x) = −x^2/2c + g^∗(x), the bounds on ∂^2_xf_μ(1, x) follows immediately. Further, we have max {‖ ‖ ‖g^{(3)} ‖ ‖_{L∞(R)} , ‖ ‖g^{(4)} ‖ ‖_{L∞(R)} } < ∞. It then suffices to show that max {‖ ‖(g_∗)_{(3)} ‖ ‖ L^∞(R) , ‖ ‖(g_∗)_{(4)} ‖ ‖ L^∞(R) } < ∞. By Legendre-Fenchel duality, we have (g∗)^{′′}(x) = 1 g^{′′}(u(x)) , u = (g^′)^{−1} =⇒ u^′(x) = 1 g^{′′}(u(x)) . Since g is c_h-strongly convex, we always have g^{′′} ≥ c_h. Therefore,

(g∗)^{(3)}(x) = − g^{(3)}(u(x))u^′(x) g^{′′}(u(x))^2 = − g^{(3)}(u(x)) g^{′′}(u(x))^3 ∈ L^∞(R), (g∗)^{(4)}(x) =

3g^{(3)}(u(x))^2g^{′′}(u(x))^2u^′(x) − g^{(4)}(u(x))g^{′′}(u(x))^3u^′(x) g^{′′}(u(x))^6 = 3g^{(3)}(u(x))^2 g^{′′}(u(x))^5 − g^{(4)}(u(x)) g^{′′}(u(x))^4 ∈ L^∞(R), which completes the proof.

The next proposition establishes regularity of f_μ on [0, 1] × R for μ ∈ SF[0, 1], the space of all simple functions on [0, 1]:

SF[0, 1] = { μ(t) = m∑ i=1 μ_i1_{[ti−1,ti)}(t) : 0 = t_0 < t_1 < · · · < t_m = 1 } . (180)

Proposition E.2. Assume μ ∈ SF[0, 1] is such that (μ, c) ∈ L , i.e., c +

∫_1 t μ(s)ds > 0 for all t ∈ [0, 1], and that ∃θ ∈ [0, 1) such that inf_{t∈[θ,1]} γ(t) > sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z). Then, we have ∂^2_xf_μ(t, x) > − γ(t), ∀(t, x) ∈ [0, 1] × R . (181) Further, if there exists θ ∈ [0, 1) such that inf_{t∈[θ,1]} γ(t) > sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z), then ∂^2_xf_μ(t, x) ≤ γ(t) · sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z) γ(t) − sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z) , ∀(t, x) ∈ [θ, 1] × R. (182) Proof. For future convenience we denote h_2 = sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z). In what follows we will consider the following non-linear parabolic equation instead of the Parisi PDE: ∂_tΦ(t, x) + γ^′(t) 2 (∂_xΦ(t, x))^2 + γ(t)^2 2 ∂^2_xΦ(t, x) = 0,

Φ(1, x) = ( γ(1) 2 z^2 − h(z) )_∗ . (183)

Note that the relation between Φ and f_μ is given by the following transform, which can be verified by direct calculation: f_μ(t, x) = − γ(t) 2 x^2 + Φ (t, γ(t)x) − 1 2 ∫_1 t γ(s)ds, Φ(t, x) = f_μ ( t, x γ(t) ) + x^2 2γ(t) + 1 2 ∫_1 t γ(s)ds. (184)

Further, Eqs. (181), (182) are equivalent to ∂^2_xΦ(t, x) > 0, ∀(t, x) ∈ [0, 1] × R, ∂^2_xΦ(t, x) ≤ 1 γ(t) − h_2 , ∀(t, x) ∈ [θ, 1] × R. (185)

It remains to prove the curvature bound on Φ(t, x), i.e., Eq. (185). Since γ^′(t)/γ(t)^2 is piecewise constant, we may assume that − ( 1 γ(t) )_′ = γ^′(t) γ(t)^2 = c_i for t ∈ [t_{i−1}, t_i), i = 1, · · · , m, where 0 = t_0 < t_1 < · · · < t_m = 1 is a discretization of [0, 1]. According to Lemma E.1, we have

0 < ∂^2_xΦ(1, x) ≤ 1 γ(1) − h_2 . For t ∈ [t_{m−1}, 1), the Parisi PDE reads ∂_tΦ(t, x) + γ(t)^2 2 ( ∂^2_xΦ(t, x) + c_m (∂_xΦ(t, x))^2 ) = 0, whose solution can be explicitly expressed using Cole-Hopf transform: Φ(t, x) = 1 c_m log E exp c_mΦ 1, x + √∫_1 t γ(s)^2ds · G , G ∼ N(0, 1).

If c_m = 0, it is understood that Φ(t, x) = E Φ 1, x + √∫_1 t γ(s)^2ds · G .

For simplicity, we denote f(x) = Φ(1, x), κ = c_m and C(t, γ) = √∫_1 t γ(s)^2ds, then exploiting the above expression yields that

∂^2_xΦ(t, x) = κE [ exp (κf (x + C(t, γ)G)) f^′ (x + C(t, γ)G)^2 ] + E [exp (κf (x + C(t, γ)G)) f^{′′} (x + C(t, γ)G)] E [exp (κf (x + C(t, γ)G))] − κE [exp (κf (x + C(t, γ)G)) f^′ (x + C(t, γ)G)]^2 E [exp (κf (x + C(t, γ)G))]^2 . Note that applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality gives E [ exp (κf (x + C(t, γ)G)) f^′ (x + C(t, γ)G)^2 ] · E [exp (κf (x + C(t, γ)G))] ≥E [ exp (κf (x + C(t, γ)G)) f^′ (x + C(t, γ)G) ]_2 . Hence, if κ ≥ 0, we obtain that ∂^2_xΦ(t, x) ≥ E [exp (κf (x + C(t, γ)G)) f^{′′} (x + C(t, γ)G)] E [exp (κf (x + C(t, γ)G))] > 0, where the last inequality follows from the fact that f is strictly convex.

Next we assume that κ < 0, for any integrable test function ϕ, we have E [exp (κf (x + C(t, γ)G)) ϕ (x + C(t, γ)G)] E [exp (κf (x + C(t, γ)G))] = 1 E [exp (κf (x + C(t, γ)G))] ∫ R 1 √ 2πC(t, γ) exp ( κf(z) − (z − x)^2 2C(t, γ)^2 ) ϕ(z)dz = ∫ R p_{t,x}(z)ϕ(z)dz := E_{t,x} [ϕ(Z)] , where we denote p_{t,x}(z) ∝ exp ( κf(z) − (z − x)^2 2C(t, γ)^2 ) = exp ( − (z − x)^2 2C(t, γ)^2 − |κ|f(z) ) . We further denote E_{t,x} and Var_{t,x} as the expectation and variance operator with respect to the density p_{t,x}, then it follows that ∂^2_xΦ(t, x) = E_{t,x} [ f^{′′}(Z) ] + κ · ( E_{t,x} [ f^′(Z)^2 ] − E_{t,x} [ f^′(Z)

]_2) = E_{t,x} [ f^{′′}(Z) ] − |κ| · Var_{t,x} ( f^′(Z) ) . Before proceeding with the proof, we recall a celebrated inequality by Brascamp and Lieb [BL02].

Theorem E.1 (Theorem 4.1 in [BL02]: Poincaré inequality for log-concave densities). Let p(z) = exp(−u(z)), where u is twice continuously differentiable and strictly convex. Assume that u has a minimum, so that p decreases exponentially in all directions, then ∫ R p(z)dz < ∞. Let ϕ ∈ C^1(R) and Var(ϕ(Z)) < ∞. Then

Var(ϕ(Z)) ≤ E [ ϕ^′(Z)^2 u^{′′}(Z) ] . Now we turn to the proof of strict convexity of Φ(t, x) when κ < 0. Note that since u(z) = |κ|f(z) + (z − x)^2/2C(t, γ)^2 is strongly convex, p_{t,x}(z) ∝ exp(−u(z)) is a log-concave density. According to Theorem E.1, we have Var_{t,x} ( f^′(Z) ) ≤ E_{t,x} [ f^{′′}(Z)^2 u^{′′}(Z) ] = E_{t,x} [ f^{′′}(Z)^2 |κ|f^{′′}(Z) + 1/C(t, γ)^2 ] < 1 |κ| E_{t,x} [ f^{′′}(Z) ] , which leads to ∂^2_xΦ(t, x) = E_{t,x} [ f^{′′}(Z) ] − |κ| · Var_{t,x} ( f^′(Z) ) > 0. Repeating the same argument for t ∈ [t_{m−2}, t_{m−1}) and so on yields that ∂^2_xΦ(t, x) > 0 for all (t, x) ∈ [0, 1] × R. This proves the first part of Eq. (185),

To prove the second part of Eq. (185), it suffices to show that

γ(t) > h_2 =⇒ ∂^2_xΦ(t, x) ≤ 1 γ(t) − h_2 , ∀x ∈ R, t ∈ [t_{m−1}, 1) . (186) Consider the situation κ ≥ 0, in this case we have p_{t,x}(z) ∝ exp(−u(z)), where u(z) = (z − x)^2/2C(t, γ)^2 − κf(z). Note that for all z ∈ R, u^{′′}(z) = 1 C(t, γ)^2 − κf^{′′}(z) ≥ 1 C(t, γ)^2 − κ γ(1) − h_2 = 1 ∫_1 t γ(s)^2ds − κ γ(1) − h_2 = κ ∫_1 t γ^′(s)ds − κ γ(1) − h_2 = κ γ(1) − γ(t) − κ γ(1) − h_2 > 0, which implies that u is strongly convex. Therefore, applying the Brascamp-Lieb inequality (Theorem E.1) again yields ∂^2_xΦ(t, x) =E_{t,x} [ f^{′′}(Z) ] + κ · Var_{t,x} ( f^′(Z) ) ≤ E_{t,x} [ f^{′′}(Z) ] + κ · E_{t,x} [ f^{′′}(Z)^2 u^{′′}(Z) ]

=E_{t,x} [ f^{′′}(Z) (u^{′′}(Z) + κf^{′′}(Z)) u^{′′}(Z) ] = E_{t,x} [ f^{′′}(Z) C(t, γ)^2u^{′′}(Z) ]

=E_{t,x} [ f^{′′}(Z) 1 − κC(t, γ)^2f^{′′}(Z) ]_{(i)} = E_{t,x} [ f^{′′}(Z) 1 − (γ(1) − γ(t))f^{′′}(Z) ]

(ii) ≤ E_{t,x} [ 1/(γ(1) − h_2) 1 − (γ(1) − γ(t))/(γ(1) − h_2) ] = 1 γ(t) − h_2 , where (i) holds because κγ^2(t) = γ^′(t) for t ∈ [t_{m−1}, 1), whence κC(t, γ)^2 =

∫_1 t γ^′(s)ds = γ(1)−γ(t), and (ii) is due to the fact that sup_{z∈R}{f^{′′}(z)} ≤ 1/(γ(1) − h_2).

Finally, we deal with the case κ < 0 in Eq. (185). Note that without loss of generality we may assume that γ(t) − h_2 ≤ (1 + 1/ √ 2)(γ(1) − h_2), otherwise it is always possible to find interpolating points t = s_0 < s_1 < · · · < s_{k−1} < s_k = 1 such that

γ(s_{i−1}) − h_2 ≤ (1 + 1/ √ 2)(γ(s_i) − h_2), for all i = 1, · · · , k.

Given ∂^2_xΦ(1, x) ≤ 1/(γ(1) − h_2), if we can show that ∂^2_xΦ(s_{k−1}, x) ≤ 1/(γ(s_{k−1}) − h_2), then proceeding with the same argument we obtain that ∂^2_xΦ(s_{k−2}, x) ≤ 1/(γ(s_{k−2})−h_2), and eventually ∂^2_xΦ(t, x) ≤ 1/(γ(t) − h_2). Hence, it suffices to prove that under the additional assumption γ(t) − h_2 ≤ (1 + 1/ √ 2)(γ(1) − h_2), we have ∂^2_xΦ(t, x) ≤ 1/(γ(t) − h_2).

