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In this paper we study a fully connected planted spin glass named the planted XY model. Motivation
for studying this system comes both from the spin glass field and the one of statistical inference
where it models the angular synchronization problem. We derive the replica symmetric (RS) phase
diagram in the temperature, ferromagnetic bias plane using the approximate message passing (AMP)
algorithm and its state evolution (SE). While the RS predictions are exact on the Nishimori line
(i.e. when the temperature is matched to the ferromagnetic bias), they become inaccurate when the
parameters are mismatched, giving rise to a spin glass phase where AMP is not able to converge. To
overcome the defects of the RS approximation we carry out a one-step replica symmetry breaking
(1RSB) analysis based on the approximate survey propagation (ASP) algorithm. Exploiting the state
evolution of ASP, we count the number of metastable states in the measure, derive the 1RSB free
entropy and find the behavior of the Parisi parameter throughout the spin glass phase.

I. INTRODUCTION

In statistical physics, XY models describe a system
in which the spins are unit norm vectors living in R2,
or equivalently unit norm complex numbers xi = eiθi .
They are also characterized by an Hamiltonian which
is invariant under global phase shifts, thus display-
ing a symmetry identifiable with U(1). Early stud-
ies have focused on ferromagnetic lattice models with
short range interactions, described by the Hamiltonian
HXY (θ) = J

∑
⟨i,j⟩ cos(θi − θj). This line of work cul-

minated with the discovery of the Kosterlitz-Thouless
transition [1]. Disordered models have also received at-
tention [2]. The most studied way of introducing disor-
der is through Gaussian couplings, giving a Hamiltonian
HDXY (θ) =

∑
i<j Jij cos(θi − θj) [2]. The model studied

in this paper is a different version of disordered XY model
motivated by the statistical inference problem of angular
synchronization[3], which consists of retrieving a vector
of angles θi ∈ [0, 2π] from measurements of their offsets
θi − θj . The full definition is given in section II. This
problem arises in many applications, for example time
synchronization in distributed networks [4][5], alignment
in signal processing [6], computer vision [7] and optics [8].
Angular synchronization was first introduced in [3] and
solved using spectral algorithms and semidefinite relax-
ation techniques [9]. In [10], the authors found the replica
symmetric solution via a replica and cavity computation.
From the algorithmic point of view, a version of approx-
imate message passing (AMP)[11] was developed for a
general class of problems including the angular synchro-
nization [12]. Formulating the angular synchronization
problem in the language of XY Hamiltonians, see eq. (4),
one obtains a planted version of the XY model. In planted
systems, the couplings between spins depend on a special
configuration θ⋆, and the Gibbs measure is nothing but

∗ These authors contributed equally to this work.

the conditional distribution of θ⋆ given the couplings [13].
The inference problem then corresponds to recovery of θ⋆
from the couplings. Another variant of the XY model stud-
ied in the literature which admits a planted interpretation
is the Gauge glass, an XY spin glass with Hamiltonian
HGG = J

∑
i,j∈E cos(θi − θj − ϕij), where E is the set of

edge interactions. The randomness is contained in the
angles {ϕij} and possibly in E. This model has been first
studied in the random setting with ϕ drawn i.i.d. from a
uniform distribution in [14] and later generalized to the
planted case, where {ϕij} are drawn from a zero mean
von Mises distribution [15]. Previous works on the gauge
glass have mainly studied the model on the Nishimori line
[16] [17] i.e. a line in the temperature-coupling diagram,
where calculations greatly simplify. This model was fur-
ther studied in its discretized version in [18] for a mixture
distribution that interpolates between ferromagnetic and
uniformly distributed couplings and with interactions on
a sparse random graph. Finally, the short range gauge
glass model has also been extended to the quantum set-
ting in [19] and has further physical relevance [20]. The
model considered in this work, Hamiltonian (4), is closely
related to HGG. Our choice fell on model defined by eq.
(4) because of the connection to angular synchronization.
Thanks to the invariance of the Hamiltonian under a joint
transformation of the couplings and the spins, we are able
to map the partial recovery transition in the inference
case, into an order-disorder transition. Moreover, for ap-
propriate choices of the parameters (specifically for λ < 1,
defined below), the model has a fully random behavior,
thus connecting with the literature on spin glasses.

Our work draws a bridge between the angular syn-
chronization and the studies of disordered XY models in
the statistical physics literature. We consider the fully
connected disordered model associated with angular syn-
chronization, and we investigate the properties of the
Gibbs measure given by the posterior. In the inference
case, one is usually interested in characterizing the error
in the retrieval of the signal. Instead, we focus on the
phase diagram spanned by the inverse temperature and
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the ferromagnetic bias. Specifically, we concentrate on
the region outside the Nishimori line, which is not studied
in related models [15]. Furthermore, we go beyond the
RS analysis of [12][10] and perform a one step replica
symmetry breaking study. Our theoretical analysis is
complemented by algorithms which provide an instrumen-
tal way to study single instances of the model. We use
this as an opportunity to characterize the behaviour of
AMP, and its 1RSB version Approximate Survey Propa-
gation [21]. The respective state evolutions give us the
RS and 1RSB phase diagrams. The paper will maintain a
schizophrenic attitude, aiming to connect with both the
physical XY Hamiltonian and the inference problem that
motivated it.

The rest of the article is structured as follows: in section
II we introduce the model from the inference point of view
and we show the equivalence between the inference and
the order/disorder formulation. In section III we study the
RS phase diagram, with special attention to the outside
of the Nishimori line. In section IV we perform a 1RSB
analysis, using the ASP algorithm and its state evolution.
Section V is dedicated to discussion and conclusions.

II. DEFINITION OF THE MODEL

We start by introducing the models in the language of
statistical inference, where it is known as U(1) synchro-
nization, an instance of angular synchronization [3, 9, 12].
The problem consists of retrieving a complex signal x⋆ =
(x⋆

1, x
⋆
2, . . . , x

⋆
N ), where each x⋆

i is uniformly distributed
on the unit circle, independently of other coordinates. In
other words, x⋆

i = eiθ
⋆
i with θ⋆i ∼ Uniform([0, 2π]) i.i.d..

