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Abstract

In many application areas ranging from bioinformatics to imaging, we are faced with the following question:
can we recover a sparse vector 7, € R from its undersampled set of noisy observations y € R", y = Ax, + w.
The last decade has witnessed a surge of algorithms and theoretical results to address this question. One of the most
popular algorithms is the ¢,-regularized least squares given by the following formulation:

. 1 2
#(v,p) € argmin 3 ly — Az|l5 + |||},
T

where p € [0, 1]. Among these optimization problems, the case p = 1, also known as LASSO, is the best accepted in
practice, for the following two reasons: (i) thanks to the extensive studies performed in the fields of high-dimensional
statistics and compressed sensing, we have a clear picture of LASSO’s performance. (ii) it is convex and efficient
algorithms exist for finding its global minima.

Unfortunately, neither of the above two properties hold for 0 < p < 1. However, they are still appealing because
of the following folklores in the high-dimensional statistics: (i) Z(v,p) is closer to z, than &(y,1). (i) If we
employ iterative methods that aim to converge to a local minima of arg minr% ly — Ax||§ + 7llz||b, then under
good initialization, these algorithms converge to a solution that is still closer to x, than Z(v,1). In spite of the
existence of plenty of empirical results that support these folklore theorems, the theoretical progress to establish
them has been very limited.

This paper aims to study the above folklore theorems and establish their scope of validity. Starting with
approximate message passing (AMP) algorithm as a heuristic method for solving ¢,-regularized least squares,
we study the following questions: (i) what is the impact of initialization on the performance of the algorithm? (ii)
when does the algorithm recover the sparse signal z, under a “good” initialization? (iii) when does the algorithm
converge to the sparse signal regardless of the initialization? Studying these questions will not only shed light on the
second folklore theorem, but also lead us to the answer of the first one, i.e., the performance of the global optima
Z(y, p). For that purpose, we employ the replica analysisﬂ to show the connection between the solution of AMP and
Z(y,p) in the asymptotic settings. This enables us to compare the accuracy of & (-, p) and Z (7, 1). In particular, we
will present an accurate characterization of the phase transition and noise sensitivity of ¢,-regularized least squares
for every 0 < p < 1. Our results in the noiseless setting confirm that /,-regularized least squares (if vy is tuned
optimally) exhibits the same phase transition for every 0 < p < 1 and this phase transition is much better than that
of LASSO. Furthermore, we show that in the noisy setting, there is a major difference between the performance
of /,-regularized least squares with different values of p. For instance, we will show that for very small and very
large measurement noises, p = 0 and p = 1 outperform the other values of p, respectively.

Index Terms

Compressed sensing, £,,-regularized least squares, LASSO, non-convex penalties, approximate message passing,
state evolution, replica analysis.

I. INTRODUCTION
A. Problem statement

Recovering a sparse signal 2, € RV from an undersampled set of random linear measurements y = Az, + w is
the main problem of interest in compressed sensing (CS) [1f], [2]. Among various schemes proposed for estimating
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'Replica method is a widely accepted heuristic method in statistical physics for analyzing large disordered systems.



Zo, Up-regularized least squares (LPLS) has received attention for its proximity to the “intuitively optimal” fo-
minimization. LPLS estimates x, by solving

. 1
z(v,p) € arg min 5 Hy—Ang—i—*nyHg, (D
xX

where ||-[|, (0 < p < 1) denotes the Ep—norm v € (0,00) is a fixed number, and v|[z|]} is a regularizer that
promotes sparsity. The convexity of this optimization problem for p = 1 has made it the most accepted and the best
studied scheme among all LPLSs. However, it has always been in the folklore of compressed sensing community
that solving for p < 1 leads to more accurate solutions than the ¢;-regularized least squares, also known as
LASSO, since ||z||} models the sparsity better [3]-[16]. Inspired by this folklore theorem, many researchers have
proposed iterative algorithms to obtain a local minima of the non-convex optimization problem with p € [0,1)
(30, [17].

The performance of such schemes is highly affected by their initialization; better initialization increases the
chance of converging to the global optima. One popular choice of initialization is the solution of LASSO [17].
This initialization has been motivated by the following heuristic: The solution of LASSO is closer to the global
minima of than a random initialization. Hence it helps the iterative schemes to avoid stationary points that are
not the global minima of LPLS. Ignoring the computational issues, one can extend this approach to the following
initialization scheme: Suppose that our goal is to solve for p = pg. Define an increasing sequence of numbers
po < p1 < ... < pg = 1 for some g. Start with solving LASSO and then use its solution as an initialization
for the iterative algorithm that attempts to solves with p,_1. Once the algorithm converges, its estimate is
employed as an initialization for p,_o. The process continues until the algorithm reaches py. We call this approach
p-continuation.

Here is a heuristic motivation of the p-continuation. Let Z(y, p;) denote the global minimizer of % ly — AmHg +
v|lz||b:. Since p; and p;41 are close, we expect (7, p;) and &(7,pi+1) to be “close” as well. Hence if the algorithm
that is solving for Z (v, p;) is initialized with Z(~y, p;11), then it may avoid all the local minima and converge to
Z(y, pi). Simulation results presented elsewhere confirm the efficiency of such initialization algorithms [16]], [[18]].

We can summarize our discussions in the following three folklore theorems of compressed sensing:

(i) The global minima of (I)) for p < 1 outperforms the solution of LASSO. Furthermore, smaller values of p
lead to more accurate estimates.
(ii) There exist iterative algorithms (ITLP) capable of converging to the global minima of (I) under “good”
initialization.
(iii) p-continuation provides a “good” initialization for ITLP.

Our paper aims to evaluate the scope of validity of the above folklore beliefs in the asymptotic settingsE] Toward
this goal, we first study a family of message passing algorithms that aim to solve (I)); we characterize the accuracy
of the estimates generated from the message passing algorithm under various initializations, including the best
initialization obtained by p-continuation. We finally connect our results for the message passing algorithm estimates
to the analysis of global minima Z(v,p) of (I)) by Replica method. Here is a summary of our results explained
informally:

(1) If the measurement noise w is zero or small, then the global minima of for p < 1 (when « is optimally
picked) outperforms the solution of LASSO with optimal . Furthermore, all values of p < 1 have the same
performance when w = 0. When w is small, LPLS with the value of p closer to 0 has a better performance.
However, as the variance of the measurement noise increases beyond a certain level, this folklore theorem is
not correct any more. In other words, for large measurement noise, the solution of LASSO outperforms the
solution of LPLS for every 0 < p < 1.

(il) We introduce approximate message passing algorithms that are capable of converging to the global minima of
(I) under “good” initialization (in the asymptotic settings). We call these algorithms ¢,-AMP.

The £,-norm of a vector x = [z1, @2, ...,zx]" is defined as ||z]|2 2 SN |a;|P.

3Parts of our results that are presented in Section [V| are based on the replica analysis [15]. Replica method is a non-rigorous but widely
accepted technique from statistical physics for studying large disordered systems. Hence the results we will present in Section [V] are not
fully rigorous.



(iii)) The “performance” of the message passing algorithm under p-continuation is equivalent to the “performance”
of message passing algorithm for solving (I)) with the best value of p. As a particular conclusion of this result,
we note that p-continuation can only slightly improve the phase transition of £1-AMP. p-continuation is mainly
useful when the noise is low and z, has very few non-zero coefficients.

There has been recent efforts to formally prove some of the above folklore theorems. We briefly review some
of these studies and their similarities and differences with our work below. Among the three folklore results we
have discussed so far, the first one is the best studied. In particular, many researchers have tried to confirm that at
least in the noiseless settings (w = 0), the global minima of for p < 1 outperforms the solution of LASSO.
Toward this goal, [S]-[8], [19], [20] have employed some popular analysis tools such as the well-known restricted
isometry property and derived the conditions under which (1)) recovers x, accurately. We briefly mention the results
of [5] to emphasize on the strengths and weaknesses of this approach. Let the elements of A be iid N (0, 1) and
y = Ax,, where z, is k-sparse, meaning it has only k nonzero elements. If n > C1(p)k + pCa(p)k log %, then the
optimization problem

Hgn |lz||, subject to y= Az

recovers z, with high probability. Furthermore, C(p) and pCa(p) are increasing functions of p. The lower bound
derived for the required number of measurements decreases as p decreases. This may be an indication of the fact
that smaller values of p lead to better recovery algorithms. However, note that this result only offers a sufficient
condition for recovery and hence any conclusion drawn from such results on the strengths of these algorithms may
be misleading[]

To provide more reliable comparison among different algorithms, many researchers have analyzed these algorithms
in the asymptotic setting N — oo (while € = k/N and § £ n/N are fixed) [4], [10], [15], [21]. This is the framework
that we adopt in our analysis too. We review these four papers in more details and compare them with our work.
Stojnic and Wang et al. [4]], [21]] consider the noiseless setting and try to characterize the boundary between the
success region (in which recovers x, exactly with probability one) and the failure region. This boundary is
known as the phase transition curve (PTC)E] The characterization of PTC in [4] is only accurate for the case p = 0.
Also, the analysis of [21] is sharp only for 6 — 1. Our paper derives the exact value of PTC for any value of
0 < p <1 and any value of §. Furthermore, we present accurate calculation of the risk of Z(~,p) in the presence
of noise and compare the accuracy of (v, p) for different values of p. However, unlike [4] and [21]], part of our
analysis, presented in Section [V] is based on the Replica method and they are not fully rigorous yet. Note that all
the results we present for approximate message passing are rigorous and we only employ Replica method to show
the connection between the solution of AMP and Z(~, p).

Replica method has been employed for studying (I)) in [[10]], [15] to derive the fixed point equations that describe
the performance of Z(+, p) (under the asymptotic settings). These equations are discussed in Section [V| To provide
fair comparison of the performance of Z(7y,p) among different p, one should analyze the fixed points of these
equations under the optimal tuning of the parameter . Such analysis is missing in both papers. In this paper, by
employing the minimax framework, we are able to analyze the fixed points and provide sharp characterization of the
phase transition of (T)) and its noise sensitivity for the first time. In addition, we present algorithms whose asymptotic
behavior can be characterized by the same fixed point equations as the ones derived from Replica method. The
minimax framework enables us to analyze the stationary points at which the algorithm may be trapped and derive
conditions under which the algorithm can converge to the global minimizer of ().

As a final remark, we should emphasize that, to the best of our knowledge, the second and third folklore results
have never been studied before and our results may be considered as the first contribution in this direction.

B. Message passing and approximate message passing

One of the main building blocks of our analysis is the approximate message passing (AMP) algorithm. AMP
is a fast iterative algorithm proposed originally for solving LASSO [22]. Starting from 2" = 3 and 2° = 0, the

* Note that even though we have mentioned the results for iid Gaussian matrices, it can be easily extended to many other measurement
matrix ensembles.

SThere are some subtle discrepancies between our definition of the phase transition curve and these two papers’. However, our results are
more aligned and comparable with the results of [4].



algorithm employs the following iteration:
d= (AT ),
1
2= y— Azt + ztflg <7]£(Ath71 + 2t )\t)> , 2)

where z!

N
> ui/N. ni(u; A) is the soft thresholding function defined as 7 (u; A) = (Ju| — A) sign(w)I (Ju| > A) with I(-)
i=1
denoting the indicator function. X is called the threshold parameter. 7] denotes the derivative of 7y, i.e., 7} (u; \) =

w. When u is a vector, 11 (u; A) and 7 (u; A) operate component-wise. In the rest of the paper, we call this
algorithm ¢1-AMP. It has been proved that if the entries of A are iid Gaussian, then in the asymptotic settings, the
limit of 2! corresponds to the solution of LASSO for a certain value of \ [23], [24].

First, we extend ¢;-AMP to solve LPLS defined in (I). Iteration of ¢;-AMP have been derived from the first

order approximation of the ¢;-message passing algorithm [25] given by

xg—m = m ( Z Abizl€—>i§ >\t) )

is the estimation of x, at iteration ¢ and § = %-. Furthermore, for a vector u = [uy, un]t, (u) =

b#a
Zyi = Ya— Y Agatl), 3)
JFi
where z!_, and 2!, (i € {1,2...,N} and a € {1,2,...,n}) are 2nN variables that must be updated at every

iteration of the message passing algorithm. Compared to this (full) message passing, AMP is computationally less
demanding since it only has to update n + N variables at each iteration. It is straightforward to replicate the
calculations of [25]] for a generic version of LPLS to obtain the following message passing algorithm:

xg—m = " ( Z Abizlﬁazﬁ )‘t> )
b#a
2y = Ya— Y AgaiTl )
J#

Here n,(u; A) £ arg min,, 5 ||lu — 2|3 + A[|z||5 is known as the proximal function for A|z||}. It is worth noting that
for p = 1, m1(u; A) is the soft thresholding function introduced in ¢;-AMP, and for p = 0, ng(u; A) = w-I(Ju| > \/ﬁ)
is known as the hard thresholding function. For the other values of p € (0,1), 7,(u; A) does not have a simple
explicit form, but it can be calculated numerically. Figure [I] exhibits 1, for different values of p. Note that all these
proximal functions map small values of w to zero and hence promote sparsity. Because of the specific shape of
these functions, we may interchangeably call them threshold functions.

Note that iterations of are computationally demanding since they update 2nN messages at every iteration.
Therefore, simplification of this algorithm is vital for practical purposes. One simplification that is proposed in
(25 (and has led to AMP) argues that z} ,, = 2z} + ¢/ ,, + O(1/N) and 2!, = 2! + x' ,, + O(1/N), where
¢ xt,, = O(1/y/n). Under this assumption, one may use a Taylor expansion of 7; in and obtain (2).

If 1, (-) were weakly differentiable, the same simplification could be applied to (#). However, according to Figure
np(+) is discontinuous for p < 1. This problem can be resolved by one more approximation of the message passing
algorithm. In this process, we not only approximate z!_,, and 2!_, ,, but also approximate 7, (-) by a smooth function

i—a a—3°
Tp,», constructed in the following way. We first decompose 7,(u; A) to

np(u; X) = Sp(u; A) + Dp(u; N), 3)
where
np(u; A) — 7];(—5\;)\), if u < =M, 7];(—:\; A), if u < =X,
Sp(us A) =4 0, if —A<u< A, Dp(u;A) =14 0, if —A<u<A, (6)
mp(w; A) — (A5 N, if w > A, my (A A), if u> A



Here \ represents the threshold below which np(u, A) = 0. The exact form of A will be derived in Lemma
Furthermore,
My (ZAA) = lim p(usA),
u, =
mr(NA) 2 T, (u; \),

UNA
where ,” and “\, denote convergence from left and right respectively. S,(u; A) is a weakly differentiable function,
while D, (u; \) is not continuous. Let G, denote the Gaussian kernel with variance h? > 0. We construct the

following smoothed version of 7,,: .
(13 A) = Sp(u; A) + Dp (5 A), (7)

where ﬁnh(u; A) 2 Dy(u;\) * Gh(u)ﬁ Here * denotes the convolution operator. If we replace 7,(-) with 7, 5(:)
in (), we obtain a new message passing algorithm:

t ~ ¢
Tisa = Tph ( Z Apizp i At) )
b#a
t t—1
Zo—i = Ya— Z Aaj$j_>a7 ®)
J#
where h is assumed to be “small” to ensure that replacing 7, with 7, ;, does not incur major loss to the performance
of the message passing algorithm. We discuss practical methods for setting & in the simulation section. Since 7j;, ()

is smooth, we may apply the approximation technique proposed in [25]] to obtain the following approximate message
passing algorithm:

xt _ ﬁp,h(ATZt_l +$t_1;)\t),

1
2= y— Azt + zt_lg <ﬁ;yh(Ath_1 + 2L M) 9)

Fig. 1. mp (u; ) for 4 different values of p. A is set to 1.

We call this algorithm £,-AMP. If we define v! £ ATz! + 2! — z,, then we can write 27! = 7}, 5 (z, + v%; \).
One of the main features of AMP that has led to its popularity is that for large values of n and N, v* looks like
a zero mean iid Gaussian noise. This property has been observed and characterized for different denoisers in [1]],
[22]], [24], [25], [27]-[30] and has also been proved for some special cases in [27], [31]]. Since this key feature
plays an important role in our paper, we start by formalizing this statement.

Let n, N — oo while § = £ is fixed. In the rest of this section only, we write the vectors and matrices as

2o(N), A(N),y(N), and w(NN) to emphasize dependence on the dimensions of z,. Clearly, matrix A has 0N rows,

®This smoothing is also proposed for the hard thresholding function in [26] for a different purpose.



but since we assume that ¢ is fixed, we do not include n in our notation for A. The same argument is applied to
y(N) and w(N). The following definition adopted from [31]] formalizes the asymptotic setting in which ¢,-AMP
is studied.

Definition 1. A sequence of instances {x,(N), A(N),w(N)} is called a converging sequence if the following
conditions hold:

- The empirical distribution of ©,(N) € RY converges weakly to a probability measure px with bounded second
moment. Further, -||zo(N)||3 converges to the second moment of px.
- The empirical distribution of w(N) € R™ (n = §N) converges weakly to a probability measure N(0,02).
1 2

Furthermore, -||w(N)||3 converges to 2.

- Aij ~ N(O, l/n)

The following theorem not only formalizes the “Gaussianity” of v?, but also provides a simple way to characterize
its variance.

Theorem 1. Let {z,(N), A(N),w(N)} denote a converging sequence of instances. Let x'(N,h) denote the
estimates provided by {,-AMP according to Q). Let hi,ha,... denote a decreasing sequence of numbers that
satisfy h; > 0 and h; — 0 as i — oco. Then,

t+1 N 2
IO R = 2 (N)IB s

i—00 N—00 N

(I (X + 0223 0) = XP2),
where oy satisfies the following iteration:
2 2 1 2
Ofy1 = 04 + SE (|77p(X + o Z;N) — X| ) : (10)
Here the expected value is with respect to two independent random variables Z ~ N(0,1) and X ~ p X-

The proof of this statement is presented in Section Note that o7 only depends on af_l and the selected
threshold value at iteration ¢t — 1. This important feature of AMP will be used later in our paper. o; and the relation
between o; and oy are called state of /,-AMP and state evolution, respectively.

C. Summary and organization of the paper

In this paper, we consider £,-AMP as a heuristic algorithm for solving £,-minimization and analyze its perfor-
mance through the state evolution. We then use Replica method to connect the /,-AMP estimates to the solution
of (I). Our analysis examines the correctness of all folklore theorems discussed in Section [ The remainder of
this paper is organized as follows: Section [II| introduces the optimally tuned ¢,-AMP algorithm and the optimal
p-continuation strategy. Sections |l1Ij and |IV| formally present our main contributions. Section [V|discusses our results
and their connection with the /)-regularized least squares problem defined in (I). Section [VI|is devoted to the proof
of our main contributions. Section demonstrates how we can implement the optimally tuned £,-AMP in practice
and studies some of the properties of this algorithms. Section concludes the paper.

II. OPTIMAL /,-AMP
A. Roadmap
The performance of £,-AMP depends on the choice of the threshold parameters \;. Any fair comparison between
¢,-AMP for different values of p must take this fact into account. In this section we start by explaining how we
set the parameters \;. Then in Section [lIIl we analyze ¢,-AMP.

" o3 depends on the initialization of the algorithm. If £,-AMP is initialized at zero then ¢ = ]E(%Z)).



B. Fixed points of state evolution

According to the state evolution in (I0), the only difference among different iterations of £,-AMP is the standard
deviation o;. In the rest of the paper, for notational simplicity, instead of discussing a sequence of threshold values
for ¢,-AMP, we consider a thresholding policy that is defined as a function \(o) for o > 0. Given a thresholding
policy, we can run £,-AMP in the following way:

ot = (AT 2 MNomr)),
L, - -
do= oy At ST (i (AT T 2T A 0) (11)

In practice, o7 is not known, but can be estimated accurately [25]. We will mention an estimate of o7 in the

simulation section. Note that by making this assumption, we have imposed a constraint on the threshold values.
In Section |lI-E| we will show that for the purpose of this paper considering thresholding policies only, does not
degrade the performance of /,-AMP.