For future convenience, let us denote b = 1 γ(t) − γ(1) , d = 1 γ(1) − h_2 , then it follows that 0 ≤ f^{′′}(z) ≤ d, and u(z) = |κ|f(z) + (z − x)^2 2C(t, γ)^2 = |κ|f(z) + |κ|(z − x)^2 2(γ(t) − γ(1)) = |κ| ( f(z) + b 2 (z − x)^2 ) . To simplify the notation, we drop the subscripts from p_{t,x}, E_{t,x} and Var_{t,x} whenever no confusion arises. Since p(z) ∝ exp(−u(z)), by integration by parts we obtain that E [ u^′(Z) ] = 0, Var ( u^′(Z) ) = E [ u^{′′}(Z) ] , which leads to E [ f^{′′}(Z) ] + b = 1 |κ| E [ u^{′′}(Z) ]

= 1 |κ| Var ( u^′(Z) ) = |κ| · Var ( f^′(Z) + g(Z) ) , where we denote g(z) = b(z − x). Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Theorem E.1, we obtain the following estimate: E [ f^{′′}(Z) ] + b − |κ| · Var ( f^′(Z) ) = |κ| · Var (g(Z)) + 2|κ| · Cov ( f^′(Z), g(Z) ) =|κ| · Cov ( g(Z), g(Z) + 2f^′(Z) ) ≤ |κ| · √ Var (g(Z)) Var (g(Z) + 2f^′(Z)) ≤|κ| · √ E [ g^′(Z)^2 u^{′′}(Z) ] E [ (g^′(Z) + 2f^{′′}(Z))^2 u^{′′}(Z) ] = √ E [ b^2 f^{′′}(Z) + b ] E [ (b + 2f^{′′}(Z))^2 f^{′′}(Z) + b ] . Denote A = f^{′′}(Z), then A is a bounded random variable such that 0 ≤ A ≤ d. Our previous assumption γ(t) − h_2 ≤ (1 + 1/ √ 2)(γ(1) − h_2) is equivalent to b ≥ √ 2d. We claim that √ E [ b^2 A + b ] E [ (b + 2A)^2 A + b ] ≤ b(2d + b) d + b , (187)

which further implies ∂^2_xΦ(t, x) ≤ E [ f^{′′}(Z) ] − |κ| · Var ( f^′(Z) ) ≤ b(2d + b) d + b − b = bd d + b = 1 γ(t) − h_2 , the desired curvature upper bound.

Now it suffices to prove the claimed inequality (187). First, note that E [ (b + 2A)^2 A + b ] = 4E [A + b] + E [ b^2 A + b ] − 4b.

Hence, when E [b^2 /(A + b)] is fixed, E [A + b] is maximized if and only if A only takes its extreme values, i.e., A ∈ {0, d}. In particular, there exists p ∈ [0, 1] such that

P(A = d) = p, P(A = 0) = 1 − p.

With this choice of A, we define ψ(p) = E [ b^2 A + b ] E [ (b + 2A)^2 A + b ] = ( p · b^2 d + b + (1 − p) · b ) · ( p · (2d + b)^2 d + b + (1 − p) · b ) . Direct calculation reveals that

ψ^′(p) = 2bd(2d + b) d + b − 2bd^2(4d + 3b) (b + d)^2 · p, which is decreasing in p, and (recall that b ≥ √ 2d) ψ^′(1) =

2bd(b^2 − 2d^2) (d + b)^2 ≥ 0. Therefore, ψ^′(p) ≥ 0 for all p ∈ [0, 1], meaning that E [ b^2 A + b ] E [ (b + 2A)^2 A + b ] ≤ ψ(1) = b^2(b + 2d)^2 (d + b)^2 , which finally leads to our claim (187).

Now we have proved that for all t ∈ [t_{m−1}, 1], γ(t) > h_2 implies that sup_{x∈R} ∂^2_xΦ(t, x) ≤ 1/(γ(t) − h_2). Repeating this argument for smaller t until γ(t) ≤ h_2 gives us the second part of Eq. (185). This completes the proof.

Proposition E.3. Assume μ ∈ SF[0, 1] is such that (μ, c) ∈ L , i.e., c +

∫_1 t μ(s)ds > 0 for all t ∈ [0, 1]. Then, f_μ(t, ·) ∈ C^∞(R) for any t ∈ [0, 1], and f_μ ∈ C^{∞,∞} at all continuity points of μ. Further, the following estimates hold: ‖∂_xf_μ(t, x)‖_{L∞(R)} ≤ ‖ ‖h^′ ‖ ‖_{L∞(R)} , (188) −γ(t) < ∂^2_xf_μ(t, x) ≤ C(μ, 2), (189) ‖ ‖∂^k_x fμ(t, x) ‖ ‖_{L∞(R)} ≤ C(μ, k), k = 3, 4. (190) Here, for all 2 ≤ k ≤ 4, C(μ, k) has the following property: for any sequence {μ_n} such that (μ_n, c)^L−→ (μ, c), C(μ_n, k) → C(μ, k) as n → ∞. Proof. Throughout the proof we denote h_2 = sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z). The estimate (188) follows directly from Cole-Hopf transform and Lemma E.1. As for (189), we already know ∂^2_xf_μ(t, x) > −γ(t) from Proposition E.2, it suffices to prove the upper bound. Since γ(1) = 1/c > h_2 and μ = γ^′/γ^2 ∈ L^1[0, 1], there exists θ = θ(μ) ∈ [0, 1) such that

inf_{t∈[θ,1]} γ(t) − h_2 ≥ 1 2 (γ(1) − h_2) .

According to Proposition E.2, on [θ, 1] we always have ∂^2_xf_μ(t, x) ≤ γ(t)h_2 γ(t) − h_2 ≤ (γ(1) + h_2)h_2

γ(1) − h_2

. (191)

On [0, θ], we can apply Duhamel’s principle to the Parisi PDE (defined on [0, θ], with f_μ(θ, ·) being the new terminal condition) to obtain that f_μ(t, x) = ∫ R K(θ − t, x − y)f_μ(θ, y)dy + 1 2 ∫_θ t μ(s)ds ∫ R K(s − t, x − y)(∂_xf_μ(s, y))^2dy, (192) where K(t, x) = 1 √ 4πt exp ( − x^2 4t )

is the heat kernel. Note that Eq. (192) implies

∂^2_xf_μ(t, x) = ∫ R K(θ − t, x − y)∂^2_xf_μ(θ, y)dy + ∫_θ t μ(s)ds ∫ R ∂_xK(s − t, x − y)∂_xf_μ(s, y)∂^2_xf_μ(s, y)dy, (193) which leads to the estimate ‖ ∂^2_xf_μ(t, ·) ‖ L^∞(R) (i) ≤ ‖ ∂^2_xf_μ(θ, ·) ‖ L^∞(R) + C ∫_θ t μ(s) √ s − t ‖∂_xf_μ(s, ·)‖_{L∞(R)} ‖ ∂^2_xf_μ(s, ·) ‖ L^∞(R) ds (194) (ii) ≤ C + C ‖μ‖_L∞_{[0,θ]} ∫_θ t 1 √ s − t ‖ ‖∂^2_xf_μ(s, ·) ‖ ‖_{L∞(R)} ds, (195)

where (i) follows from Young’s inequality, (ii) follows from the estimate (188). Note that the constant C does not depend on μ. Denote g(t) = ‖ ‖∂^2_xf_μ(t, ·) ‖ ‖_{L∞(R)}, then we have g(t) ≤ C + C ‖μ‖_L∞_{[0,θ]} ∫_θ t 1 √ s − t g(s)ds (196) (i) ≤ C + C ‖μ‖_L∞_{[0,θ]} (∫_θ t (s − t)^{−3/4}ds )_{2/3} (∫_θ t g(s)^3ds )_{1/3} (197) ≤ C + C ‖μ‖_L∞_{[0,θ]} (∫_θ t g(s)^3ds )_{1/3} , (198)

where (i) is due to Hölder’s inequality. We thus obtain that

g(t)^3 ≤ C + C ‖μ‖^3_L∞_{[0,θ]} ∫_θ t g(s)^3ds. (199)

Using Grönwall’s inequality, it follows that

g(t)^3 ≤ C exp ( C(θ − t) ‖μ‖^3_L∞_{[0,θ]} ) ≤ C exp ( C ‖μ‖^3_L∞_{[0,θ]} ) , (200)

which further implies g(t) ≤ C exp(C ‖μ‖^3_L∞_{[0,θ]}). We can then define

C(μ, 2) = max { C exp ( C ‖μ‖^3_L∞_{[0,θ]} ) , (γ(1) + h_2)h_2

γ(1) − h_2 } . (201)

For any sequence {μ_n} that converges to μ in the sense of Definition 3, we know that the corresponding θ_n must converge to θ. Therefore, C(μ_n, 2) → C(μ, 2) as n → ∞.

In order to prove the estimate (190) on ∂^k_x f_μ for k = 3, 4, we can use a similar stochastic calculus argument as the proof of Proposition 6 in [EAS22]. The resulting constants C(μ, k) depends continuously on C(μ, 2) and ‖μ‖_L1_{[0,1]}, thus naturally satisfying the desired property. This completes the proof.

The lemma below is crucial to constructing the weak solution to the Parisi PDE:

Lemma E.4. Let {φ_n}_{n≥1} be a sequence of twice-differentiable real-valued functions satisfying:

(a) For any compact set K ⊂ R, sup_{x∈K} |φ_n(x) − φ(x)| → 0 as n → ∞.

(b) sup_{n∈N} sup_{x∈K} |φ^{′′}_n(x)| < +∞ for any compact K.

Then, φ is differentiable and φ^′_n → φ^′ uniformly on any compact set as n → ∞.

Proof. Fix a compact set K and denote C_{2,K} = sup_{n∈N} sup_{x∈K} |φ^{′′}_n(x)|. We first show that {φ^′_n}_{n≥1} is a Cauchy sequence in L^∞(K). To this end, note that for any x, y ∈ K and m, n ∈ N, | |φ^′_n(x) − φ^′_m(x) | | ≤ | |φ^′_n(x) − φ^n(y) − φ^n(x) y − x | | + | |φ^′_m(x) − φ^m(y) − φ^m(x) y − x | | + | | | φ_m(y) − φ_m(x) y − x − φ_n(y) − φ_n(x) y − x | | | ≤ 2C_{2,K} |x − y| + 2 |x − y| sup_{x∈K} |φ_n(x) − φ_m(x)|, which implies that for any ε > 0, sup_{x∈K} | |φ^′_n(x) − φ^′_m(x) | | ≤ 2C_{2,K} ε + 2 ε sup_{x∈K} |φ_n(x) − φ_m(x)| =⇒ lim sup m,n→∞ sup_{x∈K} | φ^′_n(x) − φ^′_m(x) | ≤ 2C_{2,K} ε. Since ε is arbitrary, this proves ‖φ^′_n − φ^′_m‖_L∞_{(K)} → 0 as m, n → ∞. As a consequence, φ^′_n uniformly converges to some f in C(K). It remains to show that f = φ^′. For any x, y ∈ K, we have φ(x) − φ(y) = lim_{n→∞} {φ_n(x) − φ_n(y)} = lim_{n→∞} ∫_y x φ^′_n(z)dz = ∫_y x f(z)dz, where the last inequality follows by dominated convergence. Since f is continuous, we know that φ^′ = f. This completes the proof.

Now, we are in position to establish the following:

Theorem E.2 (Solution to the Parisi PDE). For any (μ, c) ∈ L satisfying sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z) < 1/c, the Parisi PDE (174) admits a weak solution f_μ such that f_μ(t, ·) ∈ C^4(R), and ‖∂_xf_μ(t, x)‖_{L∞(R)} ≤ ‖ ‖h^′ ‖ ‖_{L∞(R)} , (202) −γ(t) < ∂^2_xf_μ(t, x) ≤ C(μ, 2), (203) ‖ ‖∂^k_x fμ(t, x) ‖ ‖_{L∞(R)} ≤ C(μ, k), k = 3, 4. (204) Further, for any θ < 1 and 0 ≤ k ≤ 2, one has ∂_t∂^k_x f_μ ∈ L^∞([0, θ] × R).

Proof. We will establish the existence of a weak solution to the Parisi PDE (174) for general μ (not necessarily in SF[0, 1]) via an approximation procedure. Let (μ, c) ∈ L be such that sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z) < 1/c. Then, there exists a sequence {μ_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊂ SF[0, 1] such that (μ_n, c)^L−→ (μ, c).

Let f_{μn} be the solution to the Parisi PDE associated with μ_n, we can follow the proof of Lemma 14 in [JT16] to show that ‖f_{μn} − f_{μm} ‖_{L∞([0,1]×R)} ≤ ‖h^′‖^2_L∞_{(R)} 2 ‖μ_n − μ_m‖_L1_{[0,1]} → 0 as n, m → ∞. (205)

Therefore, we know that as n → ∞, f_{μn} converges pointwise to some function f_μ : [0, 1] × R → R, and this convergence is uniform on [0, 1] × K for any compact set K ⊂ R. Now since {∂^2_xf_{μn} }_{n≥1} is uniformly bounded on compact sets (Proposition E.3), we deduce from Lemma E.4 that ∂_xf_μ exists and ∂_xf_{μn} → ∂_xf_μ uniformly on any compact set. Exploiting the bounds (190) and repeating the same argument, we know that ∂^k_xf_μ exists and ∂^k_x f_{μn} → ∂^k_x f_μ uniformly on compact sets for k = 2, 3. Further, since ∂^3_xf_{μn} (t, ·) is C(μ_n, 4)-Lipschitz and C(μ_n, 4) → C(μ, 4), it follows that ∂^3_xf_μ(t, ·) is C(μ, 4)-Lipschitz. Therefore, ∂^4_xf_μ exists and is upper bounded by C(μ, 4) almost everywhere. As a consequence, the estimates (188) to (190) hold for f_μ up to k = 4 as well. This proves Eqs. (202), (203), and (204).

Finally, similar to the proof of Lemma 6.2 in [EAMS21], we can show that f_μ is a weak solution to the Parisi PDE (174). Further, as μ ∈ L^∞[0, θ] for any θ ∈ [0, 1), we know that ∂_t∂^k_x f_μ ∈ L^∞([0, θ] × R) for k = 0, 1, 2. This establishes the desired regularity of f_μ.