We will refer to x⋆ as the ground truth or the planted
signal. A set of N2 complex measurements {Yij}1≤i,j≤N

is produced according to the rule

Yij =

√
λ

N
x⋆
i x

⋆
j +Wij , (1)

where W is a Hermitian matrix (i.e. Wji = W ij) whose
elements above the diagonal are all independent and dis-
tributed as Wij ∼ N (0, 1/2) + iN (0, 1/2). We also set
Yii = 0, ∀i ∈ [N ]. The parameter λ plays the role of the
signal to noise ratio, while the scaling 1/

√
N ensures that

the problem of recovering x⋆ is neither trivial (very large
signal-to-noise ratios) nor impossible (very small signal-
to-noise ratios) [22]. The goal of the inference problem is
to recover x⋆ from the knowledge of Yij .

We can write the posterior probability of x given Y . In
doing so, we assume that the parameter λ is unknown,
hence we study the family of probability measures with
varying parameter λ̂ possibly different from λ. We stress
that Y is always generated using λ. When λ = λ̂ comput-
ing the marginals of the posterior leads to Bayes-optimal
inference; in the statistical physics language we say that
the Nishimori condition is met. The consequences of this
condition are extensively studied in [13]. We first write

the likelihood

P (Y |x) =
∏
i<j

1

π
exp

−
∣∣∣∣∣∣Yij −

√
λ̂

N
xixj

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
 . (2)

Then, by applying Bayes theorem, we get the posterior
measure

P (x|Y ) =
P (Y |x)P (x)

P (Y )

=
1

π(
N
2 )(2π)NP (Y )

exp

−∑
i<j

∣∣∣∣∣∣Yij −

√
λ̂

N
xixj

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2


=
1

Z(Y, λ̂)
exp

2
√

λ̂

N

∑
i<j

Re(Yijxixj)

 . (3)

In order to obtain the final expression, the prior as well
as the terms in the expression of the likelihood that do
not depend on x, were absorbed into the normalization.
To reconnect with the statistical physics setting, we write
the posterior in terms of a Hamiltonian

P (x|Y ) =
1

Z(Y, λ̂)
eH(x,Y,λ̂), (4)

H(x, Y, λ̂) = 2

√
λ̂

N

∑
i<j

Re(Yijxixj). (5)

To highlight the connection with the gauge
glass model HGG = J

∑
i,j∈E cos(θi − θj − ϕij),

the Hamiltonian can also be written as H =

2

√
λ̂
N

∑
i<j |Yij | cos (θi − θj − ϕij), where Yij = |Yij |eiϕij

and xi = eiθi . The model defined above is characterized
by two main symmetries. The first being the U(1) sym-
metry, from which the model takes its name. It consists
of the invariance of the Hamiltonian under a global
phase shift, that is H(x1, . . . , xN ) = H(eiϕx1, . . . , e

iϕxN )
for any ϕ ∈ [0, 2π]. As a consequence, we are able to
recover the planted signal only up to a global phase.
The second symmetry is more subtle but allows us
to transform the planted model into an ordered one.
This feature is not unique to U(1) synchronization:
for example, the planted SK model enjoys the same
property, and can be transformed into a ferromagnetic
model where the ferromagnetic bias is proportional to
the signal to noise ratio in the original problem [13]. The
U(1) synchronization Hamiltonian is invariant following
simultaneous transformation of x and Y . Given an
arbitrary vector z = (z1, . . . , zN ) = (eiϕi , . . . , eiϕN ), we
transform

x′
i = xizi = ei(θi−ϕi), (6)

Y ′
ij = Yijzizj . (7)

To obtain a ferromagnetic model in the variables x′, we
pick zi = x⋆

i . The planted configuration is then trans-
formed into an ordered one x⋆′

i = x⋆
i x

⋆
i = 1. For large
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λ, configurations x sampled from the measure will align
with x⋆. Thus, x′ will align with (1, . . . , 1) (always up to
a global phase shift).

Thanks to this symmetry we can study without loss
of generality the problem with x⋆ = (1, 1, . . . , 1) and
our results will extend to the case where x⋆ is sampled
uniformly over the unit circle. Therefore, without loss
of generality, we can restrict our analysis to the problem
with measure (4) and random couplings

Yij =

√
λ

N
+Wij , (8)

where W has the same distribution as in (1). We name
this particular instance the planted XY model. The
parameter λ plays the role of a ferromagnetic bias, while
the parameter λ̂ is an inverse temperature.

III. THE RS PHASE DIAGRAM

In this section, we derive the RS phase diagram of the
planted XY model. This is the phase diagram under the
approximation that the Gibbs measure can be represented
as a Bethe measure. To obtain the phase diagram we use
AMP, a generalization of the Thouless-Anderson-Palmer
equations [11, 23], and its state evolution, which is equiv-
alent to the replica symmetric solution. Our analysis also
provides a case to characterize the strengths and limita-
tions of AMP. AMP is a general purpose iterative message
passing algorithm which outputs an approximation to the
marginals of the desired probability distribution: in our
case the posterior P (x|Y ). While we expect AMP to give
exact results on the Nishimori line (λ = λ̂), in the case
of mismatched parameters (λ ̸= λ̂), it can be inaccurate
and fail to converge due to the emergence of replica sym-
metry breaking (RSB). The derivation of AMP and its
state evolution from Belief propagation are presented in
appendix B. Here, we present the final AMP equations

h
(t)
i =

√
λ̂

N

∑
k ̸=i

Yikx̂
(t)
k − λ̂

N
x̂
(t−1)
i

∑
k ̸=i

|Yik|2
∂η

∂h

(
h
(t−1)
k

)
(9)

x̂
(t+1)
i = η

(
h
(t)
i

)
, η(h) =

h

|h|
I1(|2h|)
I0(|2h|)

, (10)

where Ik is the modified Bessel function of the first kind
of order k and ∂η

∂h (h) = 1− |η(h)|2. x̂i is the estimator of
the mean of the marginal; that is, x̂i estimates Ex|Y [xi].
One of the elements which distinguishes AMP from other
iterative algorithms is the ability (in the N → ∞ limit) to
track its dynamics through the state evolution equations.
In particular, we have closed evolution equations for the
two observables

m =
1

N

N∑
i=1

x̂i q =
1

N

N∑
i=1

|x̂i|2, (11)

representing respectively the alignment of the marginals
with the planted configuration and how concentrated each
marginal is. When doing inference, one is interested in
the mean square error (MSE) of the estimator. The
MSE can be expressed as MSE = 1 + q − 2m. In the
language of statistical physics, m is the order parameter
that represents how biased the system is towards the
ordered state. The SE equations read:

m(t+1) = Ez

[
η
(
h(t)
)]