According to Theorem (I} the performance of ¢,-AMP in (in the limit h; — 0) can be predicted by the
following state evolution:

1
oty = o+ SE (Inp(X + 0223 (o)) — XT?). (12)
Inspired by the state evolution equation, we define the following function:
1
Urp(0?) 2 0%+ SE (X +0Z:A(0)) - XP). (13)

It is straightforward to confirm that the iterations of converge to a fixed point of ¥ ,\7p(02). There are a few
points that we would like to highlight about the fixed points of ¥y ,(co?):
G v )\,p(O'Z) usually has more than one fixed point. If so, the fixed point £,-AMP converges to depends on the
initialization of the algorithm. This is depicted in Figure [2[a).
(if) Lower fixed points correspond to better recoveries. To see this, consider the two fixed points oy, and oy, in
Figure a). Call the corresponding estimates of AMP z°! and 2°2. According to Theorem |1, the mean
square errors of these two estimates (as N — oo and h — 0) converge to E (|77p(X +0pZ;Moy,)) — X ]2>

and E (]np(X +op,Z;MNoy,)) — X \2) , respectively. Furthermore, note that since both of them are fixed points
we have

1 1
0%+ 5B (Inp(X + 07, Z:M0s)) = XP) = 03, < 03, = ol + SE (Inp(X + 01, Z:A(07,)) = X ).

Hence
E (Inp(X + 07,23 7(0,)) = XI*) < E (Inp(X +01,Z: Mop,)) = XP)

Therefore, the lower fixed points lead to smaller mean square reconstruction errors.

(iii) Two of the fixed points of ¥ /\’p(Jz) are of particular interest in this paper: (1) The lowest fixed point: this fixed
point indicates the performance one can achieve from £,-AMP under the best initialization. As we will discuss
later this fixed point is also related to the solution of LPLS. (2) The highest fixed point: the performance
£,-AMP exhibits under the worst initialization.

(iv) The shape of ¥, , and its fixed points depend on the distribution px. In this work we study px € F., where
Fe denotes the set of distributions whose mass at zero is greater than or equal to 1 —e. In other words, X ~ px
implies that P(X # 0) < e. This class of distributions has been studied in many other papers [15], [22], [32],
[33]] and is considered as a good model for exactly sparse signals.

Before discussing the optimal thresholding policy, we should distinguish between three types of fixed points: (i)
stable, (ii) unstable, (iii) half-stable. The following definitions can be used for any function of o2, but we introduce
them for W) ,(0?) to avoid introducing new notations.

Definition 2. o is called a stable fixed point of ¥ ,\,p(az) if and only if there exists an open interval I, with
o € I, such that for every o > oy in I, ¥, ,(c%) < 02 and for every o < oy in I, V) ,(0?) > 0% We call 0 a
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Fig. 2. The shapes of ¥ A’p(a2) and its fixed points. (a) If AMP is initialized at o8 = a?l, then limy_, 00 02 = UJQII. However, if 02 = crfz,

then lim; 00 07 = Ufc2. According to Definitions [2|and [3| oy, and o, are stable fixed points, while o, is the unstable fixed point. (b) o,
is a half-stable fixed point: The algorithm will converge to this fixed point, if it starts in its right neighborhood. Here oy, is again a stable

fixed point.

stable fixed point of Wy ,(02) if and only if ¥ ,(0) = 0 and there exists o; > 0 such that for every 0 < o < o;,
W) ,(0?) < o

In Figure (), both o, and oy, are stable fixed points, while o, is not stable. The main feature of a stable
fixed point is the following: There exists a neighborhood of o in which if we initialize £,-AMP, it will converge

to O'fﬁ

Definition 3. o is called an unstable fixed point of W ,\7p(02) if and only if there exists an open interval I, with
o € I such that for every o > o in I, U, ,(0%) > o2 and for every o < oy in I, ¥, ,(0?) < 0. We call 0
an ustable fixed point of W ,(0?) if and only if ¥ ,(0) = 0 and there exists o; such that for every 0 < o < 0;,
Uy p(0?) > o

Note that the state evolution equation will not converge to an unstable fixed point unless it is exactly initialized
at that point. Hence, in realistic situations, £,-AMP will not converge to unstable fixed points.

Definition 4. A fixed point is called half-stable if it is neither stable nor unstable.

See Figure [2[b) for an example of a half-stable fixed point. Half stable fixed points occur in very rare situations
and for very specific noise levels o2,.

C. Optimal-\ £,-AMP

In the last section, we discussed the role of the fixed points of ¥ >\7p(02) on the performance of ¢,-AMP. Note
that the locations of the fixed points of ¥, ,(0?) depend on the thresholding policy A(c). Hence, it is important
to pick A\(o) optimally. Consider the following oracle thresholding policy:

Ae(0) € argmAinE (\np(X +0Z;\) — X|2> : (14)

where the expected value is with respect to two independent random variables X ~ px and Z ~ N(0,1). A\ (o)
is called oracle thresholding policy, since it depends on px that is not available in practice. In Section we
explain how this thresholding policy can be implemented in practice. The following lemma is a simple corollary
of our definition.

8Note that all the statements we make about AMP are concerned with the asymptotic settings.
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Fig. 3. Comparison of ¥y, ,(c2) for p = 0,0.3,0.6,0.9, 1. The undersampling factor and sparsity are § = 0.1 and € = 0.02, respectively.
The non-zero entries are +1 equiprobable.

Lemma 1. For every thresholding policy \(o), we have
‘I//\,p(‘72) 2 \I’A*,p(02)~

Hence, both the lowest and highest stable fixed points of ¥ ,\*7,,(02) are below the corresponding fixed points of
\P)‘vp(O-Q)'

The proof of the above lemma is a simple implication of the definition of oracle thresholding policy in (14)) and
is hence skipped here. According to this lemma, the oracle thresholding policy is an optimal thresholding policy
since it leads to the lowest fixed point possible. In the rest of the paper, we call \.(o) the optimal thresholding
policy. Also, the £,-AMP algorithm that employs the optimal thresholding policy is called optimal-\ {,-AMP. The
optimal thresholding policy can be calculated numerically. Figure [3| exhibits ¥ Awp(crz) for p = 0,0.3,0.6,0.9,1
when the nonzero entries of the sparse vector z, are £1 with probability 0.5. It turns out that ¥ )\*,p(a2) has at
least one stable fixed point. The following proposition proves this claim.

Proposition 1. W, ,(c?) have at least one stable fixed point.

The proof of this statement is presented in Section

D. Optimal-(p, \) {,-AMP

In the last section, we fixed p and optimized over the threshold parameter \;. However, one can also consider
p € [0,1] as a free parameter that can be tuned at every iteration. This extra degree of freedom, if employed
optimally, can potentially improve the performance of ¢,-AMP. To derive the optimal choice of p, we first extend
the notion of thresholding policy to adaptation policy. The adaptation policy is defined as a tuple (A(0),p(0))
where A : [0,00) — [0,00) and p : [0,00) — [0, 1].

Given an adaptation policy, one can run the ¢,-AMP algorithm whose performance in the asymptotic setting can
be predicted by the following state evolution equation:

1
Ut2+1 :Ui-i-gE (‘np(gt)(X—l-O'tZ;)\(at)) —X}2> . (15)

Hence the state evolution converges to one of the fixed points of ¥ )\(0)71,(0)(02). Adaptation policy can potentially
improve the performance of the ¢,-AMP algorithm. In this paper, we consider the following oracle adaptation
policy:
. 2
(A+(0).pu(0)) € argminE (| (X + 025 M(0)) — X[%). (16)
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Fig. 4. Comparison of (a) ¥, o0(c?), (b) ¥y, 1(c?) and (c) ¥y, ,.(c?). § and ¢ are set to 0.1 and 0.02, respectively. For small values
of o, p = 0 is optimal and for large values of o, p = 1 is optimal. These two observations will be formally addressed in Proposition [3] [
and

Note that obtaining (A (), p.(0)) requires the knowledge of px. We show how a good estimate of (A.(0), p«(0))
can be obtained without any knowledge of px in Section The ¢,-AMP algorithm that employs (A (c), p«(0))
is called optimal-(p, \) £,-AMP. The following lemma clarifies this terminology:

Theorem 2. For any adaptation policy (\(o),p(0)), we have
Wi, p. (%) < ‘IJ/\JJ(JQ)-

The proof is a simple implication of (I6) and is hence skipped. According to Theorem [2] the oracle adaptation
policy is optimal and it outperforms every other adaptation policy. Hence we call it optimal adaptation policy. Note
that in all situations, the optimal-(p, A) £,-AMP outperforms the optimal-A £,-AMP (for any 0 < p < 1). In the
next two sections, we characterize the amount of improvement that is gained from the optimal adaptation policy.

In this paper, we analyze the performance of ¢,-AMP with optimal thresholding and adaptation policies. We will
then employ the Replica method to show the implications of our results for LPLS.

E. Discussion about thresholding policy and adaptation policy

Starting with an initialization, one may run £,-AMP with thresholds A1, A2, .... until the algorithm converges. \;
may depend on not only oy, but also the entire information about W. In that sense, it is conceivable that one may
pick the threshold in a way that he/she can beat £,-AMP with optimal thresholding policy. Suppose that the lowest
stable fixed point of W, (%) is denoted with o7. Also, suppose that Uy_,(c?) does not have any unstable fixed
point below oy. Consider an oracle who runs £,-AMP with a good initialization (whatever he/she wants) and picks
a converging sequence Ai, A, ... for the thresholds. Assume that the corresponding sequence of o; converges to
0. It is then straightforward to show that no matter what threshold the oracle picks, he/she ends up with o, > oy.
Hence, the lowest fixed point of W _,(0?) specifies the best performance £,-AMP offersﬂ

Similarly, consider an oracle who runs ¢,-AMP with a good choice of (p1, A1), (p2, A2),. ... Again we can argue
that if 0y — 0, then o > oy, where o denote the lowest fixed point of ¥, (02). Note that considering p as a
free parameter and changing it at every iteration can be considered as a generalization of the continuation strategy
we discussed in the introduction. Hence, o, reflects the best performance any continuation strategy may achieve.

The optimal thresholding policy has many more optimality properties, if 7, satisfies the monotonicity property. For more information
about monotonicity and its implications refer to [30]. We believe 7, satisfies the monotonicity property, but have left the mathematical
justification of this fact for future research.



TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF OUR FINDINGS IN BOTH NOISELESS AND NOISY SETTINGS

Noiseless setting (g, = 0) Noisy setting (o > 0)
Phase transition curve for highest fixed point of Noise sensitivity for highest fixed point in
optimal-A £,-AMP under least favorable distribution: optimal-\ £,-AMP under least favorable distribution:
M. — 2
Mp(e) =06 (0<p <1, Theorem 3) o} < —Z&— (0 < p < 1, Theorem 10)
Mi(e) =6 (p =1, Proposition 2) 1—Hgld)
Conclusion: minor improvement of ¢, over /1. Conclusion: minor improvement of ¢, over /1.

Phase transition curve for lowest fixed point in Noise sensitivity for lowest fixed point in optimal-\ ¢,-AMP:

2
optimal-A £,-AMP: limg,, —0 Z—g — 17% (0 < p < 1, Theorem 6)
e=0d (0<p<1, Theorem 4) . c;g 51
Mi(e) =6 (p =1, Proposition 2) limg, 0 % = —-7 (p =1, Theorem 7)
i j i )
Conclusion: major improvement of ¢, over ¢;. Conclusion: major improvement of £, over /1.

Noise sensitivity for highest fixed point in
Phase transition curve for highest fixed point in optimal-(p, \) £,-AMP under least favorable distribution:

optimal-(p, \) E,,-AMEunder least favorable distribution: lime, 0 ZEL = —L_ (Theorem 11)
info<p<1 Mp(€) = & (Theorem 5) P . °
Conclusion: minor improvement over £. lims,, -0 ﬁ = i@ (p = 1, Theorem 7)
E)

Conclusion: major improvement over /1.

*Note that all the results shown for the highest fixed point are sharp for the least favorable distributions (based on the
identity M,(e) = M p(e) confirmed by our simulations). However, for some specific distribution we may observe major
improvement of £, over 1. See Figure [9] for further information. Also we will present a more accurate analysis for the
case when o, is either very small or very large. Refer to Proposition [3] and Theorems [§] and [9] for further information.

III. OUR CONTRIBUTIONS IN NOISELESS SETTINGS

Table I summarizes all our contributions and the places they will appear. This section discusses our main results
in the noiseless setting o2, = 0. The discussion of the noisy setting is postponed until Section We start with the
optimal-A ¢,-AMP. Since there is no measurement noise, the state of this system may converge to 0, i.e., oy — 0
as t — oo. If this happens, we say /,-AMP has successfully recovered the sparse solution of y = Ax,. Otherwise,
we say £,-AMP has failed. Depending on the under-determinacy value J, we may observe three different situations.

(i) Uy, p(0?) has only one stable fixed point at zero. In this case, optimal-A £,-AMP is successful no matter
where it is initialized.

(i) W), (c?) has more than one stable fixed point, but 02 = 0 is still a stable fixed point. In this case, the
performance of optimal-A £,-AMP depends on its initialization. However, there exist initializations for which
£,-AMP is successful.

(iii) O is not a stable fixed point of ¥ )\*719(02). In such cases, optimal-A £,-AMP does not recover the right solution
under any initialization.

These three cases are summarized in Figure [5] Our goal is to identify the conditions under which each of these
cases happens. The following quantities will play a pivotal role in our results:

Myle) 2 infsup (1= OB(m(Z; 7)) + Bl + Z;7) — )]
720 >0
M,() 2 supinf |(1— OE(my(Z; 7)) + Bl + Zi7) — )| a7)
p>0720
where E is with respect to Z ~ N(0,1). It is straightforward to confirm that M(e) > M ,(e). Our next theorem

explains the conditions that are required for Case (i) above.

Theorem 3. Let px € Fe. If My(€) < &, then the highest stable fixed point of the optimal-) state evolution happens
at zero. In other words, W ,(c%) has a unique stable fixed point at zero. Furthermore, if M. p(€) >0, then there
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Fig. 5. Three main cases that may arise in the noiseless setting for p < 1. (a) Uy, ,(c?) has only one stable fixed point at zero. (b)
Uy, p(0?) has more than one stable fixed point, but 0 = 0 is still a stable fixed point. (c) 0 is not a stable fixed point of ¥y, ,(c?).

exists a distribution px € F. for which Uy, ,(0?) has more than one stable fixed point.

The proof of this theorem is summarized in Section Note that this theorem is concerned with the minimax
framework. In other words, the minimum value of § for which ¥ ,\*71)(02) has a unique fixed point at zero depends
on px € F.. However, in most applications px is not known and we would like to ensure that the algorithm works
for any distributions. Theorem [3| ensures that under certain conditions, ¥ ,\*,p(o’Q) has a unique fixed point for any
px € Fe.

Based on Theorem [3} we can discuss the first phase transition behavior of the optimal-\ ¢,-AMP algorithm. Let
px € Fe. This phase transition behavior is discussed in the following corollary.

Corollary 1. For every 0 < p <1 and 0, there exists €(8) such that for every € < €(5), ¥x_,(0?) has only one
stable fixed point at zero. Furthermore, there exists €,(8) such that for every € > €5(0), ¥y, ,(0°) has more than
one stable fixed point for certain distributions in Fe.

The proof is presented in Section

Our numerical results show that € (5) = ¢,,(0) holds for every 0 < p < 1. If we accept this identity, then Corollary
proves the first type of phase transition that we observe in £,-AMP; for certain distributions the algorithm switches
from having one stable fixed point to more than one stable fixed point at €, (). Figure 6| exhibits €;(J) for several
different values of p (€,(0) has the same value). While our simulation results confirm that €;(J) = €5(5) for every

P
0 < p <1, we have only proved this observation for p = 1.
Lemma 2. For p =1, we have €}(0) = €](0).

Proof of this claim will be presented in Section Before we discuss and compare the phase transitions
curves that are shown in Figure |§l, we discuss Case (ii) in which ¥ _,(0?) does not have a unique stable fixed
point, but zero is still a stable fixed point.

Theorem 4. Let px be an arbitrary distribution in F. For any 0 < p < 1, 0 is the lowest stable fixed point of
Wy, p(0?) if and only if § > e.

This theorem is proved in Section There are two main features of this theorem that we would like to
emphasize.

Remark 1. Compared to Theorem |3} this theorem is universal in the sense that the actual distribution that is
picked from F. does not have any impact on the behavior of the fixed point at 0. Furthermore, the number of
measurements § that is required for the stability of this fixed point is the same as the sparsity level e.

Remark 2. As long as 6 > €, zero is a stable fixed point for every value of p. As we will see later in Section [V]
(under the assumptions of Replica method), this fixed point gives the asymptotic results for the global minimizer
of (1). Therefore, for every 0 < p < 1, (1)) recovers x, accurately as long as 6 > €. This result seems to be
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Fig. 6. The value of €,(d) as a function of ¢ for several different values of p. As is clear from the figure, the improvement gained from
£,-AMP (p < 1) is minor in the noiseless setting. Also, the values of p that are close to 1 are the only values of p that can outperform
{1-AMP. £o-AMP performs much worse than ¢;-AMP. Note that in these phase transition calculations we have assumed that we do not have
access to a good initialization for optimal-\ ¢,-AMP. Hence, these phase transitions are concerned with the behavior of £,-AMP under the
worst initializations. Theorem [ shows that under good initialization, optimal-A £,-AMP outperforms optimal-A £1-AMP by a large margin.

counter-intuitive; if we are concerned with the noiseless settings, all {,-minimization algorithms are the same. We
will shed some light on this surprising phenomenon in Section [[V} where we consider measurement noise.

To provide a fair comparison between optimally tuned ¢, and ¢1-AMP algorithms, we study the performance of
optimally tuned ¢1-AMP in the following theorem. This result is similar to the results proved in [24]. Since for
p = 1 we have already showed M (¢) = M, (e) in the proof of Lemma [2} in the rest of the paper we will use the
notation M (¢€) instead.

Proposition 2. Optimal-)\ {1-AMP has a unique stable fixed point. Furthermore, in the noiseless setting and for
every px € Fe, 0 is the unique stable fixed point of U )\*71(02) if and only if

6> Ml(E),
where M (€) defined in with p = 1 can be simplified to:
Mi(e) = inf (1= E((Z;7)) + e(1 +77).

We present the proof of this proposition in Section Based on this result, we define the phase transition of
the optimally tuned ¢;-AMP. Denote
€;(0) = sup{e: My(e) < 5}

Corollary 2. In the noiseless setting, if € < €;(0), the state evolution of optimal-\ {1-AMP has only one stable
fixed point at zero for every px € Fe. Furthermore, if € > €;(9), for every px € F. the fixed point at zero becomes
unstable and it will have one non-zero stable fixed point.

The proof is a simple implication of Proposition [2| and is similar to the proof of Corollary [I} Hence it is skipped
here. We can now compare the performance of optimal-A £,-AMP with optimal-\ ¢;-AMP. We first emphasize on
the following points:

(i) Optimal-A ¢1-AMP has only one stable fixed point, while in general optimal-\ ¢,-AMP has multiple stable
fixed points.

(ii) In the noiseless setting, 0 is a fixed point for both optimal-A ¢;-AMP and optimal-\ £,-AMP. The stability
of this fixed point only depends on sparsity level ¢ and does not depend on the specific choice of px that
is picked from F.. The range of the values of € for which 0 is a stable fixed point of optimal-\ £,-AMP is
much wider than that of optimal-\ ¢;-AMP as shown in Figure
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Fig. 7. Comparison of the best performance of optimal-\ ¢,-AMP for p < 1 (under the best initialization) with optimal-A ¢;-AMP. The
phase transition is the same for every p < 1. According to Replica method, the phase transition of optimal-A ¢,-AMP corresponds to the
phase transition curve of the solution of (I).

(iii) Wy, »(0?) may have another stable fixed point in addition to 0 for 0 < p < 1. The value of € below which
W), p(0?) has only one stable fixed point at zero depends on the distribution px. Theorem [3| characterizes
the condition under which for every px € F¢, zero is the unique fixed point. This specifies another phase
transition for the £,-AMP that we called E;j(é) (note that in this argument we are assuming the equality
of €,(0) = €,(9)). These phase transition curves are exhibited in Figure @ As is clear from the figure, for
small values of p, the corresponding phase transition curve falls much below the phase transition curve of
optimally tuned ¢;-AMP. For p > 0.9, some improvement can be gained from ¢,-AMP, but the improvement
is marginal.

As is clear from the comparison of the phase transitions in Figure [f] and Figure [7, a good initialization can lead
to major improvement in the performance of ¢,-AMP for p < 1. According to Folklore Theorem (iii) mentioned in
Section [I, we expect p-continuation to provide such initialization. Hence, we study the performance of the optimal-
(p, A) £,-AMP. Refer to Section for more information on the connection of the optimal adaptation policy and
p-continuation that we discussed in the introduction.