E.1.2 Verification argument: Proof of Proposition 5.4

This section is devoted to the proof of Proposition 5.4, i.e., the duality between V_γ and f_μ, and the characterization of the corresponding optimal control process. This is achieved by first establishing a connection between the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equation and the Parisi PDE, then constructing a control process and proving its optimality via the so-called “verification argument”. To begin with, we recall the definition of V_γ from Eq. (175): V_γ (t, z) = sup_{ϕ∈D[t,1]} E [ h ( z + ∫_1 t (1 + ϕ_s)dB_s ) − 1 2 ∫_1 t γ(s) ( ϕ^2_s − 1 α ) ds ] , (206)

and define the HJB equation: ∂_tV_γ (t, z) + 1 2 γ(t)∂^2_z V_γ (t, z) γ(t) − ∂^2_z V_γ (t, z) + γ(t) 2α = 0, (207)

V_γ (1, z) = h(z). (208)

We first proceed with the verification argument for simple functions:

Proposition E.5. Assume μ ∈ SF[0, 1] and c > 0 are such that (μ, c) ∈ L , and let γ be the associated Lagrange multiplier. Denote f_μ as the solution to the Parisi PDE. Then, we have V_γ (t, z) = inf_{x∈R} { f_μ(t, x) + γ(t) 2 (x − z)^2 } + 1 2α ∫_1 t γ(s)ds, f_μ(t, x) = sup_{z∈R} { V_γ (t, z) − γ(t) 2 (z − x)^2 } − 1 2α ∫_1 t γ(s)ds, (209)

for all t ∈ [0, 1) and x, z ∈ R. Further, V_γ solves Eq. (207), and the supremum in the definition of V_γ (t, z) is achieved at (ϕ^z_s )_{s∈[t,1]} satisfying

ϕ^z_s = 1 γ(s) ∂^2_xf_μ(s, X^z_s ), (210) where {X^z_s }_{s∈[t,1]} solves the SDE 1 γ(t) ∂_xf_μ(t, X^z_t ) + X^z_t = z, dX^z_s = μ(s)∂_xf_μ(s, X^z_s )ds + dB_s, s ∈ [t, 1]. (211)

Proof. In virtue of Eqs. (183) and (184), we will prove the following statements instead:

(a) Defining for (t, z) ∈ [0, 1] × R: V (t, z) = γ(t) 2 z^2 − Φ^∗(t, z) − 1 2 ( 1 − 1 α ) ∫_1 t γ(s)ds, (212)

then V solves the HJB equation (207).

(b) The verification argument implies V_γ = V , and characterizes the optimal control process.

Proof of (a). Since Φ(t, ·) is strictly convex, we have ∂^2_z V (t, z) < γ(t). By direct calculation, ∂_tV (t, z) = γ^′(t) 2 z^2 − ∂_tΦ^∗(t, z) + 1 2 ( 1 − 1 α ) γ(t) = γ^′(t) 2 z^2 + ∂_tΦ(t, x^∗_t (z)) + 1 2 ( 1 − 1 α ) γ(t), and ∂^2_z V (t, z) = γ(t) − ∂^2_z Φ^∗(t, z) = γ(t) − 1 ∂^2_xΦ(t, x^∗_t (z)) , where x^∗_t (z) is the unique solution to the equation z = ∂_xΦ(t, x). We thus obtain that ∂_tV (t, z) + 1 2 γ(t)∂^2_z V (t, z) γ(t) − ∂^2_z V (t, z) + γ(t) 2α (213) = γ^′(t) 2 z^2 + ∂_tΦ(t, x^∗_t (z)) + 1 2 ( 1 − 1 α ) γ(t) + γ(t)^2 2 ∂^2_xΦ(t, x^∗_t (z)) − γ(t) 2 + γ(t) 2α (214)

= ∂_tΦ(t, x^∗_t (z)) + γ(t)^2 2 ∂^2_xΦ(t, x^∗_t (z)) + γ^′(t) 2 (∂_xΦ(t, x^∗_t (z)))^2 = 0, (215)

where the last line follows from the Parisi PDE observed by Φ. The terminal condition V (1, z) = h(z) is quite straightforward to verify:

V (1, z) = γ(1) 2 z^2 − Φ^∗(1, z) = γ(1) 2 z^2 − ( γ(1) 2 z^2 − h(z) )_{∗∗} = h(z). (216)

This proves that V solves the HJB equation.

Proof of (b). We next show that V_γ = V via the verification argument. Fix any (t, z) ∈ [0, 1]×R, we will prove that V (t, z) = V_γ (t, z). To this end, we need to define the candidate process (ϕ^γ_s )_{s∈[t,1]} as follows (note that this process depends on (t, z)):

1. Let (X^γ_s )_{s∈[t,1]} be the solution to the SDE:

dX^γ_s = γ(s)dB_s + γ^′(s)∂_xΦ (s, X^γ_s ) ds (217)

with initial condition ∂_xΦ(t, X^γ_t ) = z. The existence and uniqueness of (X^γ_s ) is guaranteed by Lipschitzness of ∂_xΦ(t, x) with respect to x.

2. We then define for s ∈ [t, 1]:

ϕ^γ_s = γ(s) · ∂^2_xΦ(s, X^γ_s ) − 1. (218) From the curvature bound on Φ (cf. Proposition E.3), we know that ϕ^γ_s is almost surely bounded, uniformly for all s ∈ [t, 1].

First, we show that V_γ (t, z) ≤ V (t, z). Let ϕ ∈ D[t, 1] be an arbitrary control process, and define for θ ∈ [t, 1] the continuous martingale:

M^ϕ_θ = z + ∫_θ t (1 + ϕ_s) dB_s. (219)

Then, using Itô’s formula, we obtain that E [ V ( θ, M^ϕ_θ )] − V (t, z) = E [∫_θ t ∂_sV ( s, M^ϕ_s ) ds + ∂_xV ( s, M^ϕ_s ) dM^ϕ_s + 1 2 ∂^2_xV ( s, M^ϕ_s ) d⟨M^ϕ⟩_s ]

= E [∫_θ t ( ∂_sV ( s, M^ϕ_s ) + 1 2 ∂^2_xV ( s, M^ϕ_s ) (1 + ϕ_s)^2 ) ds ]

(i) ≤ E [∫_θ t γ(s) 2 ( ϕ^2_s − 1 α ) ds ] , where (i) follows from the HJB equation. Sending θ → 1^− and using the terminal condition V (1, z) = h(z), we further deduce that E [ h ( z + ∫_1 t (1 + ϕ_s) dB_s )] − V (t, z) ≤ E [∫_1 t γ(s) 2 ( ϕ^2_s − 1 α ) ds ]

=⇒ E [ h ( z + ∫_1 t (1 + ϕ_s) dB_s ) − 1 2 ∫_1 t γ(s) ( ϕ^2_s − 1 α ) ds ] ≤ V (t, z). Taking supremum over all ϕ ∈ D[t, 1] gives V_γ (t, z) ≤ V (t, z).

To show the reverse bound, it suffices to find an optimal control which achieves equality in (i), namely

ϕ_s = argmax_{ϕ∈R} { ∂^2_z V ( s, M^ϕ_s ) (1 + ϕ)^2 − γ(s)ϕ^2 } = ∂^2_z V (s, M^ϕ_s ) γ(s) − ∂^2_z V (s, M^ϕ_s )

. (220)

(By definition of V we know that ∂^2_z V (s, M^ϕ_s ) < γ(s), so the above argmax exists.) Next, we verify that the candidate process defined as per Eq. (218) satisfies the above condition. We claim that

M^{ϕγ}_θ = z + ∫_θ t (1 + ϕ^γ_s ) dB_s = ∂_xΦ ( θ, X^γ_θ ) , ∀θ ∈ [t, 1]. (221) Note that our claim holds trivially for θ = t from the definition of X^γ_t . For θ > t, applying Itô’s formula yields

d∂_xΦ ( θ, X^γ_θ ) = ∂_{tx}Φ ( θ, X^γ_θ ) dθ + ∂^2_xΦ ( θ, X^γ_θ ) dX^γ_θ + 1 2 ∂^3_xΦ ( θ, X^γ_θ ) d⟨X^γ ⟩_θ = ∂_{tx}Φ ( θ, X^γ_θ ) dθ + γ(θ)∂^2_xΦ ( θ, X^γ_θ ) dB_θ + γ^′(θ)∂_xΦ ( θ, X^γ_θ ) ∂^2_xΦ ( θ, X^γ_θ ) dθ + 1 2 γ(θ)^2∂^3_xΦ ( θ, X^γ_θ ) dθ = ∂_x ( ∂_tΦ ( θ, X^γ_θ ) + 1 2 γ^′(θ) ( ∂_xΦ ( θ, X^γ_θ ))_2 + 1 2 γ(θ)^2∂^2_xΦ ( θ, X^γ_θ ) ) dθ + γ(θ)∂^2_xΦ ( θ, X^γ_θ ) dB_θ (i) = γ(θ)∂^2_xΦ ( θ, X^γ_θ ) dB_θ = ( 1 + ϕ^γ_θ ) dB_θ = dM^{ϕγ}_θ , where (i) follows from Eq. (183). This proves the claim. It then follows that for any s ∈ [t, 1]:

ϕ^γ_s = γ(s) · ∂^2_xΦ(s, X^γ_s ) − 1 = γ(s) γ(s) − ∂^2_z V (s, M^{ϕγ}_s ) − 1 =

∂^2_z V (s, M^{ϕγ}_s ) γ(s) − ∂^2_z V (s, M^{ϕγ}_s ) . This justifies Eq. (220) and proves that (ϕ^γ_s )_{s∈[t,1]} is indeed an optimal control process, which implies that V (t, z) = V_γ (t, z). Further, using Eq. (184), one can easily verify that ϕ^γ = ϕ^z, thus establishing the optimality of ϕ^z. This completes the proof of Proposition E.5.

We are now ready to prove Proposition 5.4 for general function order parameters, which follows from a standard approximation procedure. Similar to the proof of Proposition E.5, it suffices to show that for all t, z: V_γ (t, z) = inf_{x∈R} { f_μ(t, x) + γ(t) 2 (x − z)^2 } + 1 2α ∫_1 t γ(s)ds, (222)

and that the supremum in the definition of V_γ (t, z) is achieved at (ϕ^z_s)_{s∈[t,1]} defined in Eqs. (102) and (103).

Note that because of Theorem E.2, Eq. (222) implies Proposition 5.4, and the above equation uniquely specifies X^z and ϕ^z. Without loss of generality, we can assume that (t, z) = (0, 0), otherwise one can just shift z and reparametrize t. For notational simplicity we also suppress the superscript “z” in the definition of the SDE above. To prove Eq. (222) for general μ, we choose a sequence of μ_n ∈ SF[0, 1] such that (μ_n, c)^L−→ (μ, c). Then, by definition we know that the corresponding γ_n → γ in L^∞[0, 1]. Since γ is strictly positive, applying Proposition F.2 yields that V_{γn} (0, 0) → V_γ (0, 0). Further, since f_{μn} → f_μ and they are uniformly Lipschitz (by Theorem E.2), we know that as n → ∞, inf_{x∈R} { f_{μn} (0, x) + γ_n(0) 2 x^2 } + 1 2α ∫_1 0 γ_n(s)ds → inf_{x∈R} { f_μ(0, x) + γ(0) 2 x^2 } + 1 2α ∫_1 0 γ(s)ds. Applying Proposition E.5 then yields Eq. (222). It remains to show that inf_{x∈R} { f_μ(0, x) + γ(0) 2 x^2 } = E [ h (∫_1 0 (1 + ϕ_s)dB_s ) − 1 2 ∫_1 0 γ(s)ϕ^2_sds ] . (223)

Note that {X_t} uniquely exists and {ϕ_t} is well-defined, since ∂_xf_μ is bounded and Lipschitz in x (see, e.g., Proposition 1.10 in [Che05]). In what follows, we recast f_μ as f to avoid heavy notation. Define M^ϕ_t = ∫_t 0 (1 + ϕ_s)dB_s for all t ∈ [0, 1]. Since h^{′′}(z) < γ(1) for all z ∈ R, Legendre-Fenchel duality implies that the terminal condition of Parisi PDE is equivalent to h(z) = inf_{x∈R} { f(1, x) + γ(1) 2 (x − z)^2 } . The optimization problem on the right hand side is convex, thus having a unique minimizer x = x(z) characterized by the first-order condition z = 1 γ(1) ∂_xf(1, x) + x. In other words, the following equivalence holds: z = 1 γ(1) ∂_xf(1, x) + x ⇐⇒ h(z) = f(1, x) + γ(1) 2 (x − z)^2.

Combining this identity with Proposition E.6, we obtain that h ( M^ϕ_1 ) = f(1, X_1) + γ(1) 2 ( X_1 − M^ϕ_1

)_2

= f(1, X_1) + 1 2γ(1)

(∂_xf(1, X_1))^2 . (224)

Further, by definition of X_0, we have inf_{x∈R} { f(0, x) + γ(0) 2 x^2 } = f(0, X_0) + γ(0) 2 X^2_0 = f(0, X_0) + 1 2γ(0)

(∂_xf(0, X_0))^2 .