(12)

q(t+1) = Ez

[∣∣∣η (h(t)
)∣∣∣2] , with (13)

h(t) =
√
λλ̂m(t) +

√
λ̂q(t)/2z, (14)

where z ∼ N (0, 1)+ iN (0, 1) is a complex normal random
variable. Last, we’re also able to compute the Bethe
approximation to the free entropy f = 1

N logZ. The
Bethe free entropy is derived in Appendix G, its expression
is

ΦRS(λ̂, λ) = −
√

λλ̂m2 +
λ̂

2
q2 − λ̂q +

+Ez log[I0(2|
√

λλ̂m+

√
λ̂q/2z|)], (15)

where z is defined as above and m, q are determined by
iterating SE until convergence. In appendix G, we also
show that the stationary points of ΦRS with respect to
λ, λ̂ are the fixed points of the SE equations. This confers
another interpretation of the SE equations, the one of an
iterative method to find the stationary points of the free
entropy. We perform extensive numerical experiments
with the goal of studying our model through the lenses of
SE and AMP.

A. On the Nishimori line

We start by restricting ourselves to the Nishimori line
λ = λ̂. For a large class of models, including ours, it was
proven that the RS solution is exact in the large size limit
[24]. From the inference point of view, this corresponds
to the case where we know how the data Y is generated,
and we can perform Bayes Optimal inference, in the sense
that λ̂ matches λ. As a consequence of this fact, one can
establish the relation m = q [17] [13]. AMP’s analysis on
the Nishimori line has been partially conducted in [12]
for a class of models that includes ours. Moreover, a free
entropy equivalent to ours has been obtained in [12] and
in [10] via the replica method and proven to be correct
in a more general setting in [24].

Figure 1 illustrates the behavior of SE and AMP on the
Nishimori line. On the left panel, the converged values of
m and q, from both SE and AMP are plotted as a function
of λ. First we observe the agreement between AMP and
SE, i.e. SE’s fixed points have the same m, q as the points
to which AMP converges. Next we see that, as one would
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expect, m = q at convergence. In the center panel, SE is
run from initial conditions mt=0 = 0, qt=0 = 10−2, corre-
sponding AMP initialized randomly near 0 (in principle
one would like to use mt=0 = 0, qt=0 = 0 but numeri-
cal errors arise when initializing with too small q), and
mt=0 = 1, qt=0 = 1 (i.e. initializing x̂t=0 = (1, 1, . . . , 1)
in AMP), known as informed initialization. The two it-
erations converge to the same value of m, showing that
the SE fixed point is unique in m. The right panel pro-
vides a free entropy interpretation of this phenomenon.
The m dependent free entropy clearly has only one maxi-
mum, hence SE inevitably lands on it. In other models
with multimodal free energies [22], the local maximum to
which SE (and hence AMP) converges might not be the
absolute one. Being the RS free entropy ΦRS exact on the
Nishimori line, the uniqueness allows us to conclude that
AMP computes the true marginals when N → ∞. Beside
AMP’s behavior, Fig. 1 shows that m undergoes a second
order phase transition at λ = 1: for λ < 1 we say the
model is in the paramagnetic phase, because m = 0 and
there is no correlation with the planted signal. Instead
for λ > 1 the system develops a ferromagnetic order.

B. Contiguity to the random XY model

One important consequence of the previous analysis is
the existence of a phase where the effect of the planted
signal disappears. When λ < 1, the signal is completely
washed out by the noise, and the data Y is indistinguish-
able from random noise; in other words, it is as if Y = W .
This in turn implies that for λ < 1, all high-probability
quantities are independent of λ (this is referred to as
contiguity of probability distributions in the statistics
literature [25]). To put it differently, whenever λ < 1, the
planted nature of our model is lost and we look at a spin
glass with purely random couplings. In the rest of the
article, we will refer to the λ < 1 case as the fully random
phase.

C. Replica symmetric phase diagram

Moving to the general case where λ̂ is possibly different
from λ, we aim to explore the full phase diagram painted
by SE. We begin by verifying again the agreement between
the fixed points of AMP and SE, also during the dynamics.
In Fig. 2, AMP is initialized from a random configuration
xt=0 with entries of unit norm (thus qt=0 = 1 and mt=0 =
0). It’s evident that SE accurately tracks AMP, apart for
some finite size effects.

In Fig. 3, we plot the full phase diagram in the λ̂, λ
plane. We can identify several phases:

• RS unstable phase The yellow area in the right
panel is the region where AMP does not converge.
The non-convergence of AMP is synonym of the
replica symmetric solution being unstable and the

RSB being required to correctly model the measure.
The equivalence between the convergence of AMP
and the stability of the RS phase is further discussed
in section IVB.

• Paramagnetic phase corresponding to m =
0, q = 0. The boundary of this region can be
found analytically (see Appendix C) and is given by
the curve λ = min(1, λ̂−1). Throughout the param-
agnetic phase, AMP will output the non-informative
estimator x̂ = (0, 0, . . . , 0). This corresponds to the
estimated marginals being uniform on the circle.

• Ferromagnetic phase defined the intersection of
the region where m > 0, q > 0 and the RS stable
phase. The marginals produced by AMP are par-
tially aligned with the planted state (or partially
ordered). Moreover the RS solution correctly de-
scribes the structure of the Gibbs measure.

• Mixed phase where m > 0, q > 0 but the RS
solution is unstable. This region corresponds to
the slice between the ferromagnetic and spin glass
phase.

• Spin glass phase where m = 0, q > 0. In the
spin glass phase, AMP’s marginals are polarized
towards a random value which is uncorrelated with
the planted configuration. In this phase, AMP
also encounters convergence problems, and the RS
solution is unstable. In Appendix C we show that
the upper boundary of the spin glass phase, dividing
the m = 0 from the m > 0 region, can also be
expressed analytically in an implicit form. Notice
that since we are in the RS unstable phase, the RS
prediction for this boundary is not reliable, thus
RSB is needed to evaluate the correct boundary
between the spin glass and the mixed phase.

More quantitative information about the values of q and
m is found in Fig. 4. In this figure, the top row represents
the phase diagram obtained via AMP, while the bottom
row was obtained from SE. First, we notice that across all
transition lines, both m and q are continuous. Looking at
the panels showing q, we see that q is always increasing
in λ̂. This can be explained by interpreting λ̂1/2 as an
inverse temperature, then it’s clear that spins should be
more and more polarized with decreasing temperature.
From a mathematical perspective according to (9), λ̂1/2

controls the norm of ht and hence that of x̂.