Theorem 5. If info<,<1 Mp(€) < 6, then the highest stable fixed point of optimal-(p, \) {,-AMP happens at zero.
In other words, WV _ ,,. (02) has a unique stable fixed point at zero. Furthermore, if

. . W2 2
zggoégg;gg [(1—6)153(77;»(2,7)) + eE(np(p+ Z;7) — ) ] >,

then there exists a distribution px € F¢ for which V) _,, has an extra stable fixed point in addition to zero.
The proof of this theorem is very similar to the proof of Theorem (3| and hence is skipped here.

Corollary 3. U, _,, (0?) has a unique stable fixed point at zero if € < supg<,< €,(0). Furthermore, there exists
€*(8) such that if € > (), then for certain distribution px € F., Wy, (02) has more than one stable fixed

point.

The proof of this corollary is straightforward and is skipped. Again our numerical calculations confirm that

€7(6) = sup €,(0).
0<p<1

Corollary [3| has a simple implication for adaptation policies (and also p-continuation). The performance of optimal-
(p, A) £,-AMP is the same as the performance of optimal-A £,-AMP for the best value of p. In this sense, the only
help that the optimal adaptation policy provides is to automatically find the best value of p for running optimal-\
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Fig. 8. Comparison of the phase transition of optimal-\ ¢;-AMP and optimal-(p, A\) ¢,-AMP under the minimax framework. The phase
transition exhibited for optimal-(p, A) ¢,-AMP is the value of ¢ at which the number of stable fixed points of optimal-(p,\) ¢,-AMP changes
from one to more than one for at least some prior px € Fe.

Ep—AMPH Figure (8 compares the phase transition of optimal-(p, \) £,-AMP with that of optimal-A ¢;-AMP. As
we expected from Theorem [5] the improvement is minor.

The results we have presented so far regarding the highest fixed point of /,-AMP are disappointing. It seems
that if we do not initialize the algorithm properly (and in practice in most cases we will not be able to do so),
then the performance of the algorithm is at best slightly better than ¢;-AMP. However, simulation results presented
elsewhere have shown that iterative algorithms that aim to solve LPLS usually outperform LASSO. Such simulation
results are not in contradiction with the result we present in this paper. In contrary, they can be explained with the
framework we developed in our paper. Let the distribution of X be denoted by X ~ (1 — €)Ag + €G, where Ag
denotes a point mass at zero and G denotes the distribution of the nonzero elements. According to Proposition
the phase transition curve of the optimal-A ¢1-AMP is independent of G and only depends on e. This is not true
for the phase transition of ¢,-AMP (the one derived based on the highest fixed point of ¥ ,\*Vp(o'Q)). In fact, the
results in Theorem [3] are obtained under the least favorable distribution which is a certain choice of G that leads
to the lowest phase transition of £,-AMP possible. For other distributions, optimal-A £,-AMP can provide a higher
phase transition. Figure [ compares the phase transition (based on the highest fixed point) of optimal-A £,-AMP
with that of optimal-\ ¢1-AMP when G = N(0,1). As is clear from this figure, such distributions usually favor
¢,-AMP but not the ¢1-AMP algorithm. Hence, we see that here p = 0.75 has much higher phase transition than
optimal-\ ¢1-AMP.

It is important to note that for different distributions, different values of p provide the best phase transition.
However, if we employ optimal-(p, A) ¢,-AMP, it will find the optimal value of p automatically. Hence, even
though the continuation strategy does not provide much improvement in the minimax setting, it can in fact offer a
huge boost in the performance for practical applications.

IV. OUR CONTRIBUTIONS IN NOISY SETTING
A. Roadmap

In this section, we assume that o2 > 0. This implies that the reconstruction error of ¢,-AMP is greater than
zero for all /,-AMPs. We start with analyzing the performance of optimal-\ ¢,-AMP. This corresponds to the
analysis of the fixed points of ¥y _,(0?). Generally ¥, ,(¢%) may have more than one stable fixed point. Similar
to the last section, we study two of the fixed points of this function: (i) The lowest fixed point that corresponds to
the performance of the algorithm under the best initialization, and (ii) the highest fixed point that corresponds to
the performance of the algorithm under the worst initializations in Sections and respectively. We have

!"Note that in this paper we are only interested in one performance measure of £,-AMP algorithms and that is the reconstruction error.
Adaptation policy may improve the convergence rate of the algorithm.
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Fig. 9. Phase transition curve for px = (1 — €)A¢ + €@, where G is the PDF of the standard normal distribution. p €

{0,0.25,0.5,0.75,0.9, 1} are considered in this simulation. These phase transition curves shall be compared with those of Figure @

empirically observed that under the initialization that we use, i.e., 29 =0, the algorithm converges to the highest
fixed point.

B. Analysis of the lowest fixed point

In this section we study the lowest fixed point of optimally tuned ¢,-AMP. We use the notation oy for the lowest
fixed point of ¥ ,\*7,)(02). Our first result is concerned with the performance of the algorithm for small amount of
noise.

Theorem 6. If ¢ < 6, then there exists 08 such that for every o2 < 03, O'e% is a continuous function of o2,

Furthermore,
. a? 1
lim — = -
O’ﬁ,—)O O'w 1 -3

The proof is presented in Section It is instructive to compare this result with the corresponding result for
the optimal-\ ¢1-AMP.

Theorem 7. If My (e) < 0, then the fixed point of optimal-\ {1-AMP is unique and satisfies

I O'% 1
im —=————.
02 —0 0'121) 1—M1(6)/5
This result can be derived from the results of [24]]. But for the sake of completeness and since we are using a
different thresholding policy, we present the proof in Section

Remark 3. In Section we show that M (e) = inf,(1—e)E(m (Z;7))?+e(1+7%) > €. Hence the performance
of the lowest fixed point of optimal-\ {,-AMP is better than that of optimal-\ {1-AMP in the limit 02 — 0. The
continuity of al? as a function of o2, implies that this comparison is still valid, for small values of 2.

What happens as we keep increasing o2? Figure that is based on our numerical calculations, answers this
question. It compares af as a function of o2 for several different values of p. Two interesting phenomena can be

observed in this figure:

(i) Low-noise phenomenon: For small values of o, the lowest fixed point of £y-AMP outperforms the lowest
fixed point of all the other £,-AMP algorithms. Furthermore smaller values of p seem to have advantage over
the larger values of p. Note that Theorem [6] does not explain this observation. According to this theorem all
values of p = 0 seem to perform similarly. We will present a refinement of Theorem [6] in Theorems [§] and [9]
that is capable of explaining this phenomenon.



(i1) High-noise phenomenon: For large values of o, optimally tuned ¢;-AMP outperforms even the lowest fixed
point of £,-AMP for every p < 1. As we mentioned before we will connect the lowest fixed point of £, with
the global minimizer of LPLS. This means that LASSO will outperform the global minimizer of {y-regularized
least squares for large values of noise. This is in contradiction with the first folklore we mentioned in the
introduction. Proposition [3] will prove this observation.
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Fig. 10. The curve of ¢ as a function of o2, for p € {0,0.3,0.6,0.9,1}. Note that (i) for p = 0, oZ is a discontinuous function of o2
(ii) For small values of o2, p = 0 provides the smallest o2, while for large values of o2, p = 1 exhibits the best performance. Here is the
set-up for this simulation. § and € are set to 0.1 and 0.01 respectively. The non-zero elements of x, are iid £1 with probability 0.5.

Below we justify both the low-noise and high-noise observations. The next two propositions are concerned
with low noise phenomenon. According to Theorem @ We know that o7/c2 — &. Hence, in order to see

2
the discrepancy between different values of p, we have to explore how a% — % behaves for small values of

02. Let X ~ (1 —¢€)Ag + €G. Let U denote a random variable with distribution (G. We also use the notation
Ec(f(U)) = [ f(u)dG(u), and Pe(U € A) £ E(L(U € A)), where 1 denotes the indicator function.

Theorem 8. Suppose Pg(|U| > 1) = 1 with p being a fixed positive number and Eg|U|* < oo, then for 0 < p < 1
and € < 0,

ol ey YU
700 gy 2P (log Lyr  (4- 4p)2=P(§ —€)3P’

The proof of this result can be found in Section Before we interpret this result, let us discuss the result
for p = 0 as well. Note that Theorem [§] does not cover p = 0 case.

Theorem 9. Suppose E¢|U|? < oo and Pg(|U| > p) = 1, where p = sup,{v : P(|U| > v) = 1} > 0, then for
p=0and e <9,

o _
o = 0+ o((ir, ")),

where [i is any constant that is smaller than % 556.

The proof of this theorem is presented in Section We now discuss how these theorems explain the low-noise
phenomenon in Figure Suppose that we ignore all the logarithmic terms and study the second dominant term in
the expressions of o, that we derived in Theorem [§] There are two facts we should emphasize here: (i) The second
dominant term is proportional to oi 2P, and is hence smaller for smaller values of p. (ii) The second dominant
term is positive. If we combine these two facts, we conclude that if p; < p2, for small enough o, the lowest fixed
point of optimally tuned ¢, -AMP outperforms optimally tuned ¢,,-AMP, which confirms our observation in Figure
[I0] More interestingly, according to Theorem [9] for the case p = 0:

o} = oo+ o(¢(fio,t)),

d— €



Here, the second dominant term for p = 0 decays exponentially faster than the polynomial rate for p > 0. Hence
£o-AMP will outperform ¢,-AMP for p > 0 in low noise regime, which is again consistent with Figure Another
interesting feature of this theorem is its implications for the values of p that are less than 1, but close to it. Figure
[10] shows that their performance is in fact close to that of LASSO. If we look at the first dominant term in Theorem
[Bl even p = 0.99 may seem to outperform LASSO by a large margin. However, note that the order of second
dominant term for p = 0.99 is pretty close to the order of the first dominant term. Hence, any judgement based
on the first dominant term in such cases is inaccurate and misleading. This shows the importance of the second
dominant term in these cases.

So far, we have analyzed the lowest fixed point of ¥ A*,p(O'Q) and have seen that p < 1 may lead to major
improvements over optimal-A ¢1-AMP, if the noise level is not large. Our next goal is to prove the “high-noise
phenomenon”, i.e., the fact that for large values of noise, optimally tuned ¢;-AMP outperforms optimally tuned
{p-AMP for p < 1.

Proposition 3. Suppose X ~ (1 —€)Ag + €A, where . is a non-zero constant. For any 0 < p < 1, there exists a
threshold &, such that optimal-\ {1-AMP outperforms the lowest fixed point of optimal-\ £,,-AMP for all 7., > G,.

Proof of this result is presented in Section This proposition implies that even if we had access to the
best initialization for the optimal-A ¢,-AMP, we should still use optimal-\ ¢;-AMP when the measurement noise
is large. Note that even though this theorem is concerned with very large values of the measurement noise, as is
clear from Figure even for not so large noise levels, /;-AMP outperforms ¢,-AMP.

C. Analysis of the highest fixed point of optimally tuned £,-AMP

So far we have analyzed the lowest fixed point of optimally tuned /,-AMP. In this section we study its highest
fixed point in the presence of noise.

Theorem 10. Let oy, denote the highest fixed point of the optimal-\ £,-AMP. If M ,(€) < 0, then

2

o, 1

02 = 1 _ My’ (18)
w 1o 20

Furthermore, there exists a distribution px € F. and a noise variance o2, for which

2

oy, 1

—_ > . (19)

0-1211 1 Mg(e)

This theorem is proved in Section We again emphasize that our numerical calculations show that M, (¢) =
M ,(€). Also, in the proof of Lemma 2| we have proved that M (e) = M,(e). Figure |11 compares M, (e) for
different values of p. For most p < 1, M(e) is either larger than M(e) or in some cases slightly lower. Hence,
as far as the highest fixed point of the ¢,-AMP algorithm on the least favorable signals is concerned, optimal-\
¢,-AMP can offer slight improvements (if any at all) over /;-AMP.

Again we would like to emphasize that the bound " L is achieved for very specific distributions. If the

Mp(e€)
distribution of X is different from those, optimally tuned Kp—sAMP can achieve major improvement over optimal-\
£1-AMP. An interesting question that is left for future research is which distributions benefit LPLS more.

As is clear from our discussion, optimal-A /,-AMP can outperform ¢;-AMP for small values of noise and if
it reaches its lowest fixed point. Also, since in many cases ¢,-AMP has other fixed points, it requires a good
initialization to reach its lowest fixed point. Our next goal is to show whether an optimal adaptation policy can
resolve the issue of finding a good initialization. As we showed in the last section in the noiseless setting, it does
not offer much improvement. However, when the noise is small, this algorithm outperforms optimal-\ ¢;-AMP by
a large margin. The following theorem confirms this claim.

Theorem 11. Let o}, denote the highest fixed point of the optimal-(p, \) €,-AMP. If info<,<1 Mp(€) <, then
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Fig. 11. M,(¢) as a function of ¢ for p € {0,0.3,0.6,0.9,1}. Lower values of M, (e) lead to better upper bounds for o7.
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Fig. 12. Comparison of o} in optimal-\ £1-AMP and optimal-(p, \) £,-AMP. § and e are set to 0.1 and 0.01 respectively. The non-zero
elements of x, are iid =1 with probability 0.5.

The proof of this theorem is presented in Section Note that there is a major difference between this theorem
and Theorem [6] This result is about the highest fixed point, while Theorem [6] evaluates the lowest fixed point. Note
that according to this theorem, if the sparsity level of the signal is below the phase transition of optimal-(p, \)
¢,-AMP, then optimal-(p, A) ¢,-AMP offers much better noise sensitivity than that of optimal-\ ¢;-AMP (for small
values of noise). Note that according to Proposition 3| we expect the noise sensitivity of optimal-(p, \) £,-AMP
to be the same as the noise sensitivity of optimal-A ¢;-AMP for large values of noise. This phenomenon can be
observed in Figure [I2] As is clear in this figure, for small values of the noise, p-continuation leads to substantially
better results than the optimal-A ¢1-AMP.

V. RELATION WITH £,,-NORM MINIMIZATION

Replica method is a non-rigorous method invented in statistical physics to study the behavior of large magnetic and
disordered systems. This method has found many applications in science and engineering [34]-[37]]. In particular,
[15] has used this method to analyze the accuracy of (v, p). Here we briefly explain the results derived in [15]
and compare them with the results of our paper. Under the replica symmetry assumptions (summarized in Section
IV of [15]), as N — oo, (Z;(v,p),xo,) converges in distribution to the random vector (1,(X + oefrZ; ), X)
where X ~ px and Z ~ N(0, 1) are independent, and o.s satisfies the following fixed point equation:

1
0lps = 0n+ sEOR(X + 0epy Z5 %) — X)?, (20)
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where v, can also be calculated in terms of v and o.f, but its particular form is not of interest in this paper.
Note that the fixed point of ¢,-AMP satisfies a fixed point equation that is the same as (20) (modulo the threshold
parameter). If we pick v optimally in (to make oy or the mean square error of the reconstructed vector as
small as possible), then the two fixed point equations that are derived from £,-AMP and the Replica method will
be exactly the same. This exact correspondence can transform all the results about lowest fixed points we derived
for the optimal-\ ¢,-AMP to new results for the solution of (I)). For the sake of brevity, we do not repeat all the
results here. We qualitatively explain the implications of two of our results:

1) If 0 > ¢, then recovers the exact solution in the noiseless setting for any 0 < p < 1. This can be derived
by combining Theorem [ with the result of the Replica method described above. Note among all the fixed
points of (20), the lowest fixed point corresponds to the minimum free energy [34]] and hence characterizes
the asymptotic performance of the global minimizer of (I)).

2) When the noise level, o2, is high, LASSO outperforms LPLS for every p < 1. This result can be derived by
combining the results of Proposition (3| and the Replica method result.

VI. PROOFS OF THE MAIN RESULTS
A. Properties of np(u, \)

In the proofs of our main results, we employ several properties of the proximal functions 7, (u; A). This section
is devoted to the derivation of these properties. Note that since 7y (u; A\) and 71 (u; A) have very simple forms[r]
in some of the results mentioned below these two cases are omitted.

Our first result is concerned with the scale invariance property of 7, (u; A). This result will be used extensively
in the rest of the paper.

Lemma 3. n,(u, \) has the following scale invariance properties for 0 < p < 1:

@) mp(—ws A) = —mp(us A).
(i) mp(au; Aa®P) = any(u; N), for every a > 0.

Proof: First, we prove that n,(—u; A) = —n,(u; A). According to the definition of 7,, we have
mp(—u;\) = argmin (—u — ) + Mz’ = argmin (u — (—2))* + X\|—z|?
x x
= —argmin (u—z)> + Nz’ = —n,(u; \).
x
To prove the second part of this lemma, note that it is trivially true when o« = 0. For any o > 0, we have

np (o )\a2_p) = argmin (au — 1/‘)2 + >‘O‘2_p|x|p
X

2 p
argmina2<u—£> —&-/\QQ’E‘
T (67 «
= aargmin (u— z)? + Nz[’ = an,(u; A).
€T

The next lemma is an auxiliary result that will be used later to derive the main properties of 7, (u; \).

Lemma 4. For 0 < p < 1, if |n,(u; \)| > 0, then it satisfies
[np(w; M) = ¢,

1

where (* £ (ﬁ)ﬁ. Furthermore, n,(u; \) = 0 for every u satisfying
ul < g(¢"),

Mo (us X) = ul(lu| > V2X) and 91 (u; X) = (fu] — Nsign(w)I(ju] > A).
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where g(¢) = ( + Ap¢P~L.
Proof: According to Lemma [3| part (i), we only consider the case u > 0. If 7,(u; A) > 0, since it minimizes

&, u) 2 %(u—x)2+)\|a}|p, 21

it must satisfy
1p(w; ) + A~ (u; A) = w,

which can be written as
g(np(u; A)) = u.

It is straightforward to check the following facts about g(¢): (i) g(¢) has a global minimum at (* = (m) =

(ii) %1_1)1%) g(¢) = oo. (iii) C1i_)1rn g(¢) = o0. (iv) g(¢) is a decreasing function below (* and an increasing function
(o9}
above (*.
According to these properties, three different cases happen for g(¢) = u:

(i) If u < g(¢*), then g(¢) = u does not have any solution.

(ii) If u = g(¢*), then g(¢) = u has only one solution at (*.
(iii) If u > g(¢*), then g(¢) = u has two solutions; one below (* and one above (*. Among these two solutions

the value of x that minimizes &, (x, u) is z > (*.

This completes the proof of the first part of the lemma. We now prove that for every u < g(¢*), n,(u; A) = 0.
This is due to the fact that the derivative of &,(x,u) with respect to x will be always positive for every = > 0.
Hence the minimum must happen at zero. Note that &,(z, ) is a continuous function of x.

|

Lemma 5. For 0 < p < 1, there exists a threshold Np such that ¥ |u| < Xy, mp(u; A) = 0 and |ny(u; N)| > 0
V |u| > Xp. Furthermore, we have
5\p = cpA2r

p—1

where ¢, = [2(1 — p)]ﬁ +p[2(1 — p)]2=» . The value of c, is plotted in Figure for different values of p.
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Fig. 13.  The value of ¢, as a function of p. Note that the threshold 5\p defined in Lemma |5|is in the form of cp)\l/ 2-p),

Proof: We only consider the case 0 < p < 1 and u > 0. The proof is straightforward for p = 0 and p = 1,
due to the explicit form of 7, in these two cases. Consider the notations &,(z, ) and g(¢) introduced in the proof
of Lemma [4 Note that according to the proof of Lemma [} if 1, (u; A) > 0, then g(n,(u; A)) = u. As the first step,
we would like to prove that if 1, (ug; A) > 0 for g, then 7,(u; X) will be greater than zero for any u > ug. Since
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u > 0, it is straightforward to see that 7, (u; \) > 0. Hence, 7,(u; A) is either equal to zero or it is the solution of
g(¢) = u where ¢ > (* (¢* is defined in Lemma @) Let ¢ > ¢* denote the solution of g(¢) = u. Our goal is to
show that &,(0,u) — &,(¢,u) > 0. Toward this goal, we prove that &,(0,u) — &,({,u) is an increasing function of
u.

We have
60,0 &) = 5= 2(C—wP -2
= Qu— g O AP =LA - A
= SO+ @2)

By taking the derivative of this function with respect to (, it is straightforward to see that &,(0,u) — &,(C,u) is an
increasing function of ¢ for ¢ > (*. If we prove that { is an increasing function of u, then we can conclude that
&(0,u) — &,(¢, u) is an increasing function of u. Note that g(¢) = u. By taking the derivative of both sides with
respect to u, we obtain

GE)

Again, since ¢/({) > 0 for ¢ > (*, we conclude that ¢ is an increasing function of u. Hence we conclude that
£p(0,u) — &,(C, u) is an increasing function of u. If ,(ug; A) > 0, we know that &,(0,up) — &,((,up) > 0. Since
p(0,u) — &,(¢,u) is an increasing function of u, we have for every u > ug, &,(0,u) — &,(¢,u) > 0, which implies
that 7,(u; \) = ¢ > 0.