Therefore, one only needs to show that

f(0, X_0) + 1 2γ(0)

(∂_xf(0, X_0))^2 = E [ f(1, X_1) + 1 2γ(1)

(∂_xf(1, X_1))^2 − 1 2 ∫_1 0 γ(t)ϕ^2_t dt ] , (225)

which reduces to proving d dt E [ f(t, X_t) + 1 2γ(t) (∂_xf(t, X_t))^2 − 1 2 ∫_t 0 γ(s)ϕ^2_sds ] = 0. (226)

Using Itô’s lemma (Proposition 22 of [JT16]), we compute d ( f(t, X_t) + 1 2γ(t) (∂_xf(t, X_t))^2 − 1 2 ∫_t 0 γ(s)ϕ^2_sds )

= ∂_tf(t, X_t)dt + ∂_xf(t, X_t)dX_t + 1 2 ∂^2_xf(t, X_t)dt − μ(t) 2 (∂_xf(t, X_t))^2 dt + 1 γ(t) ∂_xf(t, X_t) · d∂_xf(t, X_t) + 1 2γ(t) (d∂_xf(t, X_t))^2 − 1 2 γ(t)ϕ^2_t dt = ( ∂_tf(t, X_t) + μ(t) 2 (∂_xf(t, X_t))^2 + 1 2 ∂^2_xf(t, X_t) ) dt + ∂_xf(t, X_t)dB_t + 1 γ(t) ∂_xf(t, X_t)∂^2_xf(t, X_t)dB_t + 1 2γ(t) ( ∂^2_xf(t, X_t) )_2 dt − 1 2 γ(t)ϕ^2_t dt = ∂_xf(t, X_t) ( 1 + 1 γ(t) ∂^2_xf(t, X_t) ) dB_t, which immediately implies Eq. (226). This completes the proof of our claims.

Proposition E.6. Let {X^z_s }_{s∈[t,1]} and {ϕ^z_s}_{s∈[t,1]} be as defined in Eq. (102) and Eq. (103), respectively. For any t ≤ s ≤ θ ≤ 1, we have ∫_θ s (1 + ϕ^z_u) dB_u = 1 γ(θ) ∂_xf_μ(θ, X^z_θ ) + X^z_θ − ( 1 γ(s) ∂_xf_μ(s, X^z_s ) + X^z_s ) . (227)

Proof. In this proof we recast f_μ as f, and drop the superscript “z” for simplicity. Since ∂_xf ∈ C^{1,2}, and satisfies the regularity conditions of [JT16, Proposition 22], we can apply Itô’s lemma to compute for u ∈ [t, 1]: d ( 1 γ(u) ∂_xf(u, X_u) + X_u ) = − μ(u)∂_xf(u, X_u)du + 1 γ(u) d∂_xf(u, X_u) + dX_u = 1 γ(u) d∂_xf(u, X_u) + dB_u = 1 γ(u) ( ∂_{tx}f(u, X_u)du + ∂^2_xf(u, X_u)dX_u + 1 2 ∂^3_xf(u, X_u)du ) + dB_u = ( 1 γ(u) ∂^2_xf(u, X_u) + 1 ) dB_u + 1 γ(u) ( ∂_{tx}f(u, X_u) + μ(u)∂_xf(u, X_u)∂^2_xf(u, X_u) + 1 2 ∂^3_xf(u, X_u) ) du (i) = ( 1 γ(u) ∂^2_xf(u, X_u) + 1 ) dB_u = (1 + ϕ_u)dB_u,

where (i) follows from the PDE satisfied by ∂_xf. This immediately completes the proof.

E.1.3 First-order variation: Proof of Proposition 5.5 We begin by stating a useful lemma. Lemma E.7. For any s, t ∈ [0, 1], we have E [ (∂_xf_μ(t, X_t))^2 ] − E [ (∂_xf_μ(s, X_s))^2 ] = ∫_t s E [( ∂^2_xf_μ(u, X_u)

)_2] du. (228)

Proof. This follows from a straightforward application of Itô’s formula.

In the rest of this section, we present the proof of Proposition 5.5.

Proof of (i). Note that X_q = B_q ∼ N(0, q) follows directly from definition. To prove Eq. (116), we note that by Proposition 5.4, ϕ_t defined there achieves the value V_γ , whence E [ h ( X_q + F (X_q) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ϕ^2_t − 1 α ) dt ] = E [V_γ (q, X_q + F (X_q))] . (229) Hence, the right hand side of Eq. (116) equals E [ V_γ (q, X_q + F (X_q)) − γ(q) 2 ( F (X_q)^2 − q α )] . (230)

Note that by our choice of F and Proposition 5.4, it follows that

f_μ(x) + 1 2α ∫_1 q γ(s)ds = V_γ (q, x + F (x)) − γ(q) 2 F (x)^2, ∀x ∈ R, (231)

thus leading to E [ V_γ (q, X_q + F (X_q)) − γ(q) 2 ( F (X_q)^2 − q α )]

= E [f_μ(X_q)] + 1 2α ( qγ(q) + ∫_1 q γ(s)ds )

(i) = f_μ(0, 0) + 1 2α ∫_1 0 γ(s)ds = F(μ, c), where (i) follows from the fact that μ ≡ 0 on [0, q], so the Parisi PDE degenerates to a Heat equation. This completes the proof of part (i).

Proof of (ii). This is a direct consequence of Lemma E.7 and the definition of {ϕ_t}.

Proof of (iii). We are now ready to compute the first-order variation of F(μ, c) with respect to μ. The proof is similar to Proposition 6.8 in [EAMS21]. Recall that

F(μ, c) = f_μ(0, 0) + 1 2α ∫_1 0 dt c + ∫_1 t μ(s)ds =: f_μ(0, 0) + S(μ). (232)

Then, it is easy to see that the first-order variation of the entropy term S(μ) equals d ds S(μ + sδ) | | |_{s=0} = − 1 2α ∫_1 0 δ(t) ∫_t 0 γ(s)^2dsdt, (233)

so we only need to show that d ds f_{μ+sδ}(0, 0) | | |_{s=0} = 1 2 ∫_1 0 δ(t)E [ (∂_xf_μ(t, X_t))^2 ] dt. (234)

To this end, we rewrite f_{μ+sδ} as f_s. Similar to the proof of Lemma 14 in [JT16], we obtain that

f_s(0, x) − f_0(0, x) = s 2 ∫_1 0 δ(t)E_Xs_{0 =x} [ (∂_xf_0(t, X^s_t ))^2 ] dt, (235)

where {X^s_t }_{t∈[0,1]} is the unique solution to the SDE:

dX^s_t = μ(t)

∂_xf_s + ∂_xf_0 2 (t, X^s_t )dt + dB_t, X^s_0 = x. (236)

Now since ∂_xf_s → ∂_xf as s → 0 (via a similar argument as in the proof of [JT16, Lemma 14]), further they are continuous and uniformly bounded and μ ∈ L^1[0, 1], we deduce from Proposition F.6 that Law(X^s)^w→ Law(X) as s → 0. By bounded convergence theorem,

∫_1 0 δ(t)E_Xs_{0 =x} [ (∂_xf_0(t, X^s_t ))^2 ] dt =

∫_1 0 δ(t)E_{X0 =x} [ (∂_xf_0(t, X_t))^2 ] dt + o_s(1), s → 0,

which further implies that d ds f_s(0, x) | | |_{s=0} = 1 2 ∫_1 0 δ(t)E_{X0 =x} [ (∂_xf_0(t, X_t))^2 ] dt . (237)

The desired result Eq. (234) follows by taking x = 0.

E.1.4 Extention to general C^2 test function

In previous sections we have constructed solutions to the Parisi PDE with C^4 terminal conditions (Assumption E.1) and proved Proposition 5.4 and 5.5. In this section, we will show that these conclusions still hold under the assumptions of Theorem 3.3 via an approximation argument. Consider the following Parisi PDE: ∂_tf_μ(t, x)+ 1 2 μ(t) (∂_xf_μ(t, x))^2 + 1 2 ∂^2_xf_μ(t, x) = 0,

f_μ(1, x) = sup_{u∈R} { h(x + u) − u^2 2c } , (238)

where we only assume h is upper bounded and in C^2(R) (we do not assume h ∈ C^4(R) any longer). Further, we require ‖h^′‖_L∞_{(R)} < ∞ and sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z) < 1/c, so that the terminal condition is C^2 as well and satisfies ‖∂_xf_μ(1, ·)‖_{L∞(R)} ≤ ‖h^′‖_L∞_{(R)} and ∂^2_xf_μ(1, ·) ∈ C_b(R), which follows from Proposition E.3. We will show that the above PDE admits a weak solution on [0, 1] × R via an approximation argument.

For any ε > 0, define f^ε_μ(1, ·) to be the ε-mollifier of f_μ(1, ·) via the heat kernel, namely

f^ε_μ(1, x) = ∫ R 1 ε ϕ ( x − y ε ) f_μ(1, y)dy = E_{G∼N(0,1)} [f_μ (1, x + εG)]

where ϕ is the Gaussian PDF. Of course, f^ε_μ(1, ·) ∈ C^∞(R), and we have the following L^∞-norm bounds regarding its partial derivatives:

Proposition E.8. For any ε > 0, we have (a) ‖ ‖f^ε_μ(1, ·) − f_μ(1, ·) ‖ ‖_{L∞(R)} ≤ ε^2 ‖ ‖∂^2_xf_μ(1, ·) ‖ ‖_{L∞(R)}. (b) For any compact set K ⊂ R, we have ‖ ∂_xf^ε_μ(1, ·) − ∂_xf_μ(1, ·) ‖ L^∞(K) ≤ ε supx∈K sup t∈[0,ε] | E_G [ G · ∂^2_xf_μ(1, x + tG) ]| , ‖ ∂^2_xf^ε_μ(1, ·) − ∂^2_xf_μ(1, ·) ‖ L^∞(K) → 0 as ε → 0, ‖ ‖∂^3_xf^ε_μ(1, ·) ‖ ‖_{L∞(K)} ≤ 1 ε sup_{x∈K} sup_{t∈[0,ε]} | |E_G [G · ∂^2_xf_μ(1, x + tG)] | | .

Further, we have

sup_{x∈K} sup_{t∈[0,ε]} | |E_G [G · ∂^2_xf_μ(1, x + tG)] | | → 0 as ε → 0.

Proof. We first prove (a). By definition, we have ‖ ‖f^ε_μ(1, ·) − f_μ(1, ·) ‖ ‖_{L∞(R)} = sup x∈R | |f^ε_μ(1, x) − f_μ(1, x) | | = sup_{x∈R} |E_G [f_μ (1, x + εG) − f_μ(1, x)]| = sup_{x∈R} | |E_G [ ∂_xf_μ(1, x) · εG + 1 2 ∂^2_xf_μ(1, x^∗) · ε^2G^2 ]| | ≤ ε^2 2 sup_{x∈R} | |∂^2_xf_μ(1, x) | | · E_G [G^2] ≤ ε^2 ‖ ‖∂^2_xf_μ(1, ·) ‖ ‖_{L∞(R)} .

Similarly, we can show that ‖ ‖∂_xf^ε_μ(1, ·) − ∂_xf_μ(1, ·) ‖ ‖_{L∞(K)} = sup x∈K | |∂_xf^ε_μ(1, x) − ∂_xf_μ(1, x) | |

= sup_{x∈K} |E_G [∂_xf_μ (1, x + εG) − ∂_xf_μ(1, x)]| ≤ sup_{x∈K} { ε · sup_{t∈[0,ε]} | |E_G [G · ∂^2_xf_μ(1, x + tG)] | | }

= ε sup_{x∈K} sup_{t∈[0,ε]} | |E_G [G · ∂^2_xf_μ(1, x + tG)] | | ,

where we have sup_{x∈K} sup_{t∈[0,ε]} | |E_G [G · ∂^2_xf_μ(1, x + tG)] | | → 0 since ∂^2_xf_μ(1, ·) is uniformly continuous on K. The other estimates in (b) follows similarly.

Remark 9. These estimates are still valid if we replace f_μ by f^η_μ for some η ≤ ε, since f^ε_μ can be viewed as a mollifier of f^η_μ as well.

Now, let f^ε_μ : [0, 1] × R → R be the solution to the Parisi PDE (238) with terminal value f^ε_μ(1, ·). We will show that for any sequence ε_n → 0, {f^{εn}_μ }_{n≥1} is a Cauchy sequence in the following sense:

Theorem E.3. The following holds for the sequence {f^{εn}_μ }_{n≥1} as ε_n → 0: (a) lim_{m,n→∞} ‖ ‖f^εm_μ − f^εn_μ ‖ ‖_{L∞([0,1]×R)} = 0. (b) lim_{m,n→∞} ‖ ‖∂_xf εm_μ − ∂_xf εn_μ ‖ ‖_{L∞([0,1]×R)} = 0.