D. Convergence of AMP

It is known that on the Nishimori line the RS ansatz
is exact [13, 24], hence AMP estimates the marginals of
P (x|Y ) exactly in the large size limit. The same cannot
be said about the rest of the phase diagram. There-
fore we need to distinguish between the true behavior
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FIG. 1. Numerical results for AMP and SE on the Nishimori line. All plots show the values of m, q at convergence. (a):
comparing m and q from AMP to verify that m = q; also verifying that they both agree with SE (continuous line). The initial
condition for AMP is uninformative (mt=0 = 0). (b): the two curves represent the value of m to which SE converges with
respective initial condition mt=0 = 0, qt=0 = 1 and mt=0 = 1, qt=0 = 1; the fact that they’re equal shows that there is a unique
fixed point of SE. (c): Bethe free entropy as a function of m; the red cross on each curve marks the unique stationary point
to which SE converges; the uniqueness of the SE fixed point is a direct consequence of the free entropy having exactly one
stationary point.
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FIG. 2. Comparison between AMP (N = 1000) and SE, for (a) on and (b) outside the Nishimori line. The red line represents
the behavior of SE while each of the 40 gray lines is an independent AMP run. State evolution tracks accurately both m and q.
All the runs are initialized with a configuration where each spin’s value is picked uniform over the unit circle.

of the model and that of the algorithm. For example,
AMP’s shortcomings are evident when the iterations fail
to converge. In the left panel of Fig. 5, we plot the con-
vergence time of the algorithm across the phase diagram.
For small enough λ, when λ̂ is increased, we always en-
counter a phase in which AMP does not converge. AMP’s
convergence has important links to RS stability. In the
Sherrington Kirkpatrick (SK) model, it was proved in
[26] that the RS stability line delimits the region where
AMP converges. This property is general and also in our
case, the 1RSB analysis will confirm that convergence of

AMP and stability of RS coincide. We can thus state
that AMP converges iff the RS solution is stable. An-
alytically, we study AMP’s convergence by looking at
stability under a random perturbation h(t) 7→ h(t) + δh(t),
with δh

(t)
k = ϵeiϕ

(t)
k , with ϕ

(t)
k ∼ Unif([0, 2π]). By prop-

agating the perturbation through the AMP equations
(more details are provided in Appendix D), we obtain
that the perturbation norm grows according to the law
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(a) (b)

FIG. 3. Phase diagram obtained from SE. The dashed line in both panels is the Nishimori line. (a): the light blue region is
paramagnetic phase, where m = q = 0. It is delimited by the curve λ = min(1, λ̂−1). The pink bottom right region is the spin
glass phase (evaluated by the RS solution): here m = 0 while q > 0. The upper curve delimiting the spin glass phase (evaluated
on the RS level) converges to λ = 4/π for λ̂ → ∞. In the top right we find the ferromagnetic region where both m, q are strictly
positive and the RS solution is stable. The remaining slice between the ferromagnetic and spin glass phase is called the mixed
phase. (b): The yellow area, which encompasses the spin glass phase and the mixed phase, is the region where the RS stability
parameter c is negative and thus AMP does not converge, or equivalently the RS solution is unstable.

Eδh

[∥∥δh(t+1)
∥∥2] = (1− c

(t)
AMP)Eδh

[∥∥δh(t)
∥∥2], with

c
(t)
AMP = 1− λ̂

2

N∑
i=1

[
1

N

∑
k

|Yik|2
]

(16)

×
[
ηr(|h(t)

i |)2 +
(
ηr(|h(t)

i |) + |h(t)
i |η′r(|h(t)

i |)
)2]

(17)

where the expectation is with respect to the randomness in
the perturbation and ηr(r) =

1
r
I1(2r)
I0(2r)

. AMP will converge
if the norm of the perturbation decreases in time (cAMP >
0), and will oscillate otherwise. This quantity can also be
tracked using state evolution

c
(t)
SE = 1− λ̂

2
Ez

[
ηr(|h|)2 + (ηr(|h|) + |h|η′r(|h|))

2
]
(18)

h =
√

λλ̂m(t) +

√
λ̂q(t)

2
z, z ∼ N (0, 1) + iN (0, 1)

(19)

where m(t), q(t) are obtained by running SE. Since cAMP
converges to cSE in probability in the N → ∞ limit,
we will refer to both quantities as c. The right panel
in Fig. 3 depicts in yellow the region where AMP is
not convergent. The area where c < 0 coincides with
the union of the mixed and the spin glass phases. We
conducted further experiments about AMP’s convergence
properties. In the left panel in Fig. 5 we plot the number
of iterations (capped at 300) after which AMP converges.
We verify that the region of non convergence coincides

with the one predicted from cAMP and cSE, displayed
in the center plots. Finally, the right panel shows the

quantity ∆x̂t = 1
N

√∑
i

∣∣x̂(t)
i − x̂

(t−1)
i

∣∣2, representing the
rate of change of the estimator. We see that in the c < 0
region, ∆x̂t does not decay to zero, because the dynamics
keeps oscillating. Contrary to AMP, SE is not affected by
convergence problems and correctly tracks the observables
m and q, even when x̂(t) does not converge.

In conclusion, AMP and SE correspond to a replica
symmetric approach in solving the planted XY model.
Under this assumption the Gibbs distribution is well
described by a single Bethe measure (or state). In the RS
unstable phase, this approximation may not hold and an
analysis based on replica symmetry breaking is needed.

IV. 1RSB ANALYSIS

To overcome the shortcomings of the RS approach and
AMP, we must carry out a more refined analysis which
takes into account replica symmetry breaking. Methods
such as BP or AMP basically ‘fit’ the Gibbs measure onto
a Bethe measure [13]. When this ansatz turns out to be
correct, we say the model is in a replica symmetric phase
and AMP converges, giving an accurate estimate of the
marginals. Otherwise, the Gibbs measure µ can break
into a multitude of Bethe measures which we index by α,
i.e. µ = 1

Z

∑
α Zαµα [27][28]. The total partition function

is then Z =
∑

α Zα, where Zα is the partition function of
a single Bethe state (computable by exponentiating the
fBethe of the single state). Message passing algorithms
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FIG. 4. Heatmap representing m and q for (a) AMP (N = 500) and (b) SE as a function of λ, λ̂.

will exhibit a multitude of fixed points, each corresponding
to one of the states. Replica symmetry breaking allows
us to account for this structure of the Gibbs measure.