So far we have been able to prove that there exists an interval —5\p, j\p] such that if |u| > 5\p, np(u; A) > 0 and
for every lu| < Ap» 1p(u; ) = 0. Note that accordmg to Lemmad Ap > g(¢*). Our next goal is to derive the exact

form of )\ For notational simplicity, define o = 5 A= and cp as
cp = sup {u: mp(u; 1) = 0}. (23)
We have u
Mp(u; A) = 1p(u; 077 - 1) = anp (a; 1),

where the second equality is due to Lemma [3| part (ii). Hence, 7,(u; A) = 0 if and only if 7, (%, 1) =0, ie,
np (u; A) = 0 if and only if u/a < ¢,. Therefore, we have 5\p = cpa = cpA2-». Finally, we aim to obtain the
explicit form of c,. Denote the larger solution of x + pzP~! = u by z*. Then note that 7,(u; 1) = 0 implies

21 2 2
R e L PP e e
2 2 2 2
which yields that 2* < [2(1 —p)]ﬁ. Since z* is an increasing function of u, we know u < [2 ( )] -» +p[2(1—
p)]g? On the other hand, it is straightforward to show that 7, (u; 1) = 0 when u = [2(1 — p)]>—» +p[2(1 — )]gip
Combining with the definition of ¢, in (23) gives us its analytical formula.
|

Lemma 6. For 0 < p < 1, If |n,(w; X)| > 0, then |ny(u; N)| > [2(1 — )]ﬁ/\ﬁ

Proof: According to Lemmaand Lemmalpart (i), when 7, (u; A) > 0, we know 7, (u; A) > (cp)\2 Py A).
Furthermore, from the proof of Lemma [3] it is straightforward to confirm the following equation,

cp)\ﬂ =1, (cp)\ﬂ' A) + )\p(np (cp)\ﬂ' /\))p* 24)

where the equation cp)\2 =1+ )\pxp ! has two roots and x = My (cp)\2 »; A) is the larger one. Dividing both
sides of the above equation by ATr gives,
cp =1y (ep3 1) + () (ep3 1)) (25)

1

According to the explicit form of ¢, in Lemma we can obtain 7 (cp; 1) = [2(1 — p)]>-7. |
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So far we have studied some of the main properties of 7, (u; ). In this paper, we will also work with the derivatives
of ny(u; \). Note that the derivative of this function with respect to u exists for every u except at u = cp)\fp.
Furthermore, its derivative with respect to A exists everywhere except for A = (u/ cp)2_p . For notational simplicity,
we use the following notations for the partial derivatives:

. 2 (.
O1mp(u; A) £ 817”51:’ )\), 8%77p(u; \) = 78 ngf;’)\)’

Onp(u; N) 2 np(u; N)
Domp(u; A) & ==, Rymp(u; A) & — 55

Whenever we use these notations, we refer to the derivative of the function for the values of v and A at which
|1p(u; A)| > 0.

Lemma 7. If n,(u; A) > 0, then for 0 < p < 1 and X\ > 0, n,(u; \) satisfies

@ mpluzA) < w
(i) 1 <sup, (>0 Onp(u;A) < oo
(i) 9%ny(u; A) < 0.
Furthermore, since n,(u; ) is an odd function, d1m,(u; \) and 82n,(u; \) are even and odd functions respectively.
Therefore, for np(u; A) <0, we have (i) mp(u; \) > u, (ii) 1 < sup,, (uxy<0 O1mp(us A) < oo, (iii) O2np(u; A) > 0.

Proof: In this proof, we only consider the case 7,(u; A\) > 0. Note that 1, (u; \) satisfies
p(us A) = w+ Apnh ! (u; A) = 0

Since n,(u; A) > 0, we have n,(u; A\) < u. Taking the derivative with respect to u from both sides of the equation
above, we obtain

Oup(us A) — 1+ Ap(p — )b =% (us \) Dy (u; A) = 0. (26)
Therefore, the derivative of 7, (u; \) is
1

O1mp(u; \) = — .
Vip5 ) 1+ Ap(p — 1)mp 2 (u; A)

Furthermore, based on Lemma [6] we have
B SN N — p
0> Ap(p = i~ *(w; A) = Ap(p = D([2(1 = p)]77 A77 )P = p(p = Dap™ = =5 > —1.

Note the inequality above holds for every possible w and A such that 7,(u; A) > 0, which hence shows (ii). We
now prove the third part of the lemma. By taking another derivative from (26) with respect to u, we obtain

Fimp(u; A) + Ap(p — 1)(p — 2)15 > (s 1) (B (w3 A))? + Ap(p — 1)mh ™2 (u; )y (u; A) = 0.

Hence _3 9
—Ap(p = D(p = 2)mp " (s M) (9imp(w; A))”
1+ Ap(p — Dmp % (u; A)

Again by employing Lemma [6] we can conclude that the second derivative is negative. We may also claim that

3%77p(us A) =

sup |97 (u; A)| < oo.
u

The next lemma is concerned with the properties of 7,(u; A) as a function of .

Lemma 8. If |n,(u; \)| > 0 and 0 < p < 1, we have
Oanp(u; A) = —p|np (u; )\)|p718177p(u; A) - sign(u).

In particular, Oanp(u; A) < 0 when uw > 0 and Oanp(u; A) > 0 if uw < 0.
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Proof. We prove the result for the case of 7,(u; A) > 0. The other case can be proved in exactly the same way.
Note that since 1, (u; A) > 0, it satisfies

mp(us A) = u + Apnp = (u; A) = 0. 27)

By taking the derivative of with respect to u we obtain
Omp(u; A) — 14 Ap(p — 1)nh > (u; A)Ormp(u, A) = 0. (28)

By taking the derivative of with respect to A we obtain
Batip (s X) + prb ™" (us X) + Ap(p — 1)nh ™2 (us \)damp(u, A) = 0. (29)
The final result can be obtained by combining and (29). O

Below we summarize two straightforward corollaries of the above results. These two corollaries enable us to
compare 7, with 79 and 7. First note that according to Lemma |5} the threshold at which 7,(u; A) switches from
zero to a positive number is different for different values of p. This makes the comparison of these proximal

2—p ~
functions complicated. However, according to Lemma , if we set the parameter A, 2 (CA) with )\ being a
P

fixed constant, then for every 0 < p < 1, we have 7, (u; \) = 0 for |u| < A and 7,(u; \) # 0 for |u| > . Based
on this new parametrization, we would like to compare 7, with 1y and 7;.

s (R\27P
Corollary 4. Define A\, = (A> . Then

Cp
np(u; Ap) > m(u; A1),  Vu > :\,O <p<l.
Proof: Note that 171 (X; A1) = 0 and np(X; Ap) > 0 for every 0 < p < 1. The derivative of the soft thresholding
function is 0171 (u; A1) = 1 for u > A. According to Lemma 7, the derivative of 7,(u; Ap) is 01mp(u; Ap) > 1 for

u > \. Therefore, we have 7y (u; A1) < 1,(u; Ap) when w > X and 0 < p < 1. It is straightforward to check that
the result also holds for p = 0, i.e., m1(u; A1) < no(w; Aog). O

<\ 2-p
Corollary 5. Let A\, = (%) . We have

np(u; Ap) < mo(us Xo),  Vu > 5\,0 <p<l1.

Proof: Since 11 (u, A1) admits an explicit form, it is straightforward to verify the result. For 0 < p < 1, it is a
direction result of Lemma [/| part (i). ]

Another type of result that we will use in this paper is about the behavior of 7,(u; A) and its derivative for large
values of w. The rest of this section is devoted to such results.

Lemma 9. Let A > 0 and 0 < p < 1 be two fixed numbers. Then for large value of u, we have

mp(u; A) = u — Ap sign(u)|uP ™" + o(julP ).

Proof: For simplicity, we only consider the case u > 0. First note that Corollary (4| shows
np(u; Ap) > mi(u; A1) = oo, u — oo.
Moreove, we know for large enough u, 7, (u; \) satisfies
mp(us A) = u + Apnb = (u; A) = 0. (30)

Define
vp(u; A) 2w — npus ). 31)

If we plug (31) in (30) then we have
vp(us A) = Apnh ™ (u A).
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Finally,
S A) — ApuP~! D (s A
lim Up(3 A) = Apu =Ap| lim (A 1] =o0.
U—+00 uP—1 U—00 up—1
The last equality is due to the fact that lim,_,c W —1=-Aplim,_ M =0. g

Lemma 10. Let 0 < p < 1 and X > 0 be two fixed numbers. For large values of u we have
Ourp(u; A) = 14 Ap(1 = p)[ulP~? + o(|ul""?)

Proof: We only consider u > 0 for simplicity. Taking the derivative of (30) with respect to u leads to

1
Onp(u; A) = = : (32)
’ L+ 2p(p — 1)nh " (u; \)
Hence we have
iy Qw5 ) =1 = Ap(1 — pjur~?
u—00 uP—2
AD(T — VP2 — A1 — 2V 2 (w: \) 4+ A2p2(1 — p)2uP~20P 2 (u: \
_ oy P pJu p(1 —p)p “(w; A) + b (A —p)" " “(wA) _ (33)
u=00 wP=2(1+ Ap(p — V)~ (u; 1))
To obtain the last equality, we have employed the following equalities that are proved in the last lemma:
: N — A _omp(wsA)
gl A =00 g TR =t
O

B. Smoothness of state evolution function Uy ,(c?)

In the paper there are many instances at which we require the derivatives of ¥, ,(c?) or ¥, _, (0?). In this
section, we prove all the smoothness properties that are require throughout the paper. For simplicity we define the
following notations:

Hp(O’, A) = E[np(X+UZ7)‘) _X]Qa
A S in Hy(o, \).
(o) arg min Hy(o, )
Note that 1
Wy (%) = § Hy(o, (o).
Lemma 11. If 0o > 0 and \g > 0, then 8H”8(;’)‘) exists at og and \g and is equal to
OH, (o, A 1
PO Dl x 1oz - X222 1)
o (o) O

Proof: Let F' denote the CDF of X. Then,
o) = [ [ et on) - 2P oer ()

L ) - V(s — 2) oV dedF (x
- 0/_00/_00(’71’(’” )°6((2 — x)/0)dzdF ().

Hence our first goal is to show that [0 [*° (n,(2;A) — 2)?¢((z — x)/0)dzdF (x) is differentiable and that the
derivative may move inside the integral. For the moment we assume that ¢ > 0y and we calculate

iy [ [ e - ap AN = AC o)y

o—09 o — 0y
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From mean value theorem we conclude that

Sz =)o) = oz =2)on) _Ja=ol o

o — 09 o3

where & € [0g, 0]. It is straightforward to confirm that

/OO /OO (np(z;)‘) _ $)2¢((Z - .’E)/O’) - ¢((z - x)/go)dZdF(l')

o — oy

0 00 Z—I2
= [ mlen - 0P E e - wyair )

&3
00 00 22
= /_ /_ (np(m+z;)\)—ﬂf)2|6!3 (2/0)dzdF ()
|2

/oo /°° (2lz] + |2)? 2 6(2/5)d=dF (z) < oc.

&3

IN

Hence, the condition of dominated convergence theorem holds and we can switch the integrals and the derivative
to obtain

e - sy — 2Pl )/ fadedo +

1 [ [® oy

J/_OO /_Oo(np(z;)\) —x)2¢((z_x)/g)f($)( - ) deda
_ l oo 0o . . —1’2,22— - Ddeda
B a/_w/_oo(”p( +02;0) —2)(2% = 1)(2) f (z)dzd

1

= —E[np(X +0Z;\) - X)*(Z> - 1)]. (34)

o

8HP( 7)‘)
Lemma 12, =52~

Proof: Define J(z,0,\) £ E[(ny(z + 0Z;\) — 2)2(Z? — 1)]. Lemma proves that
OH,(o,N) 1
— = = —E[J(X, 0o, \)].
08 _ Lgiy(x.0,0)

We first show that J(x, o, A) is continuous for any A > 0,0 > 0, given any fixed x. We start by rewriting J(z, o, \):

is a continuous function of (\, o) for any A > 0 and o > 0.

J(x,0,\) = E[nf,(x +0Z; M) (2% — 1)) —22E[ny(z + 0 Z; \)(Z* - 1)].

éj(a;p’jk) éj(z,a,)\)
Regarding J(z, 0, \) we have
J@on) @ NSER\E (@ +02):1)(2% - 1))

AT /OO (A7 (x4 02); 1)(2% — 1)$(2)dz,

= e (T (e

/\%QETm22 & 9 9 )\ﬁ 9 mAﬁ
= / n,(21)2 exp( 5 2"+ —— -z)dz—i—

o3 oo —20 o
72$Aﬁe%§ * ., )\ﬁ 9 xkﬁ
02/_00 (23 1)zexp(_202 -27+ 7 Z)dZ+
(22 — 02))\%65%’2 <, pE=r 9 ="
g . (25 1)exp<_2a2 c25 4 = -z)dz. (35)



27

We have used Lemma [3 (ii) to derive (a). Denote &; = ’YZ’Z,&’Q = x)‘;?. Then pe, ¢,)(2) = c(&1, &2)exp(§12” +
&2z) defines a two-parameter exponential family with natural parameter space {(§,&2) | &1 < 0,&2 € R)}, where

¢(&1,&2) is the normalization constant. Hence according to Theorem 2.7.1 in [38], [ 12 (z;1)2%exp(€12% +&22)dz
AP

952

is continuous with respect to (&1, &) in the natural parameter space. It further implies that | fooo 7712;(2; 1)22exp<

_1
22+ ”\U# . z) dz is continuous for A > 0,0 > (. Therefore, we can conclude the first term on the right hand side

of (33) is continuous. Similar arguments work for the second and third terms. Showing the continuity of J(x, o, \)
is also similar and is skipped. Now consider any given og > 0, A\g > 0. It is straightforward to verify the existance
of ¢1,c3 > 0 such that

|J(z,0,\)| < E[(2|z + 0 Z|* + 22%)(Z* + 1)] < E[40°Z? + 627)(Z% + 1)] = c12? + o, (36)
Hence we can apply dominated convergence theorem to obtain

lim E[J(X,0,\)] =E lim J(X,0,\) =E[J(X, 00, \o)].
)\4))\0 A*}Ao

o—00 o—00
Lemma 13. 8H’(’97(;’>‘) is a continuous function of (\, o) for any A > 0 and o > 0.
The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma [12| and is hence skipped here.
Lemma 14. For a given oy > 0, suppose the optimal thresholding value \.(0() satisfies the condition:

inf H. A inf H A
A2 »(70, )<\)\—)\11(100)|>c p(70,);

for any ¢ > 0. Then \.(0) is continuous at o = 0y.

Proof: According to Lemma [TT] we have

OHy(o,\) 1 . 2( 72
= (X +0Z:0) = X)X(2% - 1)]
Furthermore,
PR < L8122 + DO+ 0Z00) + 2X7)] < JE[6X + 40°22)(22 + 1) o7

Note that the upper bound above does not depend on A. This implies that for any given oy > 0, there exists a
neighborhood B, (0¢) such that the following holds for any o € B,.(0y):

sup [Hy(0.3) = Hy(0. )| < K(00) o =,

where K (oy) is a constant depending on (. We then have

Hy(a,A(0)) = Hp(00, Ax(00))
= [Hp(0,Ai(0)) = Hp(0, A(00))] + [Hp(0; A(00)) — Hp(00, Ax(00))]

< sup|Hy(0,3) — Hy(o0, V)| < K(ov) -|o — 00|
On the other hand,
Hp(o, Ai(0)) — Hp(o0, A(00))
= [Hp(o,A(0)) = Hp(00, A(0))] + [Hp(00, Ax(0)) — Hp(00, Ax(00))]
> —sup | Hy(0, ) ~ Hy(oo, )| = —K(o0) - o~ 00|

Therefore, we obtain

\>1\r>1% Hy(o,\) — )1\r>1% Hy(00,\)| < K(0g) - |o — 09 (38)
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Similarly we can get

inf ~ inf H < K (o) - o —
|\)\—)\1I(lao)|26 p(O',)\) \)\—AiI(laoNZe p(JOa)\)|_ (UO) |U UO| 9

Now for any given € > 0, by the condition we impose, there exists a constant d > 0 such that

inf H A)—inf H A)>d
A (00 ¢ »(00,A) 220 p(00:A) >

This combined with Equations (38) and (39) yields,

|>\—>\1120'fo)|>5 H,(o,\) — )i\g%Hp(a, A)>d—2K(0g)|oc—op| >d/2>0

for o € B,(0¢) with sufficiently small r. It implies that
|IAi(0) — Ac(00)| < e, for o € B,(0p).

This finishes the proof of the continuity. ]

Theorem 12. Suppose for any o > 0, the global optima \.(0y) is isolated [T_Z] ie.,

i%% Hy(o0,4) < |/\—>\11(1<£0)\>c Hy(o0,2)

for any ¢ > 0. Then ¥ A*,p(02) is differentiable with respect to o over (0,00) with continuous derivative and

AV, ,(02) _ 0H,(0, M (0))

do 0o
Proof: Consider a given oy > 0. Then
W p(08) . Hylo, A (0) = Hy(o0, Mu(00))
do o—00 o — 0g

We first assume o > o(. Note that

Hy(0,A(0)) = Hp(00, As(00)) _ [Hyp(0,Ai(0)) = Hp(o, A(00))] + [Hp(0, A(00)) — Hp(00, A+(00))]
o — 0y 0 — 00
< Hy (0, A\ (00)) — Hp(00, A (00))
o — 0p

Hence we have
Hp(O', )\*(U)) - Hp(007 A*(JO)) < a}Ip(UOa )\*(UO))

lim stip p—— < 0o (40)
On the other hand, we have
Hy(0,Ai(0)) = Hp(00, Au(00)) _ [Hyp(o, Ax(0)) = Hy(00, Ax(0))] + [Hp(00, A(0)) — Hp(00, Ax(00))]
o — 0y 0 — 0o
S Hy(0,M\(0)) — Hp(o0, As(0)) _ O0Hp (5, M (0))
- o — oy do ’

where & is between o and og. Since we have showed from Lemma (12| and |14| that \.(o) and aHgigf’)‘) are both
continuous, we can conclude from the above inequality that

H X —H s A H ) Ax
g (70 (9) = Hylo0, M (00) _ OFy(o0,Avlov))
o—ay 0 —0p 0o
Inequalities and (1)) together show that
L H (0.0 (0) ~ Hylon M(ov) _ 0Hy(o0.Au(00)

o—af g —0p 0o

(41)

"2This assumption turns out to be very mild. Based on our simulations, H,(c, \), as a function of A, has quasi-convex shapes.
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Similarly, we can prove the same equality when o0 — o, . Thus we can obtain that

4By, ,(03) _ Oy (00, ()
do do

OH, (o). (0))
Jo

0H,(c,\)

Since =% and (o) are both continuous, we know is continuous as well.

Theorem 13. Denote 0 = (A, p). Suppose for any oo > 0, the global optima 0.(0y) is isolated, i.e.,

inf H A) < inf H A

for any ¢ > 0. Then U, ,, (0°) is differentiable with respect to o over (0,00) with continuous derivative and

¥y p.(0%) _ OHp.(5)(0,A(0))
do do ’
Proi: First note that we can prove 6*(o) is continuous over (0, c0). It follows the same route as the proof of

Lemma The key observation is that the upper bound on 6Hf97(;’/\) we showed in does not depend on either

p or \. For the sake of brevity we skip the complete proof.
The rest of the proof is also very similar to the proof of Theorem Note that the key ingredient in the proof

of Theorem |12|is the continuity aH’éi(;”\) with respect to (o, A). In order to extend that proof to Theorem , we

should show that 8H":37€f’)‘) is continuous with respect to (o, A, p). Recall from that

OHp(o,A) 1 2( 72
———=—-K X ZyN) —X)(Z7 -1)].
DL = Blp(X + 073 \) - X)H(ZE - 1)
We can use the same arguments as presented for proving Lemma [11f to calculate
0%Hp(0, \) 1 2( 74 2
Hence, it is straightforward to verify that
O?Hp (o, A 1
)7’(”’ ) ’ < “E[(6X2 +40222)(Z4 + 522 + 2)].
do? o2

Note that the upper bound above is independent of both p and A. Thus according to mean value theorem, 9Hy(0A)

g
is Lipschitz continuous (with a Lipschitz constant that does not depend on A and p) over (p, \) with respect to
o > 0. If we can further show E[(n,(X +0Z;\) — X)?(Z% —1)] is continuous with respect to (p, A) for any given
o > 0, we are done. For that purpose, we do the analysis in two steps:

o Firstly, we will show E[(1,(X +0Z;\) — X)?(Z? — 1)] is continuous with respect to p, for any given A > 0.
« We then prove E[(1,(X + 0Z;\) — X)?(Z? — 1)] is continuous with respect to A uniformly over p.