(c) For any compact set K ⊂ R, we have lim m,n→∞ ‖ ‖∂^2_xf^εm_μ − ∂^2_xf^εn_μ ‖ ‖_{L∞([0,1]×K)} = 0. (239)

Proof. Throughout the proof we denote ε = ε_n, η = ε_m, and w = f^{εm}_μ − f^{εn}_μ .

Proof of (a). Note that w satisfies the following PDE: ∂_tw + 1 2 μ(t) ( ∂_xf^ε_μ + ∂_xf^η_μ ) ∂_xw + 1 2 ∂^2_xw = 0.

Fix (t, x) ∈ [0, 1] × R, and let {X_s}_{s∈[t,1]} be the solution to the SDE:

X_t = x, dX_s = 1 2 μ(s) ( ∂_xf^ε_μ(s, X_s) + ∂_xf^η_μ (s, X_s) ) ds + dB_s.

Note that the solution uniquely exists since ∂_xf^ε_μ and ∂_xf^η_μ are Lipschitz. Using Itô’s formula, we obtain that

dw(s, X_s) = ∂_xw(s, X_s)dB_s =⇒ w(t, x) = E_{Xt =x} [w(1, X_1)] .

The conclusion then follows from Proposition E.8 (a).

Proof of (b). Define w_1 = ∂_xw, then we know that w_1 satisfies

∂_tw_1 + μ(t)∂_xf^ε_μ · ∂_xw_1 + 1 2 ∂^2_xw_1 + μ(t)∂^2_xf^η_μ · w_1 = 0.

Fix (t, x) ∈ [0, 1] × R, and let {Y_s}_{s∈[t,1]} solve the SDE: Y_t = x, dY_s = μ(s)∂_xf^ε_μ(s, Y_s)ds + dB_s.

Similarly, we know that the solution exists uniquely. Using Feynman-Kac formula, it follows that w_1(t, x) = E_{Yt =x} [ exp (∫_1 t μ(s)∂^2_xf^η_μ (s, Y_s)ds ) w_1(1, X_1) ] . Since ∂^2_xf^η_μ is uniformly bounded, and from the proof of Proposition E.8 we know that ‖w_1(1, ·)‖_L∞_{(R)} = sup_{x∈R} | |∂_xf^ε_μ(1, x) − ∂_xf^η_μ (1, x) | | → 0 as ε, η → 0, we deduce that ‖w_1‖_L∞_{([0,1]×R)} → 0 as ε, η → 0. This proves part (b).

Proof of (c). Define w_2 = ∂^2_xw. Then, we know that w_2 satisfies the follwing PDE:

∂_tw_2 + μ(t)∂_xf^η_μ · ∂_xw_2 + 1 2 ∂^2_xw_2 + μ(t) ( ∂^2_xf^ε_μ + ∂^2_xf^η_μ ) · w_2 + μ(t)w_1 · ∂^3_xf^ε_μ = 0.

Fix (t, x) ∈ [0, 1] × R, and let {Z_s}_{s∈[t,1]} be the unique solution to the SDE: Z_t = x, dZ_s = μ(s)∂_xf^η_μ (s, Z_s)ds + dB_s.

Using again Feynman-Kac formula, we obtain that w_2(t, x) = E_{Zt =x} [∫_1 t exp (∫_τ t μ(s) ( ∂^2_xf^ε_μ(s, Z_s) + ∂^2_xf^η_μ (s, Z_s) ) ds ) μ(τ)w_1(τ, Z_τ )∂^3_xf^ε_μ(τ, Z_τ )dτ ]

+ E_{Zt =x} [ exp (∫_1 t μ(s) ( ∂^2_xf^ε_μ(s, Z_s) + ∂^2_xf^η_μ (s, Z_s) ) ds ) w_2(1, Z_1) ] . The second term converges to 0 uniformly on [0, 1] × K, since {Law(Z_1|Z_t = x) : (t, x) ∈ [0, 1] × K} is a tight family of probability distributions (see, e.g., the proof of Proposition F.6), and we recall from Proposition E.8 (b) that w_2(1, x) → 0 uniformly on K. To prove that the first term converges to 0 uniformly on [0, 1] × K, we can use Feynman-Kac formula to estimate ∂^3_xf^ε_μ and combine this with the estimate of w_1 in part (b). Finally, one can show that their product uniformly converges to 0 on [0, 1] × K using the estimates in Proposition E.8 (b).

Theorem E.3 (a) immediately implies that as ε → 0, f^ε_μ converges to some f_μ uniformly on [0, 1] × R (hence of course on any compact set). Further, Theorem E.3 (b) tells us that ∂_xf^ε_μ uniformly converges to some g_μ. Applying Dominated Convergence Theorem, we know that ∂_xf_μ exists and equals g_μ, namely ∂_xf^ε_μ uniformly converges to ∂_xf_μ. Repeating the same argument and using Theorem E.3 (c), we know that ∂^2_xf_μ exists and ∂^2_xf^ε_μ converges to ∂^2_xf_μ uniformly on any compact set as ε → 0.

According to the Parisi PDEs observed by f^ε_μ, we know that ∂_tf^ε_μ converges to some h_μ uniformly on compact sets as ε → 0. Using again the Dominated Convergence Theorem, we know that h_μ = ∂_tf_μ, i.e., ∂_tf^ε_μ converges to ∂_tf_μ uniformly on any compact set as ε → 0. Similar to the proof of [EAMS21, Lemma 6.2], we obtain that f_μ is a weak solution of Eq. (238), and the Parisi SDE (114) admits a unique solution {X_t}. Further, the control process ϕ_t = (1/γ(t))∂^2_xf_μ(t, X_t) is well defined. In what follows we will extend the proof of Proposition 5.4 and Proposition 5.5 to any C^2 test function h as described in the beginning of this section.

Proof of Proposition 5.4 for h ∈ C^2. We now extend the proof of Proposition 5.4. As before, it is sufficient to prove the first identity of Eq. (101) for the case (t, z) = (0, 0), and that the optimal control process is given by Eqs. (102) and (103). For ε > 0, let f^ε_μ(1, · ) be the ε-mollification of f_μ(1, · ) and define

h^ε(z) = inf_{x∈R} { f^ε_μ(1, x) + γ(1) 2 (x − z)^2 } , (240)

V^ε_γ (0, 0) = sup_{ϕ∈D[0,1]} E [ h^ε (∫_1 0 (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 0 γ(t)ϕ^2_t dt ] + 1 2α ∫_1 0 γ(t)dt. (241)

Since h_ε satisfies Assumption E.1 by construction, we know that

V^ε_γ (0, 0) = inf_{x∈R} { f^ε_μ(0, x) + x^2 2(c +

∫_1 0 μ(t)dt) } + 1 2α ∫_1 0 dt c + ∫_1 t μ(s)ds (242) = E [ h^ε (∫_1 0 (1 + ϕ^ε_t )dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 0 γ(t)(ϕ^ε_t )^2dt ] + 1 2α ∫_1 0 γ(t)dt, (243)

where ϕ^ε_t = ∂^2_xf^ε_μ(t, X^ε_t )/γ(t), and {X^ε_t }_{t∈[0,1]} solves the Parisi SDE

dX^ε_t = μ(t)∂_xf^ε_μ(t, X^ε_t )dt + dB_t, ∂_xf^ε_μ(0, X^ε_0 ) + γ(0)X^ε_0 = 0. (244)

Since f^ε_μ → f_μ uniformly, we know h^ε → h uniformly. This further implies that

V_γ (0, 0) = inf_{x∈R} { f_μ(0, x) + x^2 2(c +

∫_1 0 μ(t)dt) } + 1 2α ∫_1 0 dt c + ∫_1 t μ(s)ds . (245)

It remains to show that

lim_{ε→0+} E [ h^ε (∫_1 0 (1 + ϕ^ε_t )dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 0 γ(t)(ϕ^ε_t )^2dt ] = E [ h (∫_1 0 (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 0 γ(t)ϕ^2_t dt ] . (246) Using Proposition F.6, we know that X^ε converges in law to X. Theorem E.3 (c) then implies that ϕ^ε converges in law to ϕ. Further, since ϕ^ε is uniformly bounded and h^ε → h uniformly, the above equation immediately follows from Bounded Convergence Theorem. This completes the proof of Proposition 5.4 for h ∈ C^2.

Proof of Proposition 5.5 for h ∈ C^2. The proof of part (i) follows from a similar approximation argument as in the proof of Proposition 5.4 for h ∈ C^2. For any ε > 0, denote by F^ε(μ, c) the Parisi functional associated with f^ε_μ and h^ε. We can then define F^ε and ϕ^ε accordingly. Further, we know that Eq. (116) holds for F^ε(μ, c), h^ε, F^ε and ϕ^ε. From the proof of Proposition 5.4 for h ∈ C^2, we know that f^ε_μ → f_μ uniformly, h^ε → h uniformly, ϕ^ε → ϕ in law, and ∂_xf^ε_μ → ∂_xf_μ uniformly, which further implies that F^ε(μ, c) → F(μ, c) and F^ε → F uniformly. Similar to the proof of Proposition 5.4, sending ε → 0 and applying Dominated Convergence Theorem yields Eq. (116), completing the proof of part (i).

To prove part (ii), we need to extend Lemma E.7, which again follows from Proposition F.6, Theorem E.3, and the same approximation argument. Indeed, as X^ε → X in law, ∂_xf^ε_μ, ∂^2_xf^ε_μ → ∂_xf_μ, ∂^2_xf_μ uniformly and the limiting functions are bounded, we deduce from Bounded Convergence

Theorem that ∀t ∈ [0, 1]:

lim_{ε→0} E [( ∂_xf^ε_μ(t, X^ε_t )

)_2] = E [ (∂_xf_μ(t, X_t))^2 ] , (247)

lim_{ε→0} E [( ∂^2_xf^ε_μ(t, X^ε_t )

)_2] = E [( ∂^2_xf_μ(t, X_t)

)_2] . (248)

Part (ii) then follows from the conclusion of Lemma E.7 for f^ε_μ and taking the limit ε → 0.

It now remains to show part (iii). To this end, note that Eq. (235) still holds since its proof does not involve third or higher-order partial derivatives with respect to x. It then suffices to show that ∂_xf_s → ∂_xf as s → 0. Re-examining the proof of Theorem E.3 (b), we know that ∂_xf^ε_s → ∂_xf_s uniformly for s in a neighborhood of 0 as ε → 0, since the error bound depends continuously on μ. Further, for any fixed ε > 0, we have lim_{s→0} ∂_xf^ε_s = ∂_xf^ε, which follows in a similarly way as the proof of Theorem E.2. We thus conclude that lim_{s→0} ∂_xf_s = ∂_xf, and the same approximation argument as in the proof of part (iii) for the C^4 case follows. This concludes the proof of Proposition 5.5 (iii) for h ∈ C^2.

E.2 The case γ(1) ≤ sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z) This section is devoted to the construction of solutions to the Parisi PDE, the proof of Proposition 5.4, and the proof of Theorem 3.3 (c) (strong duality) under the situation γ(1) ≤ sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z).

Reduce to the case γ(1) ≥ sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z). We let conc(g(x)) denote the upper concave envelope of function g. For c = 1/γ(1), we define

h_c(x) = conc ( h(x) − x^2 2c ) + x^2 2c = conc ( h(x) − γ(1)x^2 2 ) + γ(1)x^2 2 . (249)

Then, we know that h_c ∈ C^2(R) is also Lipschitz continuous, and bounded from above. Further, we have γ(1) ≥ sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}_c (z). The proposition below shows that h_c and h define the same value function V_γ (t, z) and Parisi functional F(μ, c):

Proposition E.9 (Equivalence of h_c and h). Recall V_γ (t, z) from Eq. (175), we have V_γ (t, z) = sup_{ϕ∈D[t,1]} E [ h_c ( z + ∫_1 t (1 + ϕ_s)dB_s ) − 1 2 ∫_1 t γ(s)ϕ^2_sds ] + 1 2α ∫_1 t γ(s)ds. Further, the terminal condition of the Parisi PDE (174) can be re-written as

f_μ(1, x) = sup_{u∈R} { h_c(x + u) − u^2 2c } , which means that one can use h_c instead of h when defining F(μ, c).

Proof. Again for simplicity, we assume (t, z) = (0, 0), and use shorthand V (γ) for V_γ (0, 0). First, we prove that V (γ) = V_c(γ), where we denote

V_c(γ) = sup_{ϕ∈D[0,1]} E [ h_c (∫_1 0 (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 0 γ(t)ϕ^2_t dt ] + 1 2α ∫_1 0 γ(t)dt. (250)

Without loss of generality, we can assume γ(t) = γ(1) on [θ, 1] for some θ < 1. Otherwise, one can find a sequence of γ_n, each satisfying γ_n(t) = γ_n(1) on [θ_n, 1] for some θ_n < 1, and γ_n^{L∞}→ γ. If we can show that V_c(γ_n) = V (γ_n) for each n, then applying Proposition F.2 yields

V_c(γ) = lim_{n→∞} V_c(γ_n) = lim_{n→∞} V (γ_n) = V (γ).