In the first step of the construction, called 1-step RSB
(1RSB), we postulate the existence of a function Σ(f),
called the complexity function [29], with the property that
the number of states with a free entropy fα = 1

N logZα

close to a value of f is, at the leading order, eNΣ(f). The
best approximation to the free entropy of the system, at
the 1RSB level then reads [30]

Φ̃1RSB =
1

N
log
∑
α

eNfα =
1

N
log

∫
df eN(Σ(f)+f)

= sup
f :Σ(f)≥0

[Σ(f) + f ] = Σ(f̃∗) + f̃∗ (20)

Here, f̃∗ is the free entropy of each of the equilibrium
states and it’s determined by the condition

f̃∗ = argmax
f :Σ(f)>0

(Σ(f) + f) =

{
f : Σ′(f) = −1 if Σ(f) > 0

f0 otherwise
(21)

with f0 the largest root of the equation Σ(f) = 0. We will
call Φ̃1RSB the true 1RSB free entropy. By introducing

the positivity constraint on Σ in (21), we are discarding
the unphysical solutions with Σ(f) < 0. The negative
complexity would in fact mean that there is an exponen-
tially (in N) small probability of finding a state with the
given free entropy.

From ASP we will obtain the related quantity, which
we call replicated free entropy

Φ1RSB(s) = sup
f

[Σ(f) + sf ] = Σ(f∗(s)) + sf∗(s) (22)

where f∗ satisfies Σ′(f∗) = −s. Notice that from (22) we
have the characterization f∗(s) = ∂Φ1RSB

∂s . We also remark
that we can access Σ(f) by computing it parametrically
in s.

Σ(f∗(s)) = Φ1RSB(s)− sf∗(s) (23)

The next goal is to find Φ̃1RSB, starting from the newly
found Σ and f∗. One difference between Φ1RSB and
Φ̃1RSB is the relaxation of the positivity constraint on Σ.
This implies that naively setting s = 1 might not give
Φ̃1RSB. Instead we obtain Φ̃1RSB = Σ(f∗(s⋆)) + f∗(s⋆)
for a well chosen s⋆

s⋆ =

{
1 if Σ(f∗(1)) ≥ 0

−Σ′(f0) if Σ(f∗(1)) < 0
(24)
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FIG. 5. Convergence properties of AMP. To measure the rate of change of the estimator, we introduce the quantity ∆x̂t =
1
N

√∑
i

∣∣x̂(t)
i − x̂

(t−1)
i

∣∣2. We consider AMP’s iterations to have converged when ∆x̂t < 10−5. (a): convergence time of AMP over

the λ, λ̂ plane. The convergence time is capped at 300, each pixel represents the average convergence time over 25 independent
runs. (b): heatmap of cAMP computed at the final time, each pixel represents the average convergence time over 25 independent
runs, (c): heatmap of cSE computed when SE has converged. (b-e): we pick two points in the λ, λ̂ plane (marked by white
crosses in the center panel) and plot ∆x̂t for 40 independent AMP runs. When ∆x̂t does not decay to zero, AMP does not
converge.

and justify this choice in Appendix E. Basically, s⋆ is
the value of s for which the replicated free entropy best
approximates the Gibbs measure[31].

A. Approximate survey propagation

In this section, we derive the ASP algorithm. Sur-
vey propagation (SP) is a message passing algorithm
developed originally in the context of random constraint
satisfaction problems [32]. The approach has then been
extended to several other inference and optimization prob-
lems [33][31]. ASP, through its state evolution, also allows
us to compute the 1RSB replicated free entropy exactly
in the N → ∞ limit. Appendix F provides the details of
the derivation, here we only go over the key steps.

In this work we follow the derivation of ASP introduced
in [21]. We introduce a replicated system composed of s in-

dependent replicas. We indicate with xi = (x
(1)
i , . . . , x

(s)
i ),

the replicated variables. First we write BP for the repli-
cated system {x(a)}sa=1:

mi→ij(xi) =
1

Zi→ij

∏
k ̸=i,j

mki→i(xi), (25)

mij→i(xi) =
1

Zij→i

∫
dxjmj→ij(xj)

× exp

[
2

√
λ

N

s∑
a=1

Re
(
Yijx

(a)
i x

(a)
j

)]
. (26)

Then we relax BP by parametrizing the messages with
their means and covariances

⟨x(a)
i ⟩ = x̂i→ij (27)

⟨x(a)
i x

(b)
i ⟩ =

{
|x̂i→ij |2 +∆i→ij if a ̸= b

1 if a = b.
(28)
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with ⟨·⟩ being the average with respect to mi→ij . ∆ is
a measure of how coupled the replicas are: when ∆ = 0
the replicas are independent and we recover the BP equa-
tions for s independent replicas. The crucial assumption
of the 1RSB approximation is that all pairs of replicas
(a, b) : a ̸= b have the same ∆. x̂ instead plays the same

role as in AMP. Finally, we remove the dependence of
the messages on the target node and correct for it by
introducing the Onsager term. Once again, this is only
possible thanks to the fully connected nature of the model.
After accomplishing these steps, we arrive to the ASP
equations

T t
i =

√
λ̂

N

N∑
k=1

Yikx̂
t
k − λ̂

N
x̂t−1
i

∑
k

|Yik|2
dx̂k

dTk
(29)

V t
i =

λ̂

N

N∑
k=1

|Yik|2∆t
k (30)

x̂t+1
i =

∫
C dh e−V t

i |h|2 [I0(2|Ti + Vih|)]s−1
[

Ti+Vih
|Ti+Vih|I1(2|Ti + Vih|)

]
∫
C dh e−V t

i |h|2 [I0(2|Ti + Vih|)]s
(31)

∆t+1
i =

∫
C dh e−V t

i |h|2 [I0(2|Ti + Vih|)]s−2
[I1(2|Ti + Vih|)]2∫

C dh e−V t
i |h|2 [I0(2|Ti + Vih|)]s

− |x̂t+1
i |2, (32)

with dx̂k

dTk
, computed numerically via finite differences.