Regarding the first step, note that as p — p,
(np(X +0Z;\) — X)2(2> = D)L(X + 02| # c,A77)
= (X +0Z;0) = X)*(Z2 — DU(X + 02| # ;A7)

Also since |(n,(X +0Z; ) — X)%(2? = 1)| < 2(]X + 0 Z|> + X?)(Z? + 1), we can apply DCT to conclude it.
For the second step, recall the definition in the proof of Lemma

J(z,\,p) = E[(ny(z 4+ 0Z; \) — 2)*(Z* - 1)].

We then have E[(n,(X +0Z;\)— X)2(Z?—1)] = ExJ(X, A, p). If we can show lim,_,, J(X, \,p) = J(X, Ao, p)
uniformly over p, then by (36) we can apply uniform DCT to finish the proof. Hence, what left to prove is J(x, A, p)
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is uniformly continuous over p with respect to A > 0, for any given x. We rewrite J(z, A, p) as

T\ p) = /Oo (ol + 023 2) — 2)2(22 — 1) (2)dz

= [ OO @ o2 - 022 - Do)
Oo)\ﬁ 1 9 z/\ﬁ—x2 z)\ﬁ—x
e e [ e e L
éK(a:)\,p,z)

Since SUPp<p<1 |np(2;1)] < |2| and

sup \)\ﬁ\ <max(1,\), inf \)\ﬁ] > min(\, AY/2),
0<p<1 0<p<1

for a given small neighbor B, ()\g), we can easily find an upper bound L(z, z) such that

sup |K (2, \,p,2)| < L(x, 2)
0<p<1
holds for all A € B,.(A\o) and [ L(x,z)dz < oo. Moreover, note that AT s uniformly continuous at any A > 0,
thus it is easy to see K (z, A, p, z) is uniformly continuous as well. We can then apply uniform DCT again to show

J(z, A, p) is uniformly continuous.
|

C. Proof of Theorem

According to (7)), we have .
p,n (3 A) = Sp(u; A) + Dy p(u; A).

Hence, )
Ty (us A) = Sp(us N) + Dy, (u; N),

where (-)" denotes the derivative with respect to the first argument of the function. Let 5\,) denote the threshold
specified in Lemma [5| According to (6)), the derivative of Sp(u;\) is the same as the derivative of 7,(u; \) for
every |u| > \,. Moreover, from Lemma [7| part (ii) we already know that sup,, |1, (u; )| < oo. Hence, our first
conclusion is the following:
sup |S),(u; A)| = sup }n;(u; N)| < <. (42)
u u

Next we claim that the derivative of ﬁnh(u; A) with respect to u is bounded as well. To prove this claim, first note
that

D \ 1 _=g? 3 _, 3 1 (u—s)2 -
Dy p(u; A) = 5 (Ap; )\)/ T 22 0(s > Ap)ds +n, (—=Ap; )\)/ T 22 [(s < —Ap)ds. (43)

Therefore, it is straightforward to use the dominated convergence theorem to show that

(u—s)?2 (u—s)2

~ i 1 _ ~ _ T ]_ _ s
D;,,h(u; A) = n;r(Ap;/\)/\/m(s—u)e 22 [(s > Ap)ds +m, (Ap;)\)/m(s—u)e 22 (s < —Ap)ds.

Hence,

- - 1 (u—s)? ~ < 1 22 477+(5‘ i A)
D! (w M) < 208 (Ap: A /u—se_ 22 ds:4+/\;)\/ = e mrdr= PP (44
‘ p,h( )‘ > 47 ( D ) mh3‘ ’ Tp ( P ) 0 \/ﬁh?’ \/ﬂh (44)

Combining and proves that sup,, |77, ,(u; A)| is bounded. Hence, by the mean value theorem we can
conclude that 7, ,(u; A) is Lipschitz continuous. Under the Lipschitz continuity of 7, (u; A), we can employ
Theorem 1 of [23]] to show that:

=206, = 2ol o

lim
N—o0

(X + 0 Zi M) = XT) (45)



where oy}, satisfies the following equation:

1 -
Ut2+1,h =0, + gE (‘np,h(X + o nZs Ae) — X|2> .
It is straightforward to employ (@3)) and conclude that
t+1 A

i—00 N—00 N

2
I2 o lim [ (\ﬁp,hi (X +oenZs ) — X\Q) :
71— 00
The last step is to prove that
T E (|, (X + o0, 23 M) = X?) =E (Inp(X + 0125 0) = X)),

with o satisfying )
Of =0+ SE (\np(X + o012y \t) — X]2> :

We use an induction on ¢ to prove (7).
(i) Base of the induction: First note that oo = o . Hence, we have to prove that

Jim E (|7, (X + 0025 00) = XI) = E (In(X + 0023 o) = X )
According to Lemma |/} we have
(s A)] < 1S (s M) 4 Dy, (s N)] < Jul 13 (A3 A).-
Define 5\07]0 = cp)\(l)/ (2=p ), where ¢, is the constant we defined in Lemma |5 We have
[p,0(X + 00Z; Ao)| < |X + 00Z| + 1 (Mo.ps Ao)-

Hence, -
o n (X + 00Z; M) — X < (|X + 00Z| + | X| + 1 (Mops M)

Since E(|X + ooZ| + | X| + U;F(S\(Lp; Ao))? < oo, if we can show
lim 7 TA) = A
hif(r)l—i- np,h(u’ ) np(u7 )

then by the dominated convergence theorem we can conclude (@9). To show (50), first notice

1 (U*S)z g o0 1 22 o0 1 22
e 22 [(s> \))ds = e 2Zdz = e z2dz.
/\/ 2mh ( p> /S\pu \V2mh /*Ph—“ V2T

Therefore, it is straightforward to confirm,

1 (u—s)2 ~ 1 ifu>\
lim e 2 (s> \))ds = e
h—>0+/ V2mh ( 2 {0 if u < Ap.

Similarly, we can show

1 (u=5)2 - 1 ifu<—X\
lim e 22 (s < —)\,))ds = R
;Ho+/ V2rh ( ») {o if u> —\.
A
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(46)

(47)

(48)

(49)

(50)

Combining the two equalities above with (@3) proves that limy, o Dy (u; \) = Dp(u; \), which in turn

shows limp_0.4 7p,n(u; A) = np(u; A). This completes the proof.

(i1) Inductive step: Now we assume that is true for iteration ¢ and our goal is to show it for iteration ¢ + 1.

First note that 1
oy =00+ SE (|77p,h(X + 01025 A-1) — Xl2> :

According to the assumption of induction:

E (15, (X + 011,25 M-1) = XP) = B (Inp(X + 01125 4-1) = XI).

61y
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Hence, af b, af as ¢ — o0o. Moreover, note that
Tph (X +0oen,Zi M) = Sp(X +0oun 25 M) + Dp,hi (X + 010,25 M)
np(X—FO'tZ;At) = Sp(X—i-O'tZ;)\t) +Dp(X+O'tZ, )\t)

Since Sy (u; A) is a continuous function of u, we have

lim Sp(X + Ut,hiZS )\t) = Sp(X + 0+ Z; )\t)

1—00

Furthermore, it is not hard to see that the arguments we used to prove Ep,h(u; A) = Dp(u; A) in step (i) can
be applied to show D, ;(un; A) = Dp(u; A), if up, — u, as h — 0+. Therefore, we can obtain

Hm Dyp, (X + 010, Z; M) = Dp(X + 01 Z; ).
1—00
Combining the last two equalities, we have showed that
Lm 75, (X 4+ 0pn, Z5 M) = 0p(X + 00 Z; Ne).
1—00

Since oy p, is bounded, we can use similar calculations as in step (i) to bound |7, 4, (X + 0t p, 25 M) — X |2. Hence
dominated convergence theorem can be applied to conclude

Jim E <\ﬁp7hi (X + oup Z; M) — X]2> —F (\n,,(X o ZiN) — X]2> .

D. Proof of Proposition [I|

We have already proved in Theorem (12| that ¥ ,\*7,,(02) is a continuous function of ¢ (we have in fact proved
that it is differentiable). We consider the noiseless setting o2, = 0. The proof for the noisy setting is essentially
the same. First note that for the case o = 0, we have ¥y ,(0) = 0. Hence, ¥, ,(0) = 0. Therefore 0% = 0 is a
fixed point of W) _,. If it is a stable fixed point, it will establish the lemma. We assume that it is an unstable fixed
point. Then there exists a value of o, called o, for which

\I’AM;D(U?;) > 03' (52)
Furthermore, we will show that for o2 > $[E(X?) + 1] we have
Uy, (0% < o2 (53)

Since W), ,(0?) is continuous, we can combine (52) and (53) and conclude the existence of the stable fixed point
in the range [02, $(E(X?) + 2)]. Hence, the only step that is left to prove is (53). Note that from Lemma (7 we
have |n,(X +0Z;)\) — X| < |X +0Z|+ |X| < 2|X|+ 0|Z|. Since E(2|X |+ o|Z])? is bounded, we can employ
the dominated convergence theorem to get

Jim E(np(X +07Z;0) - X)? = E lim (,(X +0Z;A) - X)? =E(X?).
—00 —00
Hence, there exists a value of A\, < oo such that E(1,(X + 0 Z; \,) — X)? < E(X?) + 1. Therefore,

EX2+1

which implies (53) and completes the proof.
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E. Proof of Theorem

Let X ~ (1 —¢€)Ap + €G, where G is an arbitrary distribution that does not have any mass at zero. Also, let U
denote a random variable with distribution GG and Ey; be the expectation with respect to U. Define

Vrp(o?) & %E(np(X +0Z;70%7P) — X).
Note that if 7 = 25‘,’2, then
wT’p(O'Q) = \If)\7p(02). (54)
We have
1 _ _ 2
wﬂp(UQ) =5 [(1 —e)E (ng(aZ; T0? p)) + eE(np(U +0Z;10° Py — U) }
(@) 0
=5 [(1 —oE (77;2)(Z§ 7')) +eEMnp(Ujo+ Z;7) — U/O')Z]
0'2 2 2
= % |1 - OB (2(2: 7)) + By [Ez(np(U/o + Zi7) = U/o)?]|
O'2 2 0'2 2
< F(l —)E (n(Z;7)) + 5€ supEyz(n,(U/o+ Z;7) —U/o)7,
U
where Equality (a) is due to Lemma [3| It is straightforward to employ and derive
Unp(0?) . trp(0®) . (1—€) o € 2] _ My(e)
T S < B ] + e (U + 2m) ~ U] = 7

Hence, if M,(e) < §, then the inequality above implies that ¥ ,(0?) < o2 for any o > 0, meaning ¥ ,(c?)
does not have any fixed point except at zero and that fixed point is stable. Now we prove the second part of the

theorem. Suppose that
M, (e) > 6.

We would like to show that there exist certain distributions in F, for which ¥ ,(0?) has a non-zero stable fixed

point. Suppose that X has the distribution (1 — €)Ag + €A, where A, denotes a point mass at a. Then 1"”72"2)

o
can be written as

0'2 — € €
Ural?) Qg p(zin)] + B [np(1fo + 2i7) ~ 1/0)?]
> it O IR [R2)] + SE [0 + Zi7) - 1/0)]

For notational simplicity assume that sup ir>1% (1;)]}3 [ng(Z ;7)] + SE [(np(p +7Z;7)— u)ﬂ is achieved at ., and
u=>0T=

define op £ 1 / ,u* We then have

Yrp(0p) > M, (€)
5 =

1. 55
o 1) = (53)

This, combined with (54)), implies that
Uy, p(05) > 0p.

Also, according to (53) we know that if o2 > }[E(X?) + 1], then
Uy p(0?) <o®

Hence, by the continuity of ¥y, ,(0?) (proved in Theorem we conclude that U ,(0?) has a stable fixed point
at some 0 > o3. Therefore, for the distribution (1 —€)Ag + €Ay, ¥y, ,(0?) has at least one non-zero stable fixed
point.

BIf u* is infinite, then we can use the same technique, but we should show that zero is an unstable fixed point.
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FE. Proof of Corollary
Define

& () £ inf{e: Mpy(e) > 0}.

First note that it is straightforward to show that M ,(1) = 1. Hence, {¢ : M,(€) > &} is not empty. It is clear that
for € < €,(5) we have M ,(€) < 6. Combining this with Theorem [3| establishes the first part of our result. For the
second part of the corollary, define

€5(8) £ sup{e : M, (e) < 5.

Since M,,(0) = 0, {e : M,(e) < 6} is not empty. Furthermore, if ¢ > ¢;(5), then M, (e) > J. According to
Theorem 3| there exists a distribution for which the recovery of optimally tuned ¢,-AMP is not successful.

G. Proof of Lemma 2|
For any given 7 > 0, we have

dE(m(p+ Z;7) — p)?
dp

= 2E[(m(p+ Z;7) — p)(U(|p+ 2] > 7) = 1)]
= UE(I(u+ 2] < 7)) >0,
for any p > 0. Hence E(ny (1 + Z;7) — ut)? is an increasing function of y over [0, 0o). This implies that

My(e) = infsup(l = )E(n(Z:7))* + Bl (u + Zi7) = p)?

= inf lim (1 — OE(n(Z;7)* + B (p+ Z;7) — p)?

T pU—00

= iITlf(l —OE(m(Z;7))? + (14 72).

The last equality is obtained by dominated convergence theorem (the details can be found in the proof of Theorem
). On the other hand, we know

My(e) = supinf(l = )B(m(Z:7))* + Blm(p+ Zi7) = p)*
> lim inf(1 = )E(n(Z;7))* + eBlm (u + Zi7) = p)*

—~

a

< inf(1 - OE(m(Z;8))* + €(1 + B2),

N

where (a) is a direct implication from the proof of Lemma [21| (by setting X = (1 — €)Ag + €A;). Thus, we
have showed M (e) < M, (€). Moreover, we can easily see M1(e) > M,(e) from their definitions. So we can
conclude M1(e) = M, (¢). Now we would like to prove that M (e) is an increasing function of e. First note that
(1 — e)E(m(Z;7))? + €(1 + 72) is a strictly convex function of 7 and has a unique global minima, denoted by
7. > 0. Note that the subgradient of M () with respect to € is 1 + 72 — E(n1(Z; 7:))? > 0. Therefore, M (e) is
a strictly increasing continuous function. Hence, € (0) = M; (8) = M;'(8) = €;(9).

H. Proof of Theorem
A o)

1) Main part: For any o > 0 and any thresholding policy A(c), define 7(0) = %=5. Also, let 7.(o) denote
the optimal value of 7(o) given by 7.(c) = )(‘;2(,0,)). In the rest of the proof, we write 7, (X + 0Z;\(0)) as
M (X +o0Z; 7(0)02_1’). This will enable us to employ the scale invariance properties of the proximal function,

proved in Lemma |3, more efficiently. Since it is easier to work with 7(o), we use the notation

Wy p(0?) 2 %E(np(x +oZ:ir(0)02P) — X2, (56)

Clearly, we have
Vrp(0%) = Uap(0?),  Yr p(0?) = Vs, p(0?).
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Note that o2 = 0 is actually a fixed point of v, ’p(O'Q). Furthermore, it is straightforward to see that O is a stable
fixed point if and only if
dipr, ,p(02>

do2 < 1. (57)

o2=0

Consider a specific thresholding policy A(c) = Bc2~P, where 3 > 0 is a fixed number and define

- 1
Vpp(0”) = SEmp(X +0Z; f0™77) — X)%. (58)
We then have 4 N ) _ )
d}‘l’* ,p(a ) — llm wT* ,p(g ) < hm wﬁ,p(a ) , (59)
d0'2 o2=0 o2—0 02 g2—0 02

where the last inequality is due to the fact that A, (or 7,) is the optimal thresholding policy and hence 1, , < zﬂg,p
for every 8 > 0 and o2. Since (59) holds for every 3 > 0 we have
d 2 /s 2
dWrp@)| np P82 (60)
do?

vig  B200250 o2

Let X ~ (1 —¢€)Ap+ eG, where G is an arbitrary distribution that does not have any point mass at zero. Also, let
U denote a random variable with distribution GG. Then we know

- 1 2 _ 2

bpp(0?) = 5 [(1— OE(ny(02: 80> 7))* + B(np(U + 0 Z; o ") — U)’]

4]
2

g
= % (1= OEM,(2:8))° + Blny (U0 + 2:8) = U /o)’
where the second equality is due to Lemma [3] Hence we have
. 1/_)/3,19(‘72)_1 _ . 2, € .. N 2

Our next goal is to show that we can interchange the limit and expectation above. Define v, (u; 8) £ 1, (u; B) — u.
So we can write

E(np(U/o + 2:8) = U/o)* = E(Z+v,(Ufo + Z;5))?
= 1+E(u(U/o + Z; B))* + 2E(Zv,(U/o + Z; B)). (62)
From Corollary and we know |vp(u; B)] < cpﬂﬁ. So we can get that (v,(U/o + Z;3))? < cf,ﬁﬁ and
|Zvp(UJo + Z;B)| < ¢ R |Z|. We can then employ the dominated convergence theorem to conclude that
lim E(v,(U/o + Z; B)? = E lim (v, (U/0 + Z; B))? =0,

02— 02—

limOE(va(U/a +7Z;8)) = E limO(va(U/a +7Z;8)) =0, (63)

02— 02—
where the second equalities in the two lines above is a straightforward result of Lemma [9] Combining (60), (61).
(62), and implies that
1—e¢

dipr, ,p(o'g)
do?

< inf
0

. 2 € .
s2mg B> E(mp(Z;5))" + 5 =

(64)

[STYING

So far we have proved an upper bound for the derivative of i, 7p(o'2) at 0 = 0. Our next step is to show that

dipr., ,p(gz)

>
do? -

o2=0

ST
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Note that
d@/)T*,p(UQ)
do? 02=0
oy i . 3))2 5 _ 2
= lim inf < |(1 = E(n,(Z: 8)° + Elny(Ufo + 2:8) = U/o)?]
L. . PRV , 2
> 5 lim inf { (1= OE(p(Z: 8)°B(U| > ) + B (ny(U/0 + 2:) = U/o)* - 1(U| > p)] | .
2
P(U > ) . , B[00/ +2:8) ~ UJo)? - 1(U| = )]
> M =M _ .
> 5 dm inf (1 —e)E(mp(Z:8))" + ¢ BAUTS ) , (65)
where 4 is an arbitrary positive number that satisfies P(|U| > p) > 0. Our next step is to prove that
, B[00+ 2:8) = Ufo)? - 1(U| = )]
lim inf < (1 — €)E(n,(Z;B8))" + ¢ =€ (66)

o0 3>0 P(U| > p)
Since this requires more work, we postpone its proof until Section [VI-H2] and we discuss how (63]) and (66) finish
the proof of Theorem ] By combining (63) and (66) we obtain

dipr, p (02)
do?

€ €
> lim — > = -.
= lim ~P(|U| 2 p) = 5 (67)

o2=

Combining and proves that

dyr, ,p(UQ) €
do?
As we discussed before, 0 is a stable fixed point if and only if
dipr, p(o 2)

do?

The only step that is still unresolved in the proof of Theorem @] is (66). Since the proof is different for 0 < p < 1
and p = 0, we prove them in two different sections below, i.e., Section [VI-H2| and [VI-H3| respectively.