Based on this consideration, we will assume that γ(t) = γ(1) on [θ, 1] for some θ < 1. Since h_c ≥ h, we always have V_c(γ) ≥ V (γ). To prove the reverse bound, note that for any ε > 0, there exists ϕ ∈ D[0, 1] such that E [ h_c (∫_1 0 (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 0 γ(t)ϕ^2_t dt ] + 1 2α ∫_1 0 γ(t)dt ≥ V_c(γ) − ε. (251) Further, by continuity, there exists θ_ε ≥ θ, such that E [ h_c (∫_{θε} 0 (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_{θε} 0 γ(t)ϕ^2_t dt ] + 1 2α ∫_1 0 γ(t)dt ≥ V_c(γ) − 2ε. According to Lemma F.3, we have

h_c(x) = sup

U∈L^2(Ω), E[U]=0 E [ h(x + U) − γ(1) 2 U^2 ] . (252)

Using martingale representation theorem, we get that E [ h_c (∫_{θε} 0 (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_{θε} 0 γ(t)ϕ^2_t dt ] (253) (i) = sup ψ∈D[θ_ε,1] E [ h (∫_{θε} 0 (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t +

∫_1 θ_ε ψ_tdB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_{θε} 0 γ(t)ϕ^2_t dt − 1 2 ∫_1 θ_ε γ(t)ψ^2_t dt ] (254) (ii) ≤ sup ψ∈D[θ_ε,1] E [ h (∫_{θε} 0 (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t +

∫_1 θ_ε (1 + ψ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_{θε} 0 γ(t)ϕ^2_t dt − 1 2 ∫_1 θ_ε γ(t)ψ^2_t dt ] + ε (255) ≤ V (γ) − 1 2α ∫_1 0 γ(t)dt + ε (256)

for θ_ε sufficiently close to 1, where (i) is due to γ(t) = γ(1) on [θ_ε, 1], (ii) is because of the Lipschitzness of h. We thus deduce that V_c(γ) − 2ε ≤ V (γ) + ε. Sending ε → 0 yields that V_c(γ) ≤ V (γ). This concludes the proof of V_c(γ) = V (γ). The equivalent form of f_μ(1, x) can be verified by direct calculation.

From now on, we use V^c_γ (·, ·) and F_c(μ, c) to denote the value function and Parisi functional with h replaced by h_c, which satisfies γ(1) ≥ sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}_c (z). The above proposition implies that V^c_γ = V_γ and F_c(μ, c) = F(μ, c).

We next proceed to constructing solutions to the Parisi PDE for general h.

Proposition E.10. Assume h ∈ C^2(R) is Lipschitz continuous and bounded above and (μ, c) ∈ L . Then a weak solution to the PDE below exists and is unique: ∂_tf_μ(t, x)+ 1 2 μ(t) (∂_xf_μ(t, x))^2 + 1 2 ∂^2_xf_μ(t, x) = 0,

f_μ(1, x) = sup_{u∈R} { h_c(x + u) − u^2 2c } . (257)

Further, for a sequence c_n < c, let f^n_μ (t, x) denote the solution to the Parisi PDE with terminal condition f^n_μ (1, x) = sup_{u∈R} { h_c(x + u) − u^2 2c_n } . Then, we have f^n_μ → f_μ uniformly as c_n ↑ c. Finally: ‖∂_xf_μ(t, x)‖_{L∞(R)} ≤ ‖ h^′ ‖ L^∞(R) , ∀t ∈ [0, 1], (258) ∂^2_xf_μ(t, x) > − γ(t), ∀(t, x) ∈ [0, 1] × R. (259) Proof. Let c_n ∈ R_+ be a sequence such that c_n < c for each n and c_n → c. As in the theorem statement, denote the (weak) solution to Eq. (257) with c replaced by c_n as f^n_μ , i.e., f^n_μ (t, x) satisfies Eq. (257) with terminal condition

f^n_μ (1, x) = sup_{u∈R} { h_c(x + u) − u^2 2c_n } . Then, from the conclusions of Appendix E.1 (cf. Proposition E.3 and Theorem E.3) we know that ‖ ‖∂_xf^n_μ (t, x) ‖ ‖_{L∞(R)} ≤ ‖ ‖h^′ ‖ ‖_{L∞(R)} , ∀t ∈ [0, 1], (260) −γ_n(t) < ∂^2_xf^n_μ (t, x) ≤ C_n(μ, 2), ∀(t, x) ∈ [0, 1] × R. (261) By direct calculation, we know that f^n_μ (1, ·) converges uniformly to f_μ(1, ·). According to the maximum principle (or similar to the proof of Theorem E.3 (a)), it follows that f^n_μ (t, ·) converges uniformly to some f_μ(t, ·) for all t ∈ [0, 1]. Further, since ∂^2_xf^n_μ (t, x) > −γ_n(t) and the sequence {∂_xf^n_μ (t, ·)}_{n≥1} is uniformly bounded in L^∞, we know that ∂_xf^n_μ (t, ·) is of bounded variation on any finite interval. Using an argument similar to that in the proof of [EAMS21, Lemma 6.2], we deduce that ∂_xf_μ exists and ∂_xf^n_μ → ∂_xf_μ almost everywhere. As a consequence, ∂_xf_μ(t, ·) is of bounded variation on any finite interval as well, which implies that ∂^2_xf_μ exists almost everywhere. Via a similar argument to the proof of [EAMS21, Lemma 6.2], we know that f_μ weakly solves the Parisi PDE (257), thus establishing existence. Uniqueness follows from the uniqueness theorem for weak solutions of the heat equation with at most linear growth (since ∂_xf_μ is bounded we know that f_μ has at most linear growth).

Further, applying Duhamel’s principle implies that ∂^2_xf_μ is continuous in x. Hence, it follows that ∀t ∈ [0, 1], ∂_xf_μ(t, ·) ∈ C^1(R), and consequently ∂_xf^n_μ (t, ·) uniformly converges to ∂_xf_μ(t, ·) on any compact set (Dini’s theorem). This in turns implies the estimates (258), (259), completing the proof of Proposition E.10.

Remark 10. Note that in the case of general h, we do not have an upper bound on ∂^2_xf_μ(t, x) because C_n(μ, 2) → ∞ as n → ∞. Since ∂_xf_μ(t, x) is bounded, the Parisi SDE has a unique solution (cf. [Che05, Proposition 1.10]), which can be approximated by the Parisi SDEs associated with f^n_μ due to Proposition F.6.

Proof of Proposition 5.4. We now prove Proposition 5.4 under the more general assumption h ∈ C^2(R), Lipschitz, and bounded from above. Equation (101) follows immediately from Proposition E.9 and Proposition E.10. To see this, take a sequence c_n < c, with c_n ↑ c, and let V^n_γ , f^n_μ be defined as in the theorem statement with h replaced by h_c, and (μ, c) replaced by (μ, c_n). Then we have f^n_μ → f_μ uniformly by Proposition E.9 and Proposition E.10, and V^n_γ → V^γ uniformly by Proposition E.9 and Proposition F.2.

Next, we will construct the corresponding optimal control process {ϕ^z_s }_{s∈[t,1]} and show that it achieves

V^c_γ (t, z) = sup_{ϕ∈D[t,1]} E [ h_c ( z + ∫_1 t (1 + ϕ_s)dB_s ) − 1 2 ∫_1 t γ(s)ϕ^2_sds ] + 1 2α ∫_1 t γ(s)ds. (262)

One natural idea would be to use the same definition as before: ϕ^z_s = ∂^2_xf_μ(s, X^z_s )/γ(s), where (X^z_s )_{s∈[t,1]} solves the SDE 1 γ(t) ∂_xf_μ(t, X^z_t ) + X^z_t = z, dX^z_s = μ(s)∂_xf_μ(s, X^z_s )ds + dB_s, s ∈ [t, 1]. (263)

However, due to the lack of existence and a priori estimates for third or higher-order partial derivatives of f_μ with respect to x (they can not be established using Duhamel’s principle or stochastic calculus techniques as before if we only assume μ ∈ L^1[0, 1]), we are not able to show Proposition E.6 and Lemma E.7, which are crucial ingredients for carrying out the verification argument and computing the first-order variation of the Parisi functional. To circumvent this difficulty, we will construct {ϕ^z_s} via martingale representation theorem instead, and show that such defined {ϕ^z_s } has desired properties. Namely, defining

M^z_s = 1 γ(s) ∂_xf_μ(s, X^z_s ) + X^z_s , (264)

we then have the following:

Lemma E.11. {M^z_s }_{s∈[t,1]} is a square integrable martingale with respect to the standard filtration. Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume (t, z) = (0, 0), and drop the superscript “z” from now on. Using the definition of {X_s}, and the fact that ∂_xf_μ(t, · ) is bounded (by Proposition E.10) it is easy to see that {M_s} is square integrable with M_0 = 0. It then remains to show that E [M_s − M_u|F_u] = 0 for any u < s. Since {X_s} is a Markov process and M_s only depends on X_s, it suffices to prove that E[M_s − M_u|X_u = x] = 0 for any x ∈ R. For simplicity, we will show that E [M_s |X_0] = E [M_s ] = 0, as the proof for general u and x is similar. To this end, let {X^n_s }_{s∈[0,1]} be the solution to the SDE:

dX^n_s = μ(s)∂_xf^n_μ (s, X^n_s )ds + dB_s, ∂_xf^n_μ (0, X^n_0 ) + γ(0)X^n_0 = 0 ,

where f^n_μ is defined as in Proposition Proposition E.10.

According to Proposition E.6, we know that

M^n_s = 1 γ_n(s) ∂_xf^n_μ (s, X^n_s ) + X^n_s

is a martingale. Hence, E [M^n_s ] = 0. Further, Proposition F.6 implies that M^n_s converges to M_s in distribution as n → ∞. Now since {M^n_s }^∞_{n=1} is a family of uniformly integrable random variables (easily seen from its definition), we know that

E[M_s ] = lim_{n→∞} E [M^n_s ] = 0. (265)

This completes the proof.

According to martingale representation theorem, there exists {ϕ^z_s } ∈ D[t, 1] such that

M^z_s = M^z_t + ∫_s t (1 + ϕ^z_u)dB_u, ∀s ∈ [t, 1]. (266)

The proposition below shows that {ϕ^z_s}_{s∈[t,1]} achieves V^c_γ (t, z):

Proposition E.12. For {ϕ^z_s}_{s∈[t,1]} defined as per Eq. (266), we have V^c_γ (t, z) = E [ h_c ( z + ∫_1 t (1 + ϕ^z_s)dB_s ) − 1 2 ∫_1 t γ(s)(ϕ^z_s)^2ds ] + 1 2α ∫_1 t γ(s)ds, (267)

i.e., {ϕ^z_s}_{s∈[t,1]} is indeed optimal.

Proof. Similar as before, we assume (t, z) = (0, 0), drop the superscript “z”, and use V_c(γ) as a shorthand for V^c_γ (0, 0). Let ϕ^n ∈ D[0, 1] be the optimal control process associated with h_c and (μ, c_n), where c_n → c from below. Then, from Section E.1.4 we know that

V_c(γ_n) = E [ h_c (∫_1 0 (1 + ϕ^n_t )dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 0 γ_n(t)(ϕ^n_t )^2dt ] + 1 2α ∫_1 0 γ_n(t)dt. (268)

Since V_c(γ_n) → V_c(γ), γ_n(t) → γ(t) in L^∞[0, 1], it suffices to show that E [ h_c (∫_1 0 (1 + ϕ^n_t )dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 0 γ_n(t)(ϕ^n_t )^2dt ] → E [ h_c (∫_1 0 (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 0 γ(t)ϕ^2_t dt ]

(269) as n → ∞. To this end, we will prove E [ h_c (∫_1 0 (1 + ϕ^n_t )dB_t )] → E [ h_c (∫_1 0 (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t )] (270) and 1 2 ∫_1 0 γ_n(t)E [ (ϕ^n_t )^2 ] dt → 1 2 ∫_1 0 γ(t)E [ ϕ^2_t ] dt, (271)

respectively. First, note that ∫_1 0 (1 + ϕ_t)dB_t = M_1,

∫_1 0 (1 + ϕ^n_t )dB_t = M^n_1 ,

where {M^n_t }_{t∈[0,1]} is defined in the proof of Lemma E.11. Similarly as in that proof, we know that M^n_1 is a sequence of uniformly integrable random variables that converges to M_1 in law. Since h_c is Lipschitz, we know that E[h_c (M^n_1 )] → E [h_c (M_1)]. This proves Eq. (270). To show Eq. (271), let us define A(t) = ∫_t 0 E [ϕ^2_s ]ds, N_t = M_t − B_t, ∀t ∈ [0, 1]. (272)

Then, by definition, we know that A(t) = E [N^2_t ]. Further, 1 2 ∫_1 0 γ(t)E [ ϕ^2_t ] dt = 1 2 ∫_1 0 γ(t)dA(t) = 1 2 ( γ(1)A(1) −

∫_1 0 γ^′(t)A(t)dt ) . (273)

Similarly, 1 2 ∫_1 0 γ_n(t)E [ (ϕ^n_t )^2 ] dt = 1 2 ( γ_n(1)A_n(1) −

∫_1 0 γ^′_n(t)A_n(t)dt ) . (274)

Note that for all n ∈ N and t ∈ [0, 1],

N^n_t = M^n_t − B_t = 1 γ_n(t) ∂_xf^n_μ (t, X^n_t ) + X^n_t − B_t (275) = 1 γ_n(t) ∂_xf^n_μ (t, X^n_t ) + ∫_t 0 μ(s)∂_xf^n_μ (s, X^n_s )ds (276)

is uniformly bounded. Applying Proposition F.6 and bounded convergence theorem, we deduce that A_n(t) = E[(N^n_t )^2] → E[N^2_t ] = A(t) as n → ∞. Further, γ^′_n(t) = γ_n(t)^2μ(t) → γ(t)^2μ(t) = γ^′(t), thus leading to (use dominated convergence theorem) 1 2 ∫_1 0 γ_n(t)E [ (ϕ^n_t )^2 ] dt = 1 2 ( γ_n(1)A_n(1) −

∫_1 0 γ^′_n(t)A_n(t)dt ) (277) → 1 2 ( γ(1)A(1) −

∫_1 0 γ^′(t)A(t)dt ) = 1 2 ∫_1 0 γ(t)E [ ϕ^2_t ] dt. (278)

This proves Eq. (271) and concludes Eq. (267).