It can be shown that by setting s = 1, one recovers
AMP. The ASP equations are equipped with their SE,
which allows us to track the scalar quantities m, q and
∆ := 1

N

∑
i ∆

t
i. SE reads

T t =
√
λ̂λmt +

√
λ̂qt/2z (33)

V t = λ̂∆t (34)
mt+1 = Ez

[
x̂(T t, V t)

]
(35)

qt+1 = Ez

[
|x̂(T t, V t)|2

]
(36)

∆t+1 = Ez

[
∆(T t, V t, qt)

]
. (37)

The functions x̂(T, V ) and ∆(T, V, q) are the same as in
(29), but without indices and with |x̂i|2 replaced by q. Fi-
nally, in (38) and (39) we compute respectively the 1RSB
replicated free entropy for ASP and the corresponding
free entropy of the states selected by s.

Φ1RSB(λ, λ̂, s) = −s
√
λ̂λm2 +

s2λ̂

2
q2 − sλ̂(q +∆)− s(s− 1)λ̂

2
(∆ + q)2

+Ez

[
log

(
λ̂∆

π

∫
C
dh exp(−λ̂∆|h|2)[I0(2|T + λ̂∆h|)]s

)]
(38)

f∗(s, λ, λ̂) =
∂Φ1RSB(s, λ, λ̂)

∂s
= −

√
λλ̂m2 + sλq2 − λ(q +∆)− (2s− 1)λ

2
(∆ + q)2

+Ez

[∫
C dh exp(−λ∆|h|2) log[I0(2|T + λ∆h|)][I0(2|T + λ∆h|)]s∫

C dh exp(−λ∆|h|2)[I0(2|T + λ∆h|)]s
]

(39)

The derivations are found in Appendix G. In both the free
entropy and SE, z ∼ N (0, 1) + iN (0, 1). Analogously to
AMP, the stationary points of the replicated free entropy
Φ1RSB with respect to m, q,∆ are fixed points of the ASP
equations; a derivation of this fact is provided in Appendix
G. By manipulating the equations, it can be shown that

there are two ways to recover the RS solution: either by
setting s = 1 or by having ∆ = 0.
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B. Numerical results

Iterating equations (29) and (33) presents some chal-
lenges due to the multiple integrations involved at every
time step. Nonetheless we manage to compute, to sat-
isfactory numerical precision, all the key quantities in
the problem: the complexity Σ, the 1RSB free entropy
Φ̃1RSB , the equilibrium free entropy f̃∗ and s⋆. We start
by verifying that ASP and SE behave as expected. Fig-
ure 6 illustrates some ASP numerical experiments con-
ducted at λ = 0.5, λ̂ = 2, s = s⋆ = 0.166, where the
model is fully random (no ferromagnetic bias), and at
λ̂ = 2, λ = 1.08, s = s⋆ = 0.221, located in the mixed
phase. Both points are located in the RS unstable region.
First, we remark that SE tracks ASP apart from some
finite size effects. Moreover we observe that ∆x̂ does not
always go to zero, thus ASP doesn’t always converge in
the RS unstable phase. Figure 6 also confirms the exis-
tence of the RSB phase, characterized by ∆ > 0, contrary
to the RS phase where ∆ = 0. For the rest of the analysis,
we will present results obtained exclusively from SE. To
capture the behavior of SE, we study the algorithm along
two trajectories in the λ̂, λ plane.

Figure 7 fixes λ̂ = 2 and plots several quantities as a
function of λ. First we notice that for λ < 1, s⋆,∆,m and
also q (not shown) are constant. In fact, in this region,
the model is equivalent to a random one. Recall that the
AMP convergence threshold is at λconv(λ̂ = 2) = 1.105,
indicated by the upper limit of the grey band. We indeed
observe that ∆ undergoes a second order transition (upper
center plot) exactly at λconv. Moreover for λ > λconv the
1RSB free entropy becomes equal to the RS free entropy
(bottom left plot). In this region, the complexity function
Σ also becomes null and s independent, results in the
vanishing of s⋆ (top left plot). These results confirm that
AMP convergence and RS stability are equivalent.

We then see that in the whole range of λ, s⋆ < 1.
This indicates that there is no dynamical-1RSB phase
[34][35], where the measure would be dominated by an
exponential number of states. On the 1RSB level, the
measure is either dominated by a single Bethe state in
the RS phase (λ > λconv) or, in the 1RSB phase, by a
sub exponential number of Bethe states. This fact implies
that Φ̃1RSB(λ, λ̂) = f∗(s⋆, λ, λ̂). Put differently, in the
1RSB phase, the free entropy of the system will be given
by the point where the complexity curve Σ(f) touches
zero. Nonetheless, below λconv, Σ (center panel) is posi-
tive on a interval of values of s, attesting the presence of
an exponential number of metastable states. Approach-
ing λconv from below, Σ(f) shrinks until it becomes a
point at the RS stability transition, correspondingly Σ(s)
approaches a zero function. The complexity curves also
have an unphysical branch, only shown for λ = 0.9. The
unphysical branch begins when f∗ becomes decreasing in
s, and continues down to s = 0. One might ask why, for
λ > λconv, the value of s⋆ is not reported. The answer lies
in the definition of s⋆ as the point where the complexity

curve Σ(s) touches zero. From panel (e) we see that for
λ > λconv (e.g. brown curve), Σ(s) = 0 for all s, so s⋆ is
ill defined.

The behavior of m (top right) is also interesting: the
lower margin of the gray stripe corresponds to the value of
λ at which AMP starts correlating with the ordered state,
i.e. when mAMP > 0. We see that ASP achieves positive
m even when AMP is not able to, almost achieving the
theoretical threshold at λ = 1. From an inference point of
view we can say that ASP recovers the signal at smaller
SNR.

Let us shift our attention to Fig. 8. We fix λ = 0.5

(fully random phase) and vary λ̂. Recall that for λ̂ ≤ 1 the
measure is RS. For increasing λ̂, ∆ increases, signaling
that the states’ width decreases. As in the previous
figure, when approaching the RS region the complexity
curves Σ(s) become flatter, becoming the identically zero
function at λ̂ = 1, and Σ(f) becomes a point at f∗. When
this happens, the free entropy becomes independent of
s, giving back the RS solution, which corresponds to
s = 1. From the point of view of Σ(f), smaller values of
λ̂ translate into fewer metastable states in the measure,
approaching eventually the RS picture with only one state,
the paramagnetic one.