02=0 0

- ‘o1
o2=0 0

2) Auxiliary result for 0 < p < 1: As we discussed before our goal in this section is to prove Equation (66))
for every 0 < p < 1. Below we prove a stronger result, since this stronger version will be used in other proofs
throughout the paper. Define

Ry(1,0) £ (1 — )iy (Z;7) + eE(ny(U/o + Z37) = UJo)?,

where Z ~ N(0,1) and U ~ G are independent. Denote the optimal 7 that minimizes R, (7, o) by 7.(o). Also,
let X ~ (1 —€)Ag + €G, and define E¢(f(U)) £ [ f(u)dG(u) and Pg(U € A) 2 E¢(I(U € B)).
Proposition 4. Suppose Pg(|U| > p) = 1 with p being a fixed positive number and Eq|U|?> < oo. Then, for
0<p<1, we have

Ry(7.(0),0) = e + ep’E|U|72(1:(0))0* " + 0((1:(0))?0* ™),
where the convergence rate of T.(o) can be characterized by

o272 (1- 5)%77;2)(@173 1)

s (7(0)) ¥ ¢(cp(r(0))77) T @2 pE[UPY

Before we prove this result note that as ¢ — 0, R,(7.(0),0) — €, and this implies (66) we required to prove
Theorem [ In this proposition we go one step further, and characterize the second dominant term as well (in terms
of o), since it will be used in the proofs of other results later in our paper.
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We prove Proposition [4] in three steps. We first show 7.(c) goes off to infinity, but not very fast, as o — 0.
This will be done in Lemma Then, we characterize the exact rate of 7.(o) in terms of ¢ — 0. This will be
performed in Lemma Finally we use this result to prove Proposition

Lemma 15. Suppose E|X|? < oo, then for 0 < p < 1, 7.(0) = oo and 1.(0)o*™P — 0, as o — 0.
Proof: If 7,(0)0?~P — 0, then there exists a sequence o, — 0 and a constant ¢ > 0 such that T*(O'k)O'k P>,

for all k. Choose a convergent subsequence {0y, } and denote limy, o0 7 (0%, )ak P = a > ¢ (note o can be 4-00).
We use Fatou’s lemma to get

liminf E(n,(X + op, Z; 07 P7ul(on,)) — X)? > Eliminf(n,(X + o, Z; 0, P7u(op,)) — X)?
k,—o0 " k,—00 "
> Emin((,(X; ) — X)*, X*) >0
Hence, we have
1
lim inf B(n,(X/ox, + Z;7ulow,)) — X/ox,)? = lim — hmlnfE(np(X + ok, Z; Uk Pro(og,)) — X)?
kn—r00 kp—o0 Uk kn—ro00
= +OO

which implies lim infy, oo Rpy(7(0%, ), 0%, ) = +00. However, since 7 (o}, ) is the optimal thresholding value, we
know R, (7(0%,),0k,) < Rp(0,0k,) = 1, for every k. This is a contradiction. Similarly, if 7.(c) - oo, there
exists a sequence o, — 0 and a finite constant « > 0 such that 7.(0;) — «. By similar arguments as in the
previous proof (see (64) for example), we can apply dominated convergence theorem to obtain,

lim Ry,(7«(ok),0%) = (1 — G)EUZ%(Z; a)+e> e (68)
k—o0
On the other hand, since 7. (o) is the optimal thresholding value, we know
lim R, (7«(o%), o) < lim R,(B,0%) = (1 — E)ET]I%(Z; B) + e,
k—o00 k—o0
for any finite 3. Letting 5 — oo on both sides of the above inequality yields
lim Ry(7(o%),0%) <,
k—o0

which contradicts (68). L

Lemma 16. Suppose Po(|U| > u) = 1 with u being a fixed positive number and Eg|U|? < oo, then for every
0<p<l,

. i (L= 9yl (1))

70 (1 (0) T dlep(rlo)) ) PR pEUPE

Proof: We recall some properties of the proximal operator 7,(u; A) that will be used multiple times in the
proof. For further information, see the proofs of Lemmas [7] and [§]

M (w\) —pnE = (w;)) 1
@ X = Tt ey 107 > AT

3%(w>\) _ 1 1
(b) ou T I Z(wN)’ for u > CpA2 P,

© u—mp(u; N) = pAnh " (u; A), for u > cp/\ﬁ.
Let F'(u) denote the CDF of |U|. We first decompose R, (7, o) to the following terms:

Riro) = 20-0 [ aane@dz+e [ [ OOH (o + z7) — ufo)d(2)dzdF (u) +
c o —u/o+c,72"P

2—
pT 7P

R —u/o+cp7—2 P 2
— . 2
e/ /u/0'+0p7'211"(77p( u/o+z;7)+u/o)P(z)dzdF(u —1-5/ / ¢( VdzdF (u)

u/o— c7'2 P

(1>

Ri+ Ry + R3+ Ry (69)
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From the proof of Lemma it is straightforward to see that 7.(o) is non-zero and finite. Since 7,.(c) is the
optimal thresholding value andM is differentiable (according to Lemma [13), we conclude that 7, (o) satisfies
% = 0. For notational simplicity, below we use 7 and T, 1nterchangeably Now we analyze the partial

derivative of the four terms in separately. For the first term,

OR; —2(1- 6)Cp7'% P B 1 /°° nh(z;7)

— cpT27;7)) P(c,T2-7) —4(1 — €)p . — ¢(z)dz, (70)
b= W eT e -y [ )
where we have used property (a). We now compare the order of the two terms on the right hand side of the above
equality. According to Lemma [6| we can conclude that 1 + 7p(p — 1)775_2(2; 7) is bounded away from zero, for
z > ¢q72-¢. Hence, combining with the fact |7,(z;7)| < |z| (according to Lemma [7), we know there exists a

positive constant C' such that

np(2;7)
‘172pr+m —1mp(aﬂ¢“”4
< Pé(2)dz 2 ccg* LS g(emm ) +C |, (p—1)2P2(2)dz

— 1
2—p 2—
CpT CpT P

< C@*ﬁiw%wﬂ>+cw—n%”f*/ . 0(z)d

) p=1 1 p=3 1 p=1 1
< O 6(erT) + 0 0(e,m77)) = 05 (e,r77))
To obtain Equality (i) we used integration by parts. To obtain Inequality (ii), we have used f 2)dz ~ lqb( )s
as t — oo. Now we discuss the order of the first term in (70). Since according to Lemma 77p (Cp7'2 PiT) =
T 1 (cp; 1), we know the first term is of order rE qb(cpTﬁ). Hence, we can conclude that

ORy ptl 1 —2(1— G)CP(U;F(CPQ 1))2

lim — /(r27¢(cpT27)) = 5 . (71)

OR U275 N o
o =IEZa?Z»W“U“+%f“ﬂ+w4ﬂo—%ﬂpﬁ
2 = 2 = 1
70527_ p)E[U%(cpTa ;- |U|/o)]< 7627 S50leyTS — pfo)EL

1 1
where the last inequality is based on |U|/o > p1/0 > ¢T3 from Lemma |15| Again using |u|/o > ¢p737, it is
straightforward to confirm that

$(—p1)o + cyr7)

lim < =0.
o—0 o2 (;5( cpTﬂ )
Therefore, we have
aR p+1 1
lim 22 /(755 g(c,777)) = 0. (72)

o=0 OT
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We now discuss the calculation of %. We have

T2 = e [ arh) - wloPe-ulo + or PR +
or 2—p u

2¢ /:O /oo L (p(ufo+2z;7) —ufo — 2)0anp(u/o + z;7)P(2)dzd F (u)

—u/o+c,T27P

+26/# / . 20omp(u/o + 2, 7)p(2)dzd F (u)

—u/o+c,T2-P

= e [Tt - wloPo-uja +or TR +

2p—2 .
2erp? / / . "l (U/U_j 47) &(2)dzdF(u) +
—ufote,r7 L+ 7p(p— V)~ (u/o + 2;7)

—2€ T (u/g +27) zp(z2)dzdF (u
p/ /—u/c7+cp7'2 P 1+Tp( - 1)77]) (u/J—I—Z;T) (;S( ) ( )

£ S1 + S9 + S3.

We have used properties (a) and (c) in the above derivations. We then analyze the above three terms separately.
For S5, integration by parts combined with property (b) gives

-2 2 D p 1
5 = ep(np (C - 7- / ¢ U/U+Cp7'2 P)dF( )
1 + Tp( np (CpTQ P T p 2
_26p — 1 / / 77 (U/O‘ —|— Z; 7’) ¢(Z)dzdF(u)
~ufote,r7w (14 7p(p — 1)77p (u/o+ 2z;7))?
2p—4

u/o+z;T
o= [ [ T \ujo & 57)
W —u/o+c, TP (1+Tp( - 1)77p (u/a+z;7))3
Choosing a positive constant 0 < v < p, note that
T —u/otv/o p—2, P2 .
2 = 2a(p-1) / / " (WO ET) ) dear ()
o=y wfote,rrr (L+7plp— 1)y~ (u/o + 2;7))?
1(Z +|U/o > v/o>n£‘2<|m +0Z;0%Pr)
(L+7p(p = Dy *(|U| /o + Z;7))?

¢(2)dzdF (u) 2 Ty + Ty + Ts.

—2ep(p — DE (73)

1
It is stralghtforward to check that when u > ¢,72-», there exists a positive constant Cy such that 1 + 7p(p —
1)nb =2 (u; ) > Co > 0. Also since 7, (u; 7) is a non- decreasmg function of u > 0, we can have

(Z+|U|/o > v/U)ng_Q(]U\ +07Z;0%7Pr)
(L+7p(p = Dy > ([U| /o + Z;7))?

for sufficiently small o (recall 7, (u; 7) is a non-increasing function of 7 when 7, (u; 7) > 0). Because 02 P71, (o) —
0, as 0 — 0 from Lemma [I5] we can easily see

W(Z+|U|/o > v/a)n£_2(|U\ +0Z;0%Pr) — lim 1(cZ +|U| > v)ng_zﬂU] +0Z;0%7PT) -
o0 (L+7plp— Vmp A(|Ul/o + Z;7))? o0 (1+ 02 Prp(p — Vb *(|U| + 0Z;0%7P7))2
We can then use dominated convergence theorem to conclude,
i IE]l(Z +1|U|/o > v/a)ng_Q(]U| +0Z;0%Pr)
70 L+ 7p(p — Vp 2(|U| /o + Z; 7))

<(CF) My (v; 07 7PT) < O Pnh R (v3 1),

=E|UP~2 (74)
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Moreover, we can use similar arguments to obtain,

—u/o+v/o O.p—277p*2(u/0. +2;7)

ufote,rs (L4 7p(p — Dmp*(w/o + 2;7))?

d(2)dzdF(u)

—u/o4v/o
< C T (np (cp; 1))P™ 25P— 2/ / ¢(2)dzdF (u)
u/UJrcpT2 P
< Gl g (e D)0 (v/0 — ¢ )g(—p/o 4 v/o) 0, as o 0, (75)
where the last 1nequa11ty uses the fact that [~ u//aﬂ/a L d(2)dz < (v)o— cprflp)qﬁ(—u/a +wv/0) and that u > p.
—u/o+c, 72—

Combining (73)), (74) and (75) we have

lim 5
oc—0 g~ P

— —2ep(p — DE[UP 2.

Since T3 and So admit similar integral forms as 75’s, we can follow similar calculation steps to derive,

. T3 o 2p—d . Se o, o9 2p—2
Furthermore, by applying Lemma it is not hard to see
T S1
fin 2255 =0, Jig L =0 @
Combing the results about 77,75 and 73, we have
R R £ T T3 2> p p—2
B orr = o T ey T iy, T = T2l - DRIV )
Putting (76), and together, we obtain the order of 681?,
OR
lim —2 /(o2727,) = 2ep®E|U|%~2. (79)
oc—0 OT

From Equation (69)), we observe that R3 is only different from R by a sign of u, hence we can follow the same
derivation strategy as the one presented for analyzing ORy/07. We only highlight the differences for calculating

Ts/ o%~P (we are using the same notations):
1(Z-|U|/o>v/a)ns 2 (=|U|+0Z;0% " PT)

R Fiewer oy e 7 e ERl
w/o+v/o oP 2P (—u/o+2z;T _ _ 1
D | [ [ ()= ()| € Gyt s Do? (w0 ) (/o +

1
cpT2r) = o(1).
Therefore, we can conclude lim,_,o —=
obtain

~22; = 0. Similar arguments hold for other integral calculations. We finally

lim —= /(6> %1,) = 0. (80)
Collecting the results from (69), (71)), (72)), (79), and B0), we achieve

[v D5 bep(r)77)2(1 — epln (e 1)2]
2—p

lim o2~ %P1, 2ep”E|U|?P72 .
o—0

=1.

After a simplification, we reach the conclusion

i o272 (1- G)Cp(n;(cw 1))2
im =

70 (1) 35 g(ep(r)7r) P2 PEUPP
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Lemma 17. Suppose Po(|U| > u) = 1 with i being a fixed positive number and Eq|U|? < oo, then for 0 < p < 1,
Rp(7(0),0) = e+ epZE]U\Qp 2( )2 2-2p o(( )20_2—2p).

Proof: We will use the same notation that was introduced in (69)), and we analyze R;, Ry, R3 and Ry separately.
Regarding Rs, we have

Ry—e¢ = / /_u/o+c o (p(u/o + 2;7) — ufo — 2)?¢(2)dzdF(u) +

0 ro0 oo p—u/otc,TZP
E/u /WHCPT;F 2z(np(u/o + z;7) —ufo — 2)p(2)dzdF (u) — 6/u /OO i 226(2)dzdF (u)
£ Qi +Q2+Qs

By property (c) listed in the proof of Lemma [I6] we have

= ep’T / / 2p 2(ujo + 2, 7)(2)dzdF (u).
—u/o+c, .

Using the same arguments (see the analysis of 7%) as in the proof of Lemma it is straightforward to show that

Q1 2 77| 2P—2
lim ———- = ep“E|U|?P~.
o50 12922 P vl

Regarding ()2, using integration by parts and property (b) given at the beginning of the proof of Lemma we
obtain

Qo = 2e(nf (77 7;7) — 7 7) / (—u/o + ¢ym77)dF (u) —
w

mp(p = Dy (u/0 + 27) 2)dzdF(u
/ /u/0'+cp‘r2 P 1+TP( - 1)775_2(U/O'+Z§7')¢( )d dF( )

We can directly see the first term on the right hand side of the above equation is bounded by O(Tﬁ o(p/(20))).
By using the same technique applied for analyzing Tb, we then know the second term is of order 70>~P. Hence,
we have

lim = 2ep(1 — p)E|U|P2,

a—>07'0'2 p

We now analyze (J3. A simple integration by parts yields,

Qs = — [ /M T (wfo — ey )p(ufo — eyr A () + / h /u T b(e)dedF ()

w Jujo—cyr?
Using the fact that [ ¢(z)dz ~ 1¢(t) and p/o — cpTﬁ — +00, we can derive
/ (ufo — *> (u/ ~ r#)dP () < [ (/o)) (20))dF () < o/ (20)EIU],
m

/ / (2)dzdF(u) < / 6(2)dz < O(1/(u/o — ey 77)6 (/0 = cpr77)).
Jo— CT21" wlo— c7'2 P

It is then straightforward to confirm that

lim ng =0.
oc—0 To“7P
Combing the results of @)1, Q2 and ()3, we obtain
R
lim o2~ = p?E|U|? 2. (81)
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Because of the minor difference between Ry and R3 (the sign of u, see more explanations in the proof of Lemma
[16), it is not hard to get

lim 23 _ (82)

o—0 72022

Regarding R4, we first derive an upper bound in the following way:

R4 _ / /—u/0+c 7'2 P 2¢< )dZdF( )

u/o c7'2 P

< 2ec T 2/ d(—ufo+cpTir p)dF( )<2ecp7ﬁa_2¢(—u/a+cpTﬁ)]EW]Q.
I

Since 027P1 — 0, as o — 0, we have

lim A =0. (83)

o0 720272p
We fianlly analyze R;. A simple integration by parts proves

00 00 2 T
210 [ e =200 [~ g0

2—p 2—p z
pT “7P pT 7P

25T > o0 2Npl 2, T 27) —n2(zT
— 2(1-0) ["’”(’ )¢(z)] 1 —|—2(1—e)/ 2emp(ET)OET) T ET) g gy

1
z LTI D 2’2

I p
CpT p

Since |n,(z;7)| < ||, for the second integral in (84) we have

0o 2z1,(z;7)0 27) —n2(z; T o0 2
/ 1 Mp(2;7) 17770(2 ) =1, ( )QS(z)dz < / 1 — 6(2)d=
cpT 2P z cpT 2P ‘1 + Tp(p - 1)7717 (Z? 7—)’
o0 (1) o) 2 o) o)
4 / d(2)dz < / 2 4()de + / G(2)dz < (207 4 1) /  o(2)dz
cpT 2P cpT 2P C cpT 2P cpT 2P
< O(rr=2d(epT?r)), (85)
where (1) is due to Lemma [] Hence the dominant term in (84) is the first term. More specifically, we have
2(1 —€)(nF(cy;1))?
R 2190 5
=20 135 p(epT - P) Cp
Putting the results from (1)), (82), (83), (86), and Lemma [I6] we can conclude
. Rp(r,0) —¢ _ .2 2p—2
My = ey — P EUIT
U

3) Auxiliary result for p = 0: In this previous section we characterized the risk of R,(7(c),0) for every
0 < p < 1. The bounds we derived and the analysis we provided are not correct for p = 0. In this section
we derive the corresponding expansion for p = 0. Similar to the previous section consider two random variable
X ~ (1 —€)Ap+¢€G and U ~ G, and define E¢(f(U)) £ [ f(u)dG(u) and Pg(U € A) 2 E¢(I(U € B)).

Proposition 5. Suppose E|U|? < co and P(|U| > pu) = 1, where u = sup,{v : P(|JU| > v) = 1} > 0, then for
p=0,

Ry(7(0),0) = e+ o(¢(o ™)),

where [i is any constant that smaller than

5
The roadmap of the proof is similar to that of Proposition 4, We characterize the convergence rate of 7, (o)
and derive the asymptotic formula for Ry(7«(c), o) in Lemma [18] and Lemma [19] respectively. Proposition [3] then
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follows directly by combing the results of these two lemmas. For the sake of brevity, we will skip some calculation
details.

Lemma 18. Suppose E|U|?> < co and P(|U| > p) = 1, where . = sup,{v : P(|U| > v) = 1} > 0. Then for

p=0,
lim /7

o—0 200
where cq is the constant ¢, with p = 0 introduced in Lemma E}

Proof: By using the same arguments presented in the proof of Lemma 15} we can obtain 7, (0) — oo, as o — 0.
Now we consider an arbitrary convergent sequence o}, — 0, as k — oo, and show /7. (0% )or — 1/ (2¢o). Denote
limy_, o0 \/7«(0k)or = . For notational simplicity, below we use exchangeably 7 and 7.. Suppose a > p/co, then
by Fatou’s lemma, we have

likmianE(no(U/ak +Z;1) = Uloy)? > ligninfE[]lﬂU + o1 Z| < co\/Teop)U% 03] =
—00 —00

On the other hand, Ry(7x,0%) < Ro(0,0%) = 1. This is a contradiction. Hence we get o < p1/co. Next we aim to
show « < 11/(2¢g). Due to the explicit formula 7o(u; 7) = ul(|u| > co/7T), it is straightforward to derive

(cov7 ~ D) g (covr ~ 1Ty 4 /C;_lez)dz]

Co

Ro(t,0) = (1—6)[cof<b coV'T) + / o(z dz +cE

o

(cov7 + T) (of+|U|) / $(2)dz +6E/6M|Z OF 4()d,

Co\ﬁ"!‘M _CU\/F_M o?

2 Ry+Ry+ Rs+ Ri. &7
Moreover, it is straightforward to show that 7. (o), the optimal thresholding value, is finite and non-zero, and
hence we have W =0, i.e.,

OR1 ORy ORs3 ORy
or + or + or + or

+eE

=0, (88)
where we know{E-]

OR: _ (e = D)civ/To(cov/T), Ot ECOE[(C VT - ’gw)%(c“ﬁ_ |O'U’>

or or 27 b ak
e () oo )
e (RO S R ]

A few more algebra calculations yields,

ORy n OR3 N ORy
or or or

- _QZZ%E [(coﬁok - 2[U\)¢(coxf — |0Uk|)

E \U\qb(co T — |U]]>

where the notation ~ indicates that they have the same orders in terms of o, — 0. Hence, dividing both sides of
Equation (88)) by \/7¢(co/7) and letting k — oo shows

(Ul - 2okcof>>] N

2
_ECO

E
20y,

Y

<Coxﬁ0k+2\U|) <Cof+‘U|)

0< lim E yU\exp< (89)
k—o0

2‘7k

"“The condition E|U|*> < oo enables us to apply dominated convergence theorem to exchange the differentiation and expectation in the
calculation of the partial derivatives.
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If o > 1/(2cp), then we see

(\UI(\UI —2akcoﬁ>>

>k
—20% -

|U |exp

— +00.