Proof of Theorem 3.3 (c). Finally, we are in position to prove part (c) of Theorem 3.3: strong duality. We follow here the same approach as in Section 5.3 (and Appendix E.1.4) extending that proof to the case γ(1) ≤ sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z).

Fix any (μ, c) ∈ L (q). Let {X_t}_{t∈[0,1]} solve the Parisi SDE (114), and define {ϕ_t}_{t∈[0,1]} in the same way as the last paragraph, namely, via martingale representation. We also define

F (x) = 1 γ(q) ∂_xf_μ(q, x). (279)

Then, similarly to the case γ(1) > sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z), we can use Propositions 5.4, E.12, and E.12 to show that

F_c(μ, c) = E [ h_c ( X_q + F (X_q) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t ) − 1 2 ∫_1 q γ(t) ( ϕ^2_t − 1 α ) dt − γ(q) 2 ( F (X_q)^2 − q α )] , (280) which proves Proposition 5.5 (i).

Further, Proposition 5.5 (ii) is established by the following:

Proposition E.13. For any 0 ≤ s < t ≤ 1, we have E [ (∂_xf_μ(t, X_t))^2 ] − E [( ∂_xf_μ(s, X_s)^2 )] = ∫_t s γ(u)^2E [ ϕ^2_u ] du. (281)

Proof. Without loss of generality we assume s = 0. Recall the definition of A_n(t) and A(t) in the proof of Proposition E.12. Using integration by parts, we obtain that ∀t ∈ [0, 1]: ∫_t 0 γ(s)^2E [ ϕ^2_s ] ds = ∫_t 0 γ(s)^2dA(s) = γ(t)^2A(t) − 2 ∫_t 0 γ(s)γ^′(s)A(s)ds, ∫_t 0 γ_n(s)^2E [ (ϕ^n_s )^2 ] ds = ∫_t 0 γ_n(s)^2dA_n(s) = γ_n(t)^2A_n(t) − 2 ∫_t 0 γ_n(s)γ^′_n(s)A_n(s)ds.

Since γ_n → γ, γ^′_n → γ^′, A_n → A, by dominated convergence theorem we know that lim_{n→∞} ∫_t 0 γ_n(s)^2E [ (ϕ^n_s )^2 ] ds = ∫_t 0 γ(s)^2E [ ϕ^2_s ] ds. According to Lemma E.7, we have E [( ∂_xf^n_μ (t, X^n_t )

)_2]

− ∂_xf^n_μ (0, X^n_0 )^2 = ∫_t 0 γ_n(s)^2E [ (ϕ^n_s )^2 ] ds. Further, since ∂_xf^n_μ uniformly converges to ∂_xf_μ on any compact set, we know that ∂_xf^n_μ (t, X^n_t ) → ∂_xf_μ(t, X_t) in distribution. By bounded convergence theorem, lim_{n→∞} E [( ∂_xf^n_μ (t, X^n_t )

)_2] = E [ (∂_xf_μ(t, X_t))^2 ] . This completes the proof.

We are now ready to establish Proposition 5.5 (iii), namely computing the first-order variation of F with respect to μ. As in the proof of Proposition 5.5 (iii) in the case γ(1) > sup_{z∈R} h^{′′}(z) (cf. Eq. (235)), we still have f_{μ+sδ}(0, x) − f_μ(0, x) = s 2 ∫_1 0 δ(t)E_Xs_{0 =x} [ (∂_xf_μ(t, X^s_t ))^2 ] dt, (282)

where {X^s_t }_{t∈[0,1]} solves the SDE:

dX^s_t = μ(t) ∂_xf_{μ+sδ} + ∂_xf_μ 2 (t, X^s_t )dt + dB_t, X^s_0 = x, (283)

since the proof of this identity does not involve third of higher-order partial derivatives of f_μ with respect to x. Then, we know that ∂_xf_{μ+sδ} → ∂_xf_μ as s → 0 almost everywhere, which follows from a similar argument as that in the proof of Proposition E.10, and the following facts: (a) f_{μ+sδ} → f_μ uniformly as s → 0, which can be established using Feynman-Kac formula, see also in the proof of Theorem E.2 and [JT16, Lemma 14]; (b) ∂_xf_{μ+sδ} and ∂_xf_μ are continuous, uniformly bounded, and of bounded variation on any finite interval, which follows from Proposition E.10. As a consequence, we deduce similarly that d ds f_{μ+sδ}(0, x) | | s=0 = 1 2 ∫_1 0 δ(t)E_{X0 =x} [ (∂_xf_μ(t, X_t))^2 ] dt, (284)

which concludes the calculation, as the first-order variation of the entropy term S(μ) is still the same, cf. Eqs. (232) and (233).

However, in this case, we need to compute the first derivative of F(μ, c) = F_c(μ, c) with respect to c for fixed μ as well, which is summarized in the following lemma:

Lemma E.14 (First derivative with repsect to c). We have (note that the derivative is taken with respect to the “c” in both the subscript and the second argument of F_c(μ, c)) d dc F(μ, c) = d dc F_c(μ, c) = E [g_c(M_1)] + 1 2 E [ ∂_xf_μ(1, X_1)^2 ] − 1 2α ∫_1 0 γ(t)^2dt, (285)

where we recall that M_t is the martingale defined by Eq. (264) and g_c(x) := (∂/∂c)h_c(x).

Proof. We denote by f^c_μ the solution to Parisi PDE (257) to emphasize its dependence on c. Recall

F_c(μ, c) = f^c_μ(0, 0) + 1 2α ∫_1 0 dt c + ∫_1 t μ(s)ds . (286)

By dominated convergence theorem, we know that d dc ( 1 2α ∫_1 0 dt c + ∫_1 t μ(s)ds ) = 1 2α ∫_1 0 − dt (c +

∫_1 t μ(s)ds)^2 = − 1 2α ∫_1 0 γ(t)^2dt. (287)

It then suffices to compute df^c_μ(0, x)/dc for each x ∈ R, then we can just take x = 0. Using stochastic calculus, we know that for c, c^′ > 0,

f^{c′}_μ (0, x) − f^c_μ(0, x) = E_X ′_{0 =x} [( f^{c′}_μ − f^c_μ ) (1, X^′_1) ] , (288)

where {X^′_t}_{t∈[0,1]} solves the SDE

dX^′_t = 1 2 μ(t) ( ∂_xf^c_μ + ∂_xf^{c′}_μ ) (t, X^′_t)dt + dB_t, X^′_0 = x. (289)

As c^′ → c, we know that f^{c′}_μ converges uniformly to f^c_μ, which follows from a similar argument as in the proof of Proposition E.10. Further since ∂_xf^{c′}_μ and ∂_xf^c_μ are continuous and have bounded total variation on any finite interval, we deduce (similarly as before) that ∂_xf^{c′}_μ → ∂_xf^c_μ. Applying Proposition F.6 implies that {X^′_t} converges in law to {X_t}, the solution to the Parisi SDE. As a special case, X^′_1 converges in law to X_1. According to Lemma F.4, we know that

∂_cf^c_μ(1, x) = g_c ( x + c∂_xf^c_μ(1, x) ) + ( ∂_xf^c_μ(1, x)

)_2 2 , which is bounded and continuous. Further, one can show that the above convergence is uniform on any compact set in R. As a consequence, applying continuous mapping theorem and bounded convergence theorem yields that

df^c_μ(0, x) dc = lim_{c′→c} f^{c′}_μ (0, x) − f^c_μ(0, x) c^′ − c = lim_{c′→c} E_X′_{0 =x} [( f^{c′}_μ − f^c_μ c^′ − c ) (1, X^′_1) ]

= E_{X0 =x} [ g_c ( X_1 + c∂_xf^c_μ(1, X_1) )] + 1 2 E_{X0 =x} [ ∂_xf^c_μ(1, X_1)^2 ] . Choosing x = 0, and noting that

M_1 = 1 γ(1)

∂_xf^c_μ(1, X_1) + X_1 = X_1 + c∂_xf^c_μ(1, X_1)

(since c = 1/γ(1)) completes the proof.

We are now ready to prove the part (c) of Theorem 3.3. Assume that inf_{(μ,c)∈L (q)} F_c(μ, c) is achieved at some (μ_∗, c_∗). For notational simplicity, we recast (μ_∗, c_∗) as (μ, c), and denote the associated (F^∗, ϕ^∗) by (F, ϕ). Exploiting the expressions for the first-order variation of F_c (Proposition 5.5 (iii) and Lemma E.14), we obtain that E [ (∂_xf_μ(t, X_t))^2 ] − 1 α ∫_t 0 γ(s)^2ds = 0, ∀t ∈ [q, 1], (290)

E [g_c(M_1)] + 1 2 E [ ∂_xf_μ(1, X_1)^2 ] − 1 2α ∫_1 0 γ(t)^2dt = 0, (291)

which further implies E[g_c (M_1)] = 0. Applying Proposition E.13, we get, using the fact that γ(t) > 0 for all t ∈ [0, 1], E [ϕ^2_t ] = 1 α , a.e. t ∈ [q, 1]. (292)

Then, there exists a modification of {ϕ_t} (still denoted as {ϕ_t}) such that E [ϕ^2_t ] = 1/α for all t ∈ [q, 1]. Therefore, {ϕ_t}_{t∈[q,1]} is feasible. As a consequence, using Eq. (280), we deduce that

F(μ, c) = F_c(μ, c) = E [ h_c ( X_q + F (X_q) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t ) − γ(q) 2 ( F (X_q)^2 − q α )] (293) = E [ h_c (M_1) − γ(q) 2 ( F (X_q)^2 − q α )] . (294)

Next, we claim that E [h_c (M_1)] = E[h(M_1 )]. To see this, note that since g_c is non-negative, E [g_c(M_1)] = 0 implies that g_c(M_1) = 0 almost surely. Hence, h_c(M_1) = h(M_1) almost surely (use Proposition F.5), and consequently E [h_c (M_1)] = E[h(M_1 )]. We thus conclude that F(μ, c) = E [ h (M_1) − γ(q) 2 ( F (X_q)^2 − q α )] (295) = E [ h ( X_q + F (X_q) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t ) − γ(q) 2 ( F (X_q)^2 − q α )] . (296)

It now remains to show that F is feasible. By definition, we have E [ F (v)^2 ] = 1 γ(q)^2 E [ (∂_xf_μ(q, X_q))^2 ] = 1 αγ(q)^2 ∫_q 0 γ(s)^2ds = q α , (297)

since γ is constant on [0, q]. This immediately implies that

F(μ, c) = E [h (M_1)] = E [ h ( X_q + F (X_q) +

∫_1 q (1 + ϕ_t) dB_t )] . (298)

Namely, (μ, c) achieves the optimal value.

However, here we cannot directly conclude E [F^′ (v)^2] ≤ 1/α from the feasibility of ϕ, since ϕ is not defined in terms of F^′. To circumvent this issue, we use will the same standard approximation argument as before, i.e., approximating (μ, c) by a sequence {(μ, c_n)}_{n≥1} with c_n → c^−. Denoting the corresponding solution to the Parisi PDE by f^n_μ , we define (note that ϕ^n is defined via ∂^2_xf^n_μ since c_n < c) F_n(x) = 1 γ_n(q) ∂_xf^n_μ (q, x), ϕ^n_t = 1 γ_n(t) ∂^2_xf^n_μ (t, X^n_t ), ∀t ∈ [0, 1], (299)

where X^n is the solution to the corresponding Parisi SDE. Then, we know that E [F^′_n (v)^2] = E [(ϕ^n_q )^2], and F_n → F uniformly on any compact set. Further, Proposition E.13 and Itô’s isometry together imply that E [(ϕ^n_t )^2] → E[ϕ^2_t ] as n → ∞. To show that E [F^′ (v)^2] ≤ 1/α, it suffices to establish that for any test function ψ ∈ C^∞_c (R): | |E [F^′ (v)ψ(v)] | | ≤ 1√ α E[ψ(v)^2 ]^{1/2}. (300)

Using integration by parts, we know that E [F^′_n (v)ψ(v)] converges to E [F^′ (v)ψ(v)] as n → ∞. Further, Cauchy-Schwarz inequality implies that | |E [F^′_n (v)ψ(v)] | | ≤ E [F^′_n (v)^2]^{1/2}E [ψ(v)^2 ]^{1/2} = E [(ϕ^n_q )^2]^{1/2}E[ψ(v)^2 ]^{1/2}. (301)

Taking the limit n → ∞, we obtain that | E [F^′ (v)ψ(v)] | ≤ E [(ϕ_q )^2]^{1/2}E[ψ(v)^2 ]^{1/2}. (302)

The feasibility of F^′ then follows from the feasibility of ϕ and Eq. (300). This completes the proof.