Finally we discuss the stability of ASP in both Fig. 7
and 8. In a way analogous to AMP we study the conver-
gence of ASP by analyzing the stability of its iterations
under a random perturbation. Given the complexity of
the update functions, we perform this analysis numeri-
cally by perturbing the vector T t by a small quantity. We
introduce cASP such that if cASP > 0 the perturbation
norm shrinks in time. If instead cASP < 0, the perturba-
tion grows in time and ASP is unstable. The bottom right
panels in 7 and 8 show where cASP is positive. Notice
for example that in Fig. 7 ASP converges in the mixed
phase, where AMP failed to converge. An expression for
cASP is provided in Appendix D.

V. DISCUSSION

In this work, we studied the planted XY model defined
by (4) and (8). Our model enjoys multiple connections,
both with spin glasses and inference problems. In the
inference setting, it corresponds to the angular synchro-
nization problem, instead from the statistical physics
point of view, it can be seen as an XY, mean field spin
glass with a ferromagnetic bias. The two problems are
related by a change of variables. We first obtain the
RS phase diagram where we recognize several regions, a
paramagnetic phase where the spins are each uniformly
distributed on the circle, a ferromagnetic phase where a
partial global order arises (spins approximately point in
the same direction) but the replica symmetric solution
is stable, a mixed phase where replica symmetry is not
stable and magnetization is positive, and a spin glass
phase in which each spin is partially frozen in a random
direction.
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FIG. 6. ASP and its state evolution at two different points in the λ, λ̂ plane. For each run we plot m, q ,∆ and ∆x̂t as a function
of iteration time. The red curves indicate the evolution predicted by SE. Each of the 50 transparent lines is an independent
ASP run with N = 2000. (a): we run ASP deep in the spin glass phase λ̂ = 2, λ = 0.5, s = s⋆ = 0.166; recall that here our
model is equivalent to a fully random one with λ = 0. (b): ASP is run at λ̂ = 2, λ = 1.08, s = s⋆ = 0.221. This point is located
in the mixed phase. In both cases SE tracks ASP accurately enough, the finite discrepancy in the case of λ = 1.05 is caused by
the finite size effect near the RS instability transition located at λ = 1.105.

To mitigate the instability of the RS solution, we resort
to the ASP algorithm. ASP is the 1RSB version of AMP,
allowing to model the existence of multiple states in the
Gibbs measure, each state corresponding to a fixed point
of AMP. In the 1RSB formalism, we obtain a better
estimate of the free entropy, and we can also count the
number of states with each free entropy through the
complexity function Σ(f). All the estimates are obtained
through the state evolution of ASP.

One question remains open: Is the 1RSB approach
exact or are further levels of RSB required? There are
two failure modes of 1RSB: either several 1RSB states
form a cluster together, or each 1RSB state breaks into a
multitude of smaller states [36][31][37]. Studying ASP’s
convergence allows us to detect the first kind of instability.
We can then conclude that the 1RSB ansatz is incorrect
in at least part of the phase diagram (i.e. where ASP
does not converge or equivalently where cASP < 0). In
this phase likely the Full-RSB ansatz would be needed
to provide the exact solution. In the region where ASP
converges and cASP > 0 one would need to evaluate the
2RSB solution to conclusively decide about the exactness
of the 1RSB, this is left for future work. Interestingly in
this respect the XY model behaves differently from SK

where ASP never converges throughout the phase diagram
[21] and the FRSB solution describes the entirety of the
RSB phase. Should the 1RSB solution be exact, the XY
model would represent a case of a system where continuous
RSB (i.e. ∆ is continuous at the RS instability threshold)
coexists with a 1RSB phase.
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FIG. 7. λ̂ = 2 and variable λ. The grey band represents the mixed phase from the RS phase diagram (i.e. goes from the m = 0
instability up to the AMP convergence threshold). We plot, as a function of λ, (a) the value of s that best approximates
the true free entropy (s⋆), (b) the overlap between two replicas in the same state (∆) and (c) the overlap with the ordered
configuration (m). The point at which ∆(s⋆) becomes nonzero marks the RS instability transition, this is seen to coincide with
the AMP convergence threshold. As shown in the top right plot, ASP attains m > 0 for smaller values of λ compared to AMP.
(d-e): The complexity curves Σ(f∗) and Σ(s). The curves are characterized by a physical and an unphysical branch (shown in
transparency only for λ = 0.9) which extends up to s = 0. At the RS instability threshold Σ(f) collapses to a point and Σ(s)
becomes constant. (f): The difference between the RS and 1RSB free energies; the two become equal at the RS instability
threshold. (g): The stability coefficient cASP of ASP.
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FIG. 8. λ = 0.5 and variable λ̂. For λ̂ ≤ 1 the system is in the RS phase. We plot, for various values of λ̂, (a) the value of s
that best approximates the free entropy (s⋆) and (b) the overlap between two replicas in the same state (∆). The error bars
reflect the error in the computation of s⋆. Notice how ∆ → 0 when approaching the RS phase. (c-d): The complexity curves
for different values of λ, as a function of both f∗ and s. The unphysical branch is shown in transparent trait only for λ̂ = 3.
The inset in the left plot magnifies the region near f∗ = f∗(s⋆). Approaching the RS phase, Σ(f) collapses to a point, while
Σ(s) approaches a constant. (e): The ASP stability coefficient cASP.
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Appendix A: Circular distributions

In this appendix we recall some basic facts about prob-
ability measures on the unit circle, and their connection
to our setting. In the following we will always assume
that x = eiθ is a complex variable of unit modulus. Let
x ∼ P (x), then we define the raw moments of x as

mn =

∮
Γ

dxeinxP (x). (A1)

In analogy with the linear case one can define the circular
mean and variance respectively as m1 and 1− |m1|. We
shall explore a family of circular distributions that appear
in the analysis of the planted XY model.

Suppose x belongs to the following family of probability
measures spanned by the complex parameter h = |h|eiϕ.

P (x) =
1

2πI0(|h|)
eRe(xh), (A2)

where Ik is the modified Bessel function of the first kind
of order k. The real part can now be written as Re(xh) =
|h| cos(θ − ϕ), thus yielding a Von Mises distribution [39]
for the variable θ:

P (θ) =
1

2πI0(|h|)
e|h| cos(θ−ϕ). (A3)

The moments of P are

mn = EP [x
n] =

In(|h|)
I0(|h|)

(A4)

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7149526
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In fact

2πI0(|h|)mn =

∫ 2π

0

einθe|h|cos(θ)

=

∫ 2π

0

[cos(nθ) + i sin(nθ)] e|h|cos(θ) (A5)

=

∫ 2π

0

cos(nθ)e|h|cos(θ) = 2πIn(|h|).