-2
E |U|6Xp (‘U|(‘U| O—kCO\E>

2
—2ak

) -1(JU| < 2acy)

We have used Fatou’s lemma to obtain the last limit. Obviously the inequality above contradicts (89). Thus we obtain
an upper bound p1/(2¢g) for c. Finally we would like to derive o > 1/ (2cp). First note that since o < p/(2¢y), it
is not hard to confirm that when k is large,

66134 - ecﬁgﬂ ( /T — 7) <\/Fla,%¢(00f ;;))

Based on the inequality above, we can further obtain

ORy OR3 ORy 1
or " or | or SO([% <CO\F_>> 0

Now suppose o < ,u/ (2¢p), then it follows that
1 1 p(p — ZCoamﬁ))
NG 2¢(60f ak) VTd(co/T)  TOR exp( —202 o(1)
However, this fact combined with (90) implies that if we divide Equation by /7¢(co\/T) and letting k — oo,
we would get

(6 - 1)63 = 07
which is a contradiction. Therefore, we have showed that for an arbitrary convergent sequence o, — 0, we have
/T(ok)or — p/(2¢o), as k — oo. This completes the proof. [ |

Lemma 19. Suppose E|U|?> < oo and P(|U| > u) = 1, where u = sup,{v : P(JU| > v) = 1} > 0. Then, for
p=0

Ro(1:(0),0) = € + O(y/Tep(coV/T4));

Proof: We use the same notations from the proof of Lemma Then,
Ry(1x(0),0) —€e = R1 + (R2 — €) + R3 + Ry.
Using the fact that \/7.(0)o — 2 according to Lemma from we can easily obtain

= O(VTud(co/72)), Ry —e= O(E['Z’cp(coﬁ— 'O_U’)D Ry = O(E[E'qﬁ(co\/ﬁ+ E')])

Regarding R4, we have
U 2 [e'e] [e'e]
E % (/ o(2)dz —/ gb(z)dz)]
g Y —coym Yoy

U] (@76 T) U]
o o OV \U| — coo /T«
< O(E 1]

Furthermore, from we can see

i (Ul 1 _
2| o7 - ovm)| e o0

Ry =

IN
)
&

< €E

Putting together what we have derived so far shows

Ro(74(0),0) — € = O(yTd(coV/Ts))-
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L. Proof of Proposition

In order to prove this proposition, we require several preliminary results. Define

U5.1(0%) £ SE((X +07; o)~ XV,

where  denotes a fixed number greater than zero.
Lemma 20. [4]] For every 3 > 0, 151(0?) is a concave function of o>.

A simple corollary of this result is that ¢ 1 (¢%) has a unique stable fixed point. Refer to [41] for more information
on this lemma.

Lemma 21. Let X ~ (1 —€)Ag + €G with € < 1. Let \.(0) denote the optimal thresholding policy for {1-AMP.

Then, \
0< lim «(0) < 00
o

o2—0

Proof: We start by assuming lim,2_q )‘T(J) exists. We first show that the limit is not zero. Note that for every
8 >0, we have

\; 2

¥p,1(0?)
This is due to the fact that \.(o) is the optimal thresholding policy and outperforms all the other thresholding
policies including A(o) = So for a fixed 3. Define 7.(0) = /\TW) Our goal is to show that if 7.(c) — 0 as 0 — 0,

then the ratio specified in (91)) will be larger than 1 for all the 8 around zero which is in contradiction with (9I).
Note that

Uai(0?) _ o Em(X +0Zim(0)o) = X)? . E(m(X/o + Zim(0)) — X/o)?

A0 Taa(0?) o E(n(X 4 0Z:B0) — X2 ot E(m(Xjo 1 Z:8) - Xjo) P
Consider a random variable U ~ G. Then, (92)) can be simplified in the following way
CWa(0d) L EmU/o+ Zinlo) = Ufa) + (1 - OB (Zi ()
P00 Ppa(0?) | om0 E(m (U)o + Z;8) — UJo) + (1— OB(R(Z; B)
- : ©3)

e(1+p%) + (1 - Eni(Z:8))
where the last equality is due to the assumption that 7.(c) — 0 as 0 — 0. Note that for § = 0, the numerator and
denominator will be the same and hence the ratio is equal to one. However, a simple calculation shows that

i€ 2 — € 2(z; = — —€ OOz z)dz
O+ 1 IR )| =100 [ ot <o

Hence, for § in the neighborhood of zero, the ratio in (93) will be greater than 1, which is in contradiction with
(©I) and consequently 7.(c) - 0.

We now discuss the other part of the lemma, i.e., the proof of

02=0 O
A (o)

As before, define 7.(0) £ 2= and consider a random variable U ~ G. From the derivation in (93), we know that

)\ o2
oo > lim 7A*’12( )
02—0 g

lim B (U/o + Zi7(0)) = U/0)* + (1 = (1} (Z: 7.(0)))
Jim B (i (U/o + Z;7(0)) — U/o)*. (94)

Y

SWe have used dominated convergence theorem in these calculations. It is straightforward to prove that the conditions for this theorem
hold. But, for the sake of brevity and since we have studied similar problems in the proof of Theorem [d} we do not check the conditions
here.
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Suppose 7, (c) — oo. Since 11 (u; A) = sign(u)(|u| — X)4, we can easily see the following,
(m(U/o + Z;7.(0)) = U/o)? > min{(Z — 7.(0))?,(Z + 7(0))},U?/0°} — +00, as ¢ — 0
Hence, by Fatou’s lemma, we conclude
Jim E(n(U/o + Z;7.(0)) = U/0)* = o0,

which contradicts Inequality (94). -
A (o

So far, we have proved if limg2 .o =~ exists, it must be a finite non-zero number. Now we consider any

convergent sequence g, — 0 such that lim,,_, ’\*é‘f") = . Then all the arguments presented before work for the

sequence. Hence 0 < a < oo. Similar to (93), we can obtain

Lo g Y2(0R) _ el 0®) + (1 - OE(ni(Z;0))
oo Pgi(oZ) (1441 + (1 - Emi(Z;8))

for any 8 > 0. It is straightforward to confirm that (1 + %) + (1 — €)E(n}(Z; B)), as a function of 3, is strictly
convex and has a unique minimizer over [0,00). Denote that global optima by 3. If we choose 8 = S, in (93),

we can immediately conclude oo = .. Since we have been discussing an arbitrary convergent sequence, it implies
A (o)

that lim,2 o =~ = .. This completes the proof.

With this background information, we can now prove Proposition [2]

(95)

Proof: For simplicity, we only consider the noiseless setting in the proof. The uniqueness of the fixed point in
the noisy case follows similar arguments. We start proving the uniqueness by contradiction. Suppose that ¥y
has two fixed points 0 < o7 < o3. Define 3, = %’1’1) and consider a new thresholding policy A(o) = B.o.
According to Lemma , we know that 1/_;5*71(02) has only one stable fixed point. That fixed point is clearly
1. Therefore, ¥ 1(0%) < o for every 02 > o?. Now since W) 1(03) = 03 and 03 > o}, we conclude that
¥, 1(03) < Uy, 1(03). This is in contradiction with the fact that A\, (o) is the optimal thresholding policy. Therefore,
V), 1 has at most one fixed point above zero.

If zero is not a stable fixed point, then according to Proposition [I[] W), ; has at least one non-zero stable fixed
point, hence it has a unique stable fixed point above zero.AFi)\ne(l}‘l)y, we show that if zero is a stable fixed point, then

Wy, ,1 does not have any other fixed point. Define 7,(c) = == =*. Note that according to Lemma ,

0 < lim 74(0) < o0.
02—0

Let limy2_,o 74(0) = 5* and U ~ G. Then we have

0_2 0—2
T = T L B (U + 257 (o))~ U + (1= OB (R (7 (0)
1 (3)) + (1 IR ((Z:8)
0
_ mingsoe(1+62) + (1 - OB (1(2: ) o6
: |

Note that the last two equalities above can be obtained from the arguments in the proof of Lemma 21} If 0 is a
stable fixed point, then
d\I/ As,l (O‘ 2)

o <1

02=0

d‘I’A*71(U2)

It is straightforward to confirm that e is the same as the derivative of &ﬁ*71(02) at zero. However,

_ o2=0
since Y- 1(0?) is concave and its derivative at zero is less than 1, it will not have any other fixed point and

Yg-1(0?) < o2 for every o2 > 0. Hence if ¥)_1(0?) has another fixed point at 03 > 0, we conclude that
g 1(08) < Ui.1(00),

which is in contradiction with the optimality of \..
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It is now straightforward to characterize the phase transition of the optimal-\ ¢/;-AMP. Note that according to
our discussion, 02 = 0 is the unique fixed point if and only if

d¥y, 1(c?)

o <1 97)

a2=0

Combining (96) and finishes the proof.

J. Proof of Theorem [6]
2

Let 62 denote the smallest value of o at which %‘;(U) is equal to one. If it does not exist, we set ¢ = oo.
€

According to Theorem @, the derivative of W) ,(c?) at 0 = 0 equals to 5. Since € < 9, we conclude that
2
a-5(0%) 1 for every 02 < &2. Define 02 £ 52 — U, ,(6%) (69 = 00 if & = 00). Note that o > 0, since

2
\Il,\j;(O) = 0 and the derivative of W_,(c?) is less than one for every o < 2. Our next step is to show that for
every 02, < o3, the equation

o =02 + U, ,(0?)
has one solution in [0, 52]. Define I'(02) £ 02 — ¥, _,(c%) — 02. Note that I'(0) < 0 and I'(52) > 0. Furthermore,
it is straightforward to see that the derivative of I'(c) is positive and hence it is an increasing function. Thus
0? — U, ,(c?) — 02 = 0 has exactly one solution in the range [0,52]. This is the lowest fixed point of 0% =

02, 4 Wy, ,(0?). By employing the implicit function theorem, we conclude that

da% B 1 98)
dO',%U 1— d‘I’Agz&pZ(O'Q) '

252
0%=0}

Therefore, o7, as a function of o2, is differentiable and has finite derivative for any 02, < 03. According to Theorem
€ < 6 and 02 = 0 leads to O'g = 0. Hence, the continuity of al? implies that

lim o2 = 0. (99)
02 —0
Combining (98)) and (99) we conclude that
doj 1 B 1 1
020 dod 0301 _ d\I/)\d*,pQ(UQ) 1_ d‘lj)\gz,pz(o'(z) 1=
o o=0y o o=0

where the last equality is from the proof of Theorem

K. Proof of Theorem 7]

This proof is essentially a combination of the results we obtained in the proofs of Theorem [6] and Proposition
Note that as we proved in Proposition |2} the stable fixed point of

o’ =05+ Uy, 1(0?)

is unique and we have used the notation al? to refer to this unique fixed point. Moreover, since M;(e) < J, we
know o7 = 0 when o, = 0 from Proposition [2| Similar to (98), we have

dog = ! (100)
dof, 1 _ d¥.al?)
do? o?=02
Finally, we already know from Proposition [2] that
V. 1(0%) .
et |, = el af) + (1 - O (Z; 0)) = Mife). (101)

Using the continuity arguments of O‘% as in Theorem @ combined with (100) and (101), completes the proof.
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L. Proof of Proposition
Define
T’a,p(UQ) = E(np(X + 0 Z; (ao/cp)27p) - X)27

where the expected value is with respect to two independent random variables X ~ (1—¢)Ag+eG and Z ~ N(0, 1).
cp 1s the constant introduced in Lemma E} a is a fixed positive number. Note that according to Lemma |5} the
thresholding policy (ao/c,)?7P that is used in the definition of 7,,,(0?) ensures that 1,(u; (ao/c,)?>7P) = 0 for
lu| < ao and for every 0 < p < 1. Furthermore, note that 374,,(c?) is equal to Uy (U)J)(O'Q) for the thresholding
policy Ao (o) = (ao/c,)? P. We start with several lemmas that are important in the proof of Proposition

Lemma 22. For large values of o, we have
Tap(0?) ~ Ty po?,
where
Tap 2 E (12(Z: (0/e)* 7))
Furthermore, 'y 1 < Ty, for every 0 < p <1 and o > 0.

Proof: Let X denote a random variable with distribution (1 —€)do + €G and U ~ G be another random variable.
We have

(1—eE (ng(az; (aa/cp)H)) + 6E<np(U +0Z; (a0 )c,)? ) — U)2

lim M = lim
o200 02 0200 P
0 (0= 0 ((Zs (/) + (U + Zi(afer)* ") - U]

—~
=
=

(1= OF (n2(Z: (a/cp)* ™)) + €& (1225 (0 /)" "))
= E(n2(Zi(a/e)" ™),

where Equality (a) is according to Lemma [3| To obtain Equality (b), we have assumed that the limit and expectation
are interchangeable. The proof is similar to the proof we presented in Section and hence skipped. Furthermore,
according to Corollary

my(u; (afcp)*P) >
My (u; (a/cp)*P) =

Hence,

O

We can employ this lemma to obtain the following result for the performance of the £,-AMP with thresholding
policy Ao (0) = (ao/cy)?7P. Although this lemma is not useful in our proof of Proposition [3| since this is an
interesting application of the above lemma, we include it here.

Corollary 6. Suppose I'y, ;, < 6. Let O'? denote the lowest fixed point of {,-AMP with thresholding policy Aa(0) =
(o /cp)?~P, where c, is the constant introduced in Lemma |5| and « is a fixed number. For large values of o2, we
have

2
o 1
L= 1 o(1),
0 1—1la,

Proof: First note that, according to the state evolution equation, o'l? satisfies

1
of =02 + gra,p(az) > o2, (102)
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Thus 03 — 00, as 02, — o0o. Dividing both sides of the equation in (T02)) by O‘%, combined with the result of

w
Lemma [22] we have

2 2 2
. o . o . 1 roplo 1
lim 5 = lim —§ = lim 1— - a’p(Qe)zl—fFap.
05,00 0 o;—00 0 o2—00 1) oy o
O
We state another corollary of Lemma [22| that is important in our proof. Let agpt((;?) denote the value of « that

minimizes 74 ,(0?). If as @ — o0, r4,(0?) reaches its infimum, we set oy’ (0?) to infinity.

Corollary 7. For every value of p, ay?"(c2) — 0o as 02 — .
Proof: Suppose this is not true. Then there exists a sequence o,, — 00, as n — oo such that a;pt(a,%) - a* < 0.
From the proof of Lemma [22] it is straightforward to confirm that,
2
rcxf,"t,p(o-n)

2
n

lim
n—o0 o

e ) (103)

opt

However, since a,’ (o2

) is the optimal thresholding value, we know

rage p(on) < lim rap(on) = en’,
which is in contradiction with (103]). O
Lemma 23. Recall the notation 1, (-,-) in @). If n,f (c; (o/c,)*7P) > %” and o < oo, then we have

ra,1(02) < Ta’p(O'Q).

Proof: Define p, £ p/o, acp = (a/cp)*P, &l + 25 00p) = Mp(lo + 25 aep) — m (e + 25 0c1). Note that
(o + z5acp) = 0 for |pue + 2| < o, §(pe + 2500p) > 0 for pe + 2 > «, and &p(pe + 25 acp) < 0 for
o + 2 < —a. We have

Tap(0?)
041(;2 = (1 - E)Enz(z; O‘C,p) + EE(UP(MO + Z; ac,p) - Mo)z
(1— e)En;

(Z; acp) + epg + E[(np (ko + Z; e p) — 200 )0p (1o + Zs acp)]
= (1= OEn(Z; acp) + ety + Bl (1o + Z5 0e1) = 200 (pto + Z; )]

+eB[(2m (ko + Z; o) — 200 ) (1o + Z5 acp))] + €E(&p (1o + Z; ac,p))Q, (104)
where the first equality is due to Lemma [3] Note that

ra,1(0?)

5 = (L= OB (Ziaca) + et + Bl (o + Z3 @e1) = 2p10)m (po + Z; cte,r)]- (105)

According to Corollary @ we have 17(Z; ac,1) < n2(Z; o) for every Z. Hence

(1= )Eni(Z;acp) > (1 — €)Eni(Z; ac,1). (106)
Combining (104), (103]), and (106)), we conclude that if we prove
E[(2m (1o + Z; ce1) = 2110) (oo + Z; e p))] + B(&p(pto + Z; acp))? > 0, (107)

then
Tal (02) < ra7p(02).

Hence in the rest of the proof we focus on showing (I07). First note that by employing corollary [ it is
straightforward to conclude

m (MJ + Z; ac,l) ) fp(ﬂa + Z; ac,p) > 0. (108)
Furthermore, according to Lemma (7} if |n,(u; A)| > 0, then 0pnp(u; A) > 1. Since O1m1(u; A) = 1, we conclude
that if |y, + Z| > «, then
&p(tto + Z5acp)| > 77;(@? Qep)-
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Hence, if |py, + Z| > «
(& (1o + Z; ac,p))2 = 2u0&p (o + Z; ctep) 2 [&p(po + Z; ctep)| - (77;_(04; Qep) = 2ft) > 0. (109)
This completes the proof of our lemma. U

The following lemma enables us to complete the proof.

Lemma 24 ( [42], Proposition 3.8). If 7,.1(c?) denotes the risk of the soft thresholding function, then for large

Ora (o0
values of «, % > 0.

See [42] for the exact value of v above which the derivative is positive.

Corollary 8. For every value of o, we have
inf 2 2,
mfiraa(o”) <ep
The proof is a straightforward combination of Lemma [24] and the fact that limy—00 70 p(02) = €.

Now we return to the proof of Proposition [3] We only mention the sketch of the proof since the details are

straightforward. According to Corollary (7| for large values of o, agpt is large, hence agf;,t = (oéipt /cp)?7P is large

as well. Hence by Lemma (6, we can assume that 7" (apP; ahy) > 2 for large 0. Suppose that ap”* < co. Then

according to Lemma [23] we have
. 2 2 2
1gfra,1(0 ) S ot 1(07) < 7pore ,(07).

If apP" = oo, then
infrq1(0%) < T oot [(0?) = T oot p(a2),
6% bl ’.

where the first inequality is due to Lemma In any case, we have showed that,

2 2
’I“afith(O' ) < 'I“agpt7p(0' ), (110)
for large values of o. The last step of the proof is to connect this result with the fixed points of the state evolution
equation.
Note that the fixed points of the state evolution must satisfy
o2 =02 +17“ ove(02)
w T ghap™p :

Therefore, as o,, — oo, the lowest fixed point 03 goes off to co. On the other hand, Inequality (T10) implies that
the function o7, + 57,00 ,(07) is above o, + 57,00 1 (%) over a range (52, 00). Hence, we can increase oy, t0
make sure al? of both ¢/;-AMP and /,-AMP fall into that range. Then clearly the lowest fixed point of /;-AMP is
smaller than that of ¢,-AMP.

M. Proof of Theorem

We first remind the reader the definition
Ry(7,0) 2 (1- e)IEng(Z; 7)+ eE(n,(Ujfo + Z;1) — U/O')Q,

where Z ~ N(0,1) and U ~ G are independent. Also let 7,.(c) denote the optimal 7 that minimizes R,(7,0). In
Proposition ] we proved that as o — 0

Rp(7:(0),0) = e+ ep E|U[*F*(7.(0)) 0" + o((7u(0))*0* ™),
where the convergence rate of 7,.(c) can be characterized by
o2 (1- 6)%77,3(%; 1)

1i : = . 111
7 (1,(0) 57 Blep(ra(0)) ) PR PIEID2 i
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Here we aim to analyze the lowest fixed point of the optimally tuned ¢,-AMP, oy, that satisfies

2
or =02 + %Rp(n(ag), a0). (112)

We focus on the regime where the sparsity level e is below the phase transition of the lowest fixed point, i.e.
§ > €. In Theorem [6] we have already proved that

2
. o 1)
oot 5 ¢ (1)
Now we first characterize the following limit:
o550l w0} — 5 (0} — FRy(r(o0), 00))
m o 2 4—2p 2
w00y T (Ti(00))? o0 ow "~ (T<(00))
4-2p 2 2p—2 52—
1 R — E|B|P==="P
= i 220000 —€ o 0 7ENB] . (114)
5 — € 0'(*)0 (T*(UZ)>20-£ P O’g*)(] o-w P ((5 —_ 6)3_p

We have used (112) to obtain (a); the derivation of (b) is due to (I13]) and Proposition [4] Our next step is to show
that

o ook aPEBE e
0w—0 03—227(7*(%))2 (0 —e€)3—p

First note that we have proved in Lemma Ts(ow) — o0 as o, — 0. We can use (I1I) to prove that
Tu(0¢) /T4 (0w) — 1 as o,y — 0 in the following way. According to Lemma [15| 7, (o), 7«(0¢) — oo. Furthermore,
by employing (111} we obtain

e i )
720 (7.(00)) 27 Blep(T(00))77) o2
By applying (IT3) we reach
lim (T*(Uw))zzp:{¢(Cp(7*(0w))21%p) = (1 — E>1—p,
w0 (1, (04)) 20 d(cp(Tu(00))77) 5
which implies
iy, 22 L og 08) (5, 2100 1 (0,)212)) (1 ) log(1 - ¢/0),
ow—=0 2 —p T« (00) 2 w

If we combine this with the fact that 7, (0y) — oo and 7. (0,,) — 00, then we conclude that
(

5 108 258 — F((0w)/C ) — (007

R 7+(0w)2/@P) =0
that in turn implies that
Combining and proves that
p 0L 550h _ pPE|BP %5
700 0y P (7 (0w))? (6—ePr

where 7, (0y,) satisfies (ITI)). It is then straightforward to use (1)) and the fact that 7,(0,,) — oo to show that

f (F0W)TF 41 —p)

1 2
0w—0 ]()g o ¢y
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N. Proof of Theorem [9

We first remind the reader the definition
Ro(r,0) 2 (1 — Enj(Z;7) + E(no(U/o + Z;7) = U/o)?,

where Z ~ N(0,1) and U ~ G are independent. Also let 7.(c) denote the optimal 7 that minimizes Ry(7,0). In
Proposition [5| we proved that as o — 0 if p = sup,{v : P(|B| > v) =1} > 0, then for p = 0,

Ro(7(0),0) = e+ o(¢(o ™)),

where /i is any constant that smaller than £.