F Technical lemmas

We begin with a lemma that underpins the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Lemma F.1. Let E be a locally convex topological vector space with topological dual E^′, which is equipped with the weak* topology. Then, every continuous linear functional ϕ : E^′ → R or C is of the form f → f(e) for some e ∈ E. In other words,

(E^′, weak^∗)^∗ = E.

Proof. Since ϕ is continuous, the set U = {f ∈ E^′ : |ϕ(f)| < 1} is an open neighborhood of the origin. Recalling the definition of the weak* topology in E^′, we conclude that there exists e_1, · · · , e_n ∈ E and ε > 0 such that V = { f ∈ E^′ : |f(e_i)| < ε, i = 1, · · · , n } ⊂ U. Now we define ϕ_i(f) = f(e_i). Note that if ϕ_i(f) = 0, ∀i, then Mf ∈ V for all M > 0, hence Mf ∈ U and |ϕ(f)| < 1/M. Letting M → ∞ gives ϕ(f) = 0. This proves

∩^n_{i=1} ker(ϕi) ⊂ ker(ϕ).

From linear algebra we deduce that ϕ = ∑_n i=1 λ_iϕ_i for some λ_i ∈ R or C . Therefore, ϕ(f) = n∑ i=1 λ_iϕ_i(f) = n∑ i=1 λ_if(e_i) = f (_n ∑ i=1 λ_ie_i ) . Taking e = ∑_n i=1 λ_ie_i ∈ E closes the argument.

The proposition below presents some analytical properties of V_γ (t, z) (defined in Eq. (175)) as a function of γ with fixed t, z.

Proposition F.2 (Properties of V_γ ). Fix t and z, then γ → V_γ (t, z) is convex and lower semicontinuous with respect to the L^∞-norm. Further, let γ_0 ∈ L^+_∞[0, 1] be such that inf_{t∈[0,1]} γ_0(t) > 0, then V_γ is continuous at γ_0 with respect to the L^∞-norm.

Proof. The convexity follows directly from the definition of V_γ , since it is the pointwise supremum of linear functionals. For lower semicontinuity, note that we the supremum is overt adapted processes that are square-integrable, c.f. Eq. (8), and therefore the supremum is over linear functionals that are continuous in L^∞-norm.

To prove the second part, let γ_n^{L∞}→ γ_0, then we know that inf_{t∈[0,1]} γ_n(t) ≥ inf_{t∈[0,1]} γ_0(t)/2 > 0 for sufficiently large n. As a consequence, there exists a constant C_0 > 0 such that

V_γ (t, z) = sup

∫_1 t E[ϕ^2_s ]ds≤C_0 E [ h ( z + ∫_1 t (1 + ϕ_s)dB_s ) − 1 2 ∫_1 t γ(s)ϕ^2_sds ] + 1 2α ∫_1 t γ(s)ds

for γ = γ_n or γ_0. We thus obtain that |V_{γn} (t, z) − V_{γ0} (t, z)| ≤ 1 2 ( C_0 + 1 α ) ‖γ_n − γ_0‖_L∞_{[0,1]} .

This completes the proof. In fact, we even proved a stronger statement: V_γ is locally Lipschitz at the interior of L^+_∞[0, 1].

We collect below a few useful properties of the functions h_c and f^c_μ(1, ·). Recall that

h_c(z) = conc ( h(z) − z^2 2c ) + z^2 2c , f^c_μ(1, x) = sup_{u∈R} { h_c(x + u) − u^2 2c } . The following lemma gives a variational representation for the concave envelope of a function.

Lemma F.3. Let h ∈ C(R) be upper bounded, denote by conc h the concave envelope of h, then

conc h(z) = sup

U∈L^2(Ω), E[U]=0

E [h(z + U)] . (303)

As a consequence, we have

conc ( h(z) − t 2 z^2 ) + t 2 z^2 = sup

U∈L^2(Ω), E[U]=0 E [ h(z + U) − t 2 U^2 ] . (304)

Proof. Since h is upper bounded, we know that the right hand side of Eq. (303) is well-defined and upper bounded. Let us denote

g(z) = sup

U∈L^2(Ω), E[U]=0

E [h(z + U)] = sup U∈L^2(Ω), E[U]=z E [h(U)] , then obviously we have g(z) ≥ h(z). Next we show that g is concave. Fix z_1, z_2 ∈ R and α ∈ [0, 1], ∀ε > 0 there exists U_1, U_2 ∈ L^2(Ω) such that E [U_1 ] = z_1, E [U_2 ] = z_2, and

g(z_1) ≤ E[h(U_1 )] + ε, g(z_2) ≤ E [h(U_2 )] + ε.

Now we define a new random variable U ∈ L^2(Ω) by requiring

P(U = U_1) = α, P(U = U_2) = 1 − α,

it follows that E [U] = αz_1 + (1 − α)z_2, thus leading to

g (αz_1 + (1 − α)z_2) ≥ E [h(U)] = αE [h(U_1 )] + (1 − α)E [h(U_2 )] ≥ αg(z_1) + (1 − α)g(z_2) − ε.

Since ε > 0 can be arbitrary, we finally deduce that g (αz_1 + (1 − α)z_2) ≥ αg(z_1) + (1 − α)g(z_2). Therefore, g is concave. It finally remains to show that g is the smallest concave function that dominates h. To this end, assume f ≥ h is concave, then for any U ∈ L^2(Ω) with E [U] = z, we deduce from Jensen’s inequality: E [h(U)] ≤ E[f(U)] ≤ f (E[U]) = f(z). Taking supremum over all such random variable U yields that g(z) ≤ f(z). We have thus established that g = conc h. The “as a consequence” part follows by direct calculation.

Lemma F.4. For any x ∈ R and c > 0, define g_c(x) = (∂/∂c)h_c(x) (existence is guaranteed by monotonicity and convexity with respect to 1/c). Then, we have d dc f^c_μ(1, x) = g_c ( x + c∂_xf^c_μ(1, x) ) + ( ∂_xf^c_μ(1, x)

)_2 2 . (305)

Proof. By definition of f^c_μ(1, x) and the envelope theorem, we obtain d dc f^c_μ(1, x) = d dc ( sup_{u∈R} { h_c(x + u) − u^2 2c }) = g_c(x + u(c, x)) + u(c, x)^2 2c^2

, (306)

where u(c, x) ∈ argmax_{u∈R} { h_c(x + u) − u^2 2c } . The above optimization problem is concave, and its first-order condition reads h^′_c(x + u(c, x)) = u(c, x) c . Further, by duality, we know that one can take u(c, x) = c∂_xf^c_μ(1, x). Now since h^′_c is uniformly bounded, it follows that as long as c is bounded away from 0,^d_{dc} f^c_μ(1, x) is bounded. This completes the proof.

Proposition F.5. Fix x ∈ R, then h_c(x) = h(x) if and only if g_c(x) = 0.

Proof. By definition, we know that for any c_1 ≤ c_2, h_{c1} (x) ≤ h_{c2} (x). Further, h(x) = h_0(x) = lim_{c→0}+ h_c(x). We first prove the “only if” part. Assume h_c(x) = h(x), then by monotonicity, h_c′ (x) = h_c(x) for any c^′ ≤ c, which implies g_c(x) = 0 since h_c(x) is differentiable in c. To show the “if” part, define for t > 0:

φ(t) = h_{1/t}(x) = conc ( h(x) − t 2 x^2 ) + t 2 x^2. (307)

Then, we know that φ(1/c) = φ(+∞). Further, Lemma F.3 implies that

φ(t) = sup

U∈L^2(Ω), E[U]=0 E [ h(x + U) − t 2 U^2 ] (308)

is convex and continuous in t. Now since φ^′(1/c) = g_c(x) = 0, we know that φ^′(t) ≥ 0 for all t ≥ 1/c, which implies that φ is increasing on [1/c, +∞]. However, we know that φ is nonincreasing, by (308). Therefore, φ must be constant on [1/c, +∞], which implies φ(1/c) = φ(+∞), i.e., h_c(x) = h(x). This concludes the proof.

Remark 11. Note that if φ ∈ C(R) is lower bounded, then φ^{∗∗} = conv φ is the convex envelope of φ, i.e., the greatest convex function dominated by φ (see for example [Tou05, Thm. 10]). Here, ∗ denotes the Legendre-Fenchel transformation. Therefore, conc h = − conv(−h) = −(−h)^{∗∗}.

The proposition below is crucial to a number of approximation arguments in Appendix E.

Proposition F.6. Let {g_n}^∞_{n=1} and g be measurable functions defined on [0, 1] × R, satisfying

(a) ∀t ∈ [0, 1], g_n(t, · ) and g(t, · ) : R → R are continuous functions.

(b) There exists a function m ∈ L^1[0, 1], such that |g_n(t, x)| ≤ m(t) and |g(t, x)| ≤ m(t) for all (t, x) ∈ [0, 1] × R. (c) g_n(t, x) → g(t, x) for all (t, x) ∈ [0, 1] × R.

Assume {x_n}^∞_{n=1} is a sequence of real numbers converging to x ∈ R, consider the SDEs (strong existence and pathwise uniqueness guaranteed by Proposition 1.10 of [Che05])

dX^n_t = g_n(t, X^n_t )dt + dB_t, X^n_0 = x_n, (309) dX_t = g(t, X_t)dt + dB_t, X_0 = x. (310)

Then, we have Law((X^n_t )_{t∈[0,1]}) weakly converges to Law((X_t)_{t∈[0,1]}) as n → ∞, where (X^n_t )_{t∈[0,1]} and (X_t))_{t∈[0,1]} are viewed as random elements in C[0, 1].

Proof. We first show that {X^n}^∞_{n=1} is a tight sequence of C[0, 1]-valued random variables. First, it is obvious that X^n_0 = x_n is a tight sequence of random variables. Next, note that ∀s ≤ t ∈ [0, 1], |X^n_t − X^n_s | = | | | ∫_t s g_n(u, X^n_u )du + B_t − B_s | | | ≤ ∫_t s m(u)du + |B_t − B_s| , (311)

which implies that for any ϵ > 0 and η > 0, there is some δ > 0 such that for all large enough n (depending on ϵ and η), P (ω_Xn (δ) > η) ≤ ϵ, where ω_f (δ) := sup{|f(s) − f(t)| : 0 ≤ s, t ≤ 1, |s − t| ≤ δ} defines the modulus of continuity for any f ∈ C[0, 1]. This proves that {X^n}^∞_{n=1} is tight (cf. [Mit83]). As a consequence, any subsequence of {X^{nk} }^∞_{k=1} has a further subsequence that converges in distribution. It thus suffices to show that any such weak limit must be equal to Law({X_t}_{t∈[0,1]}). For simplicity, we still denote this subsequence by {X^n}^∞_{n=1}. According to Skorokhod’s representation theorem, we may assume without loss of generality that each X^n satisfies

dX^n_t = g_n(t, X^n_t )dt + dB^n_t , X^n_0 = x_n, (312)

where B^n can possibly be different standard Brownian motions, and X^n converges to some Y ∈ C[0, 1] almost surely. Exploiting the SDE observed by X^n, we get that

X^n_t = x_n + ∫_t 0 g_n(s, X^n_s )ds + B^n_t , ∀t ∈ [0, 1]. (313)

By our assumption, on the event X^n → Y , we have g_n(t, X^n_t ) → g(t, Y_t) for all t ∈ [0, 1] as n → ∞, since g_n converges to g and g is continuous. Using dominated convergence theorem (g_n and g are dominated by m), it follows that

x_n + ∫_t 0 g_n(s, X^n_s )ds → x + ∫_t 0 g(s, Y_s)ds, ∀t ∈ [0, 1].

As a consequence, {B^n}^∞_{n=1} converges to some B ∈ C[0, 1] almost surely. Of course, B is a standard Brownian motion, which finally leads to the SDE

Y_t = x + ∫_t 0 g(s, Y_s)ds + B_t, ∀t ∈ [0, 1]. (314) By uniqueness, we must have Law(Y ) = Law(X). This concludes the proof. Remark 12. If we have stronger assumption, e.g., {g_n} are uniformly Lipschitz in x and g_n → g uniformly on any compact set, then we can show that X^n → X in C[0, 1] almost surely as n → ∞. However, the weak convergence of Proposition F.6 is adequate for our purpose.