The last equality follows from the definition of In.

Appendix B: AMP and state evolution derivation

We shall now briefly recall the derivation of the AMP
algorithm. While there exist several ways to do so, we
choose an approach similar to [22] based on manipulating
the Belief Propagation equations. Belief propagation for

the planted XY model reads

mi→ij(xi) =
1

Zi→ij

∏
k ̸=i,j

mki→i(xi) (B1)

mij→j(xj) =
1

Zij→j

∮
dxi exp

2

√
λ̂

N
Re(Yijxixj)


×mi→ij(xi), (B2)

where all the integrals are on the unit circle in the complex
plane. This is a set of N2 functional equations: it would
be impossible to use them in practice on a computer. The
first step to obtain AMP consists of relaxing BP: this
means finding a parametric form of the messages under
which the BP equations can be closed. We first expand
the exponent in (B2) equation:

mij→j(xj) =
1

Zij→j

∮
dxi

1 + 2

√
λ̂

N
Re(Yijxixj) + 2

λ̂

N
Re(Yijxixj)

2 +O(N−3/2)

mi→ij(xi) = (B3)

=
1

Zij→j

∮
dxi

1 + 2

√
λ̂

N
Re(Yijxixj) +

λ̂

N
Re(Y 2

ijxi
2x2

j ) +
λ̂

N
|Yij |2 +O(N−3/2)

mi→ij(xi) = (B4)

=
1

Zij→j

1 + 2

√
λ̂

N
Re(Yij x̂i→ijxj) +O(N−1)

 =
1

Zij→j
exp

2
√

λ̂

N
Re(Yij x̂i→ijxj)

+O(N−1). (B5)

From the first to the second line we used that Re(z)2 =
1
2 (Re(z

2)+|z|2). Then from the second to the third line we
dropped the O(N−1) terms since these are subdominant
in the N → ∞ limit and we performed the average intro-
ducing x̂i→ij = Emi→ij

[xi]. The normalization constant

can be computed Zij→j = 2πI0

(
2

√
λ̂/N |Yij x̂i→ij |

)
By

substituting the last expression in (B1) we get

mi→ij(xi) =
1

Zi→ij
exp

2
√

λ̂

N
Re

xi

∑
k ̸=i,j

Ykix̂k→ki


=

1

2πI0(hij→j)
exp

[
2Re

(
xihij→j

)]
, (B6)

Where in the last line we defined hij→j =√
λ̂
N

∑
k ̸=i,j Yikx̂k→ki. We’ve finally arrived to the re-

laxed BP-equations:

h
(t)
ij→j =

√
λ̂

N

∑
k ̸=i,j

Yikx̂
(t)
k→ki (B7)

x̂
(t+1)
i→ij = E

m
(t)
i→ij

[xi] = η(h
(t)
ij→j), η(h) =

h

|h|
I1(|2h|)
I0(|2h|)

(B8)

For the computation of Emi→ij
[xi] we defer to appendix

A. To complete the derivation of AMP we now remove
the dependence of the target variable by expanding the
relaxed-BP equations. First define the single site fields as

hi = hij→j +

√
λ̂/NYij x̂j→ji =

√
λ̂/N

∑
k ̸=i

Yikx̂k→ki

(B9)
Similarly we introduce the variables x̂, which, at conver-
gence, represent AMP’s approximation to the system’s
marginals.

x̂
(t+1)
i = η(h

(t)
i ) (B10)
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the goal is to replace variables indexed on edges with the
new variables indexed on vertices: to do so we have to
keep track of the error

x̂
(t)
k→ki − x̂

(t)
k = η(h

(t−1)
ki→i )− η(h

(t−1)
k )

= −∂η

∂h
(h

(t−1)
k )

√
λ̂

N
Ykix̂

(t−1)
i→ik +O(N−1) (B11)

= −∂η

∂h
(h

(t−1)
k )

√
λ̂

N
Ykix̂

(t−1)
i +O(N−1)

For a detailed explanation of the form of ∂η/∂h see the
paragraph B 0 a. Plugging this into h

(t)
i we have

h
(t)
i = 2

√
λ̂

N

∑
k ̸=i

Yikx̂
(t)
k→ki

=

√
λ̂

N

∑
k ̸=i

Yik

x̂
(t)
k −

√
λ̂

N
Yki

∂η

∂h
(h

(t−1)
k )x̂

(t−1)
i

(B12)

=

√
λ̂

N

∑
k ̸=i

Yikx̂
(t)
k − λ̂

N
x̂
(t−1)
i

∑
k ̸=i

|Yik|2
∂η

∂h
(h

(t−1)
k )

Equation (B10) together with (B12) constitute the AMP
algorithm.

a. Derivation of the Onsager term

In this section we derive the form of ∂η
∂h . Notice

that η is not an analytic function, so its derivative
cannot be expressed as a complex number, instead it
takes the form of a 2 × 2 Jacobian. Writing η(h) =
η(x + iy) = u(x, y) + iv(x, y), the directional deriva-
tive of η along z is ∂η

∂z = Re(z) [∂xu(x, y) + i∂xv(x, y)] +
Im(z) [∂uu(x, y) + i∂yv(x, y)]. Decomposing z along the
directions respectively orthogonal and parallel to h, and
with the notation r = |h| we obtain the following alterna-
tive expression

η(h+ z)− η(h) =

[
z − Re

(
h

|h|z
)

h

|h|

]
ηr(r)

+Re

(
h

|h|z
)

h

|h|∂r(rηr(r)) +O(|z|2) (B13)

where we have defined ηr(r) =
1
r
I1(2r)
I0(2r)

. In the computa-
tion of the Onsager term we have

h
(t)
i =

√
λ̂

N

∑
k ̸=i

Yikη(h
(t−1)
k )−

√
λ̂

N

∑
k ̸=i

Yik

η(h(t−1)
k )

−η

h
(t−1)
k −

√
λ̂

N
Y ikx̂

(t−1)
i


(B14)

Let us fix k in the second summation and look at one
term: to lighten the notation rename h

(t−1)
k 7→ h, Yik 7→

Y, x̂
(t−1)
i 7→ x. Applying (B13) we have

Y

η(h)− η

h−

√
λ̂

N
Y x

 =

√
λ̂

N
Y

[
Y x− Re

(
h

|h|Y x

)
h

|h|

]
ηr(r) +

√
λ̂

N
Y Re

(
h

|h|Y x

)
h

|h|∂r