The rest of the proof is similar to the proof of Theorem and is hence skipped.

O. Proof of Theorem

Let X and U denote two independent random variables with distributions (1 — €)Ag + €G and G, respectively.
As before, our only assumption on G is that it does not have any point mass at zero. Note that o,% satisfies the
following fixed point equation:

1
a,% = o2+ 5 ir;f(‘) [(1 — e)]Enf,(th;T) + eEnp(U + onZ;7) — U)?

2 )
ot _ _
— (7120 + ?h ir>l% (1-— e)Enﬁ(Z; Tai 2) + eEy(Ez(np(U/on + Z; TO'Z 2) — U/Jh)Q)}

2

aﬁ, + Th inf _(1 — G)Enf,(Z; 702_2) + esup E(n,(1/on + Z;TUZ_Q) - u/oh)z}
6 >0l u>0

IN

IN

o? r _ _
Uﬁ, + Zhoinf (1-— e)Enz(Z; 702 2) + esupE(n, (1 + Z;TO'Z 2) — ,u)z]
6 >0L u>0

2 ]
= o2+ Th inf (1-— e)IEng(Z; 7)+esupE(n,(p+ Z;7) — ,u)2]
0 >0l 1>0

2, Ohr
= O'w—l—?Mp(E).

The proof of the second part of the theorem consider the following definitions:

Top = argminE (e(pp(p+2:7) — 1)° + (1 = OE(np(257))%)

e = arg max E (etnp(p + 25T p) = )* + (1 = E(p(2: 7w ))?) - (116)
Note for notational simplicity we have assumed the maximas and minimas are achieved. Also define
2
*\2 A o
(0h)" = T M
)
We consider a distribution G that has a point mass at "o} . For this distribution we have
N 2y 2 (UZ)Q-f 1— OEn(Z: *\p—2 E 7. \p—2\ 2
mpl(00)7) = o+ == inf | (1 = )En,(Z;7(03)"7) + B (np(ps + Z37(03)"7) = p1s)
_ 2 (02)2 1 E 2 7. E 7. 2
= owt 5 |1 = OB (Z ) + eB(np(ps + Z5Tup) — pix)
M,(e) \
= oyt —5—(0h) = (o})" (117)

Hence, o} is a fixed point of the function. If it is an unstable fixed point we can use the argument presented for
Proposition |1| to show that there is another stable fixed point above (o7};)2.
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P. Proof of Theorem

Let X ~ (1 —¢€)Ag + eG, where G is an arbitrary distribution that does not have any mass at zero. Also let
U ~ G denote a random variable. Then we have

1 (a) My (e)o?
2_ 2 1 ) - )2 < 2 p h
op =0+ 5 ogplgnlf,,\zo Enp(X +onZ;\) — X)* < o5 + — 5

where (a) follows similar arguments as in Section Hence, we conclude that

o2

2 < w .
=T TM (05

This implies that if 02 — 0, then a% — 0. Moreover, it is straightforward to see that

2
. o 1
lim & = —. (118)
o2 =0 0’2 : Ui,pe (U}L)
o w1 —limg, o —=2">
h

From the proof of Theorem ] we know that for every fixed p < 1,

v o? €
lim 7)‘*’]02( ) = —.
020 g )
Hence, it is straightforward to show that

LG 2 LG 2
lim sup )‘*’pi’;(a) < lim sup M =< (119)

020 o 02—0 o? d
Define I'(0?) £ tE(E(X|X + 0Z) — X)?. Since E(X|X 4 ¢Z) is the minimum mean square error estimator
we have

Hence,

.. ‘IIA*,p*(UQ) . F(‘72) €

it =5 2 Iy = =5 (120
where the last equality is a combination of Theorems 5 and 8 in [43]]. Combing (118)), (119) and (120) together
finishes the proof. Note that (119) and (120) together shows CM/**T”;(U)‘ = 5. Then by using similar arguments

2—

. . . . _.0 . . . .
as in Theorem [ we can show o, is the unique stable fixed point when Uow is small enough. Hence implicit function
theorem can be applied to claim the continuity of oy, as a function of o, in a neighborhood of 0.

VII. OPTIMAL /{,-AMP IN PRACTICE
A. Stein Unbiased Risk Estimate
The optimal £,-AMP algorithm introduced in Section employs the following thresholding policy:

. ) B 2
Ai(0) € arglggE (\np(X+aZ, A) — X| ) ,

where the expected value is with respect to both Z ~ N(0, 1) and X ~ px. Note that ), is a function of both ¢ and
px. While it is possible to provide a good estimate of o, coming up with a good estimate of px is very challenging,
if not impossible, in many applications. The question we would like to answer in this section is whether we can
provide an accurate estimate of \,(o) without any knowledge of px in practice. Similar questions can be asked
regarding the optimal choice of p, introduced in Section [[I-D} or even the optimal choice of h introduced in (9).
We answer these questions in this section. Our approach is motivated by Stein Unbiased Risk Estimate (SURE),
that we briefly summarize here. Let 2, € R" and suppose that we observe & = x, + p with p ~ N(0,0%I). To
estimate =, we employ a denoiser D : RY — R™. Can we estimate the risk of this denoiser, i.e.,

rp 2 E[D(Z) - 2|37
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If the answer is affirmative, then the risk estimate can be employed for tuning the free parameters of the denoiser or
in comparing different denoisers. Note that the main challenge for estimating the risk, rp, is that x, is not known.
The following theorem due to Stein provides a simple way to find an unbiased estimate of rp.

Lemma 25. [44] Let D(%) denote the denoiser. If D is weakly differentiable, then

E||D(Z) — xo||*/N = E|D(&) — Z[[3/N + o? + 20°E(17(VD(Z) — 1)) /N, (121)
where V'D(Z) = (63%(156), e 62%5@)T and 1 is an all one vector.

Note that the terms inside the expectation on the right hand side of (I121)) do not depend on z,. This enables us
to provide the following estimate of the risk function:

ip = |D(&) — Z||3/N + 0% + 26217 (VD(z) — 1))/N.

According to Lemma we have rp = E(7p). Hence, 7p provides an unbiased estimate of rp. SURE has been
used elsewhere for model selection [45]. Our next goal is to employ the idea of SURE for the £,-AMP algorithm.

B. (,-AMP and SURE

Can SURE be employed to estimate A.(o) or p,(c) for the optimal ¢,-AMP? As we discussed in Section |[VII-Al
SURE can be used for denoising problems in which the noise is Gaussian. Also as we discussed in Section [[-B]
if we define vt £ ATzt + 2t — x,, then we can write zt + ATzt = 2, + v, where v' resembles iid Gaussian
random vector in the asymptotic settings. Hence, at the intuitive level, we should be able to use SURE to estimate
the optimal parameters of £,-AMP. This intuition is in fact valid and we formalize it below. We only consider the
estimation of A, (o). But, the approach can be extended to the tuning of the other parameters as well.

Consider the iterations of ¢,-AMP with the optimal thresholding policy, A.(c). If the algorithm starts at o, = oy,
then the first threshold is A.(cp). Note that A, (o) is the value of A that minimizes imy_o0 || 7pn (%0 + 1% A) —
T,||3. Once we run £,-AMP with this threshold, the standard deviation of the next iteration will be o1 and hence the
next threshold will be A(c1), and again this is the value of A that minimizes imy o0 || 7p.n (2o + 15 A) — 2|13
This discussion reveals two main properties of the optimal thresholding policy:

(i) We do not have to estimate the entire function \. (o). We only need to estimate it at the values of 0, o1, 09, . ..

that are actually observed in the £,-AMP algorithm.
(ii) At iteration ¢, A.(oy) is the value of A that minimizes the risk limy_, oo %Hﬁpﬁ(mo + vt ) — 2|3

These two conclusions imply that if at iteration ¢ we find the value of A that minimizes limy_ %Hﬁp’h(ggo +
v?; \) —,||3, then the resulting £,-AMP algorithm will perform the same as optimal-A £,-AMP. Hence, the problem
of finding the optimal thresholding policy for £,-AMP is simplified to the problem of tuning the parameters of
¢,-AMP at a single iteration (without taking the other iterations into account). If the iterations of /,-AMP are given
by:

:Et _ ﬁp,h(ATZt_l +£L‘t_1;)\t),
11, _ _
A= y— Azt + 2t lg<n;7h(Ath L at=hn)). (122)
The optimal value of )\; at iteration ¢ is the value of A that minimizes
1
¢ : . . 2
P 2 Tim (o + 05 X) = o3

Since we know that v! is almost Gaussian, inspired by Stein Unbiased Risk Estimate (SURE), we consider the
following empirical estimate of the risk at iteration ¢:

R I 207
rzt%h)\ = NH%,h(JCO + v’ A) —To— UtHQ - Ut2 + Wtdw(np,h(xo + v’ A))s (123)
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where div denotes the divergence of 7}, and is defined as div(ij,n(zo + vhN)) £ DM w The

=1 To,i
following theorem confirms that in the asymptotic setting f*]to n. Provides an accurate estimate of the risk function,i.e.,

. At a.s. ¢
]\}E)noo Fohr = Tph(A).

Theorem 14. Let {z,(N), A(N),w(N)} denote a converging sequence. Let the parameters A1, \a, . .., \r—1 denote
the threshold parameters of {,-AMP for the first t — 1 iterations and z'(N) and z'(N) denote the estimates of
lp-AMP according to (122). Then,

lm 7, = E(fpn(X + 0025 2) — X)2 (124)

N—o0

where oy satisfies the following iteration:
1 _
of =%+ 5E <|np,h(X o1 Z M) — X|2) . (125)

Here the expected value is with respect to two independent random variables Z ~ N(0,1) and X ~ px. 08
depends on the initialization of the algorithm.

The proof of this result can be found in the Appendix. According to the above theorem the empirical risk provides
an accurate estimate of E(j, ,(X +0¢Z; A\) — X)? for large values of N. Hence one can estimate the optimal value
of \; and p; in the following way: R

(At,Pr) € arg n/r\lipn P -

Note that the empirical risk can be even employed for finding the optimal value of the parameter h. However, to
reduce the computational complexity, we set h automatically. This approach will be explained in the next section.

C. Simulation Result

In this section, we would like to compare our asymptotic results with the simulations that are performed at finite
values of N. As we will present later, it turns out that our asymptotic results provide accurate predictions of the
performance of the algorithm even for not too large sample sizes, such as N = 5000. Furthermore, we present the
result of the tuning approach we proposed for the /,-AMP algorithm and we show that the tuning approach we
proposed based on SURE is in fact accurate even in medium problem sizes.

1) State Evolution versus {,-AMP: In this section, the predictions given by the state evolution are compared
with the performance of Monte Carlo simulations. For Monte Carlo simulations, the dimension of the sparse vector
xo is set to N = 5000 which is relatively large. The measurement matrix A is iid Gaussian distributed and the
number of measurements is set to n = 1000, i.e., § = 0.2. There are 40 nonzero elements in xo. We run £,-AMP
for T' = 30 iterations. We set the thresholding policy to A(o) = 7oP where 7 is a fixed number. The value of 7
may differ in different simulations and will be mentioned below each figure. The empirical MSE reported in the
figures is the average of 100 Monte Carlo simulations. Finally & is set to h = o,/N 1/3 at iteration t. We have
not optimized over the parameter h. We have empirically noticed that £,-AMP with this choice of h has a good
performance. Accurate analysis of the effect of A on the performance of £,-AMP is left for a future research.

Figures [14] and |15| compare the result of Monte Carlo simulation with the SE when the nonzero elements of the
sparse vector are +1 equiprobable and Gaussian respectively. The bars show 95% confidence intervals. As can be
seen from the figures, the empirical results are reasonably close to the theoretical result that we obtained from the
state evolution.

2) Optimal tuning of A: Our goal in this section is to show the accuracy of the parameter selection technique
we proposed in Section for finite sample sizes. As we discussed in Section [VII-B| for the optimal tuning of
A+ we can employ the following estimate:

3 N . T T )2 2 207 | T
)\tEargr/J\nZlgNan’h(mt—i—A 24N — ot — AT — o +Wdlv(npyh(xt+A 2H ).
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Fig. 14. Comparison of the theoretical prediction and the Monte Carlo simulation result for (a) p = 0, (b) p = 0.3, (¢) p = 0.5 and (d)
p = 0.8. In the four cases, parameter 7 is set as 0.2, 0.3, 0.5 and 1 in Figures (a), (b), (c), and (d) respectively. The nonzero elements of
the sparse vector are +1 equiprobable in this scenario. In Figures (b) and (c), the error of the recovery does not converge to 0 under the
parameter setting of the scenario, but SE still provides an accurate prediction.

This requires an estimate of o; at every iteration. It is straightforward to use the results of [31]] and prove that as
N — oo, ||2t]|3/n — o?. Hence, in our simulations we will employ the estimate ||2*||3/n.

In this section, we would like to show that even in moderately large sample sizes N = 5000, ¢ is close enough to

7 introduced in (T4). Here is our simulation settings. The dimension of the sparse vector x, is set to be N = 5000.
The elements of the measurement matrix A are iid Gaussian. The dimension of measurements is set to be n = 1000,
i.e., 0 = 0.2. z, has only 40 nonzero elements. The nonzero elements of the sparse vector are +1 equiprobable.
The variance of the measurement noise is set to be 0121] = 0.01. We have run the simulations for p = 0, 0.3, 0.5, 0.8.
In each iteration, \; = 1y0} is optimized by using the empirical risk function.

The risk and its SURE estimation in the third iteration are plotted against 7; in Figure As can be seen from
the figure, the SURE estimate is reasonably close to the true value of the risk function.

VIII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We have studied the performance of both ¢,-regularized least squares (LPLS) problem and approximate message
passing (AMP) that aims to solve LPLS. Employing the state evolution framework, we have derived conditions
under which ¢,-AMP for 0 < p < 1 outperforms ¢1-AMP. It turns out that in the noiseless setting if the algorithm
is initialized properly, it can outperform ¢;-AMP by a large margin. We applied the Replica method to connect our
results to LPLS. It turns out that, in the noiseless regime, the phase transitions of LPLS are exactly the same for
every p < 1. We also studied the performance of these algorithm in the presence of the measurement noise. We
showed that for small values of measurement noise, p = 0 outperforms the other values of p. However, when the
measurement noise is large, p = 1 outperforms the other values of p.

There are many questions that we have left for future research. For instance, extensions of this approach to
other types of structure, such as group-sparsity or low-rankness, is an open direction that needs to be explored in



57

0.08 0.08
—=&— empirical —=&— empirical
007 ©— theoretical || 007 —6— theoretical ||
0,06 1 0,06
w 0.05F u 00sf
1) 1)
= =
T ooer T ooer
o o
s s
© 0.03 © 0.03
0.02f b 0.02f
y
0.01 0.01
0 . . . . . 0 . . . . .
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 0 5 10 15 20 25 30
iteration iteration
(@ (b)
0.08 0.08
—&— empirical —&— empirical
—6— theoretical | | —6— theoretical | |

0.07

0.07

0.06

0.05-

0.04

overall MSE
overall MSE

0.031

0.02

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 0 5 10 15 20 25 30
iteration iteration

(c) @

Fig. 15. Comparison of the theoretical prediction and the Monte Carlo simulation result for (a) p = 0, (b) p = 0.3, (¢) p = 0.5 and (d)
p = 0.8. In the four cases, parameter 7 is respectively set as 0.18, 0.4, 0.5 and 1. The nonzero elements of the sparse vector are Gaussian
distributed in this scenario. In Figures (a), (b) and (c), the error of the recovery does not converge to O under the parameter setting of the
scenario, but SE still gives a reasonably accurate prediction to the performance of the ¢,-AMP algorithm.

the future. Such research may shed some light on the benefit of non-convex penalties for these popular structures.
Finally, it is not yet clear if it is possible to design algorithms that can find the global minima of LPLS in the
asymptotic settings. As we have shown in this paper, below certain sparsity level, €*(9), message passing algorithms
may recover the global minima of LPLS. But, beyond this level they may be trapped at a fixed point that is different
from the global minima of LPLS. Unfortunately, ¢*(§) is much below the actual phase transition of LPLS for p < 1.
Whether we can find an algorithm that is better than message passing for these problems is a major open question
that may have major impact in the field of compressed sensing.

APPENDIX

Our main objective in this section is to prove Theorem [T4] We start with the following lemmas that will be used
later in the proof.

Lemma 26. Let f : R — R denote a differentiable function with bounded derivative, i.e.,
u. Then,

f(u)| < M for every

]f(sl + 191) — f(So + 190)‘ < \@M\/(Sl — 80)2 + (191 — 190)2.

Proof: According to the mean value theorem, we have

f(s1+91) — f(s0 + )| = [3]”(84—19)’8]0(34_19)]

o 3 [s1 — 50,91 — Yo]7, (126)

(s7,97)

where (s*,19*) is a point on the line that connects (sg, ) and (s1,%1). By applying Cauchy-Schwartz inequality

to (126) and using the fact that W’( o f'(s*+9*) and W‘( o f'(s* +9*), we can finish the
s 0" 59"

proof. g
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Fig. 16. The actual risk function and its unbiased estimate (SURE) as a function of 7. We set (a) p =0, (b) p = 0.3, (¢) p = 0.5 and (d)
p = 0.8. The figure is the result for the third iteration. The power of measurement noise is set to be o2, = 0.01.

We now turn to the proof of Theorem [I4] The proof employs Theorem 2 of [31]]. This theorem confirms that
under the conditions we presented in Theorem [I4] we have

where Z ~ N(0,1) and X ~ px are two independent random variables, and .J is a Lipschitz function of v} and
wo,im Note that

R 1 207
Té,h,)\ = Nan,h(xo + ’Uti A) = To — 'UtH% - Ut2 + 7td1V(77p,h($o + Ut? A))- (127)

If we prove that both |7, (%0 + vl A) — 20, — vf]? and T (Toyi + v!; \) are Lipschitz functions of (z,,, v!), then
we can characterize the limit of rp n- Hence as the next step, we prove these two quantities are Lipschitz. We
proved in Section that 7, p, (u; A) is a differentiable function of u with sup,, |7, 4 (u; A)| bounded. Furthermore,
it is stralghtforward to show that ]npjh(u A) — u| is bounded. Hence, |7, 5 (u; ) — u|* has a bounded derivative.
If we combine this fact with Lemma 26| we know that |7, (20 + V5 ) — zo; — v!|? is a Lipschitz function of
(%04, v!). Hence, by Theorem 2 of [31] we conclude that

. 1 _ PR
lim > |ipn(@oi + vis A) = Toi — vi]* = E(pn(X + 00 Z3 ) — X — 01 Z)2. (128)

Moreover, according to the proof of Theorem I that we presented in Section L we know 77p 5 (3 A) is bounded
and has finite discontinuity points. We can then apply the arguments for proving Equatlon (4.11) in [23]] to conclude

'In fact, the result of Theorem 2 of [31] considers more general pseudo-Lipschitz function J.
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that
9 2
lim =L div(f, p (w0 + 05 X)) % 207E (i, 1 (X + 0073 \) (129)
Noco N ’

Hence, if we combine (127)), (128)), and (129) we obtain
Jim Fonn = Elipn(X + 01 Z;0) — X — 00 2) — 07 + 207 E(7, (X + 0023 N)).

Finally, Lemma 23] (with N = 1) shows that
E(fpn(X + 01 Z;\) — X — 00 Z)* — o} + 203193(77;,,1()( + 01 Z; ) = E(iipn(X + 01 Z;\) — X)2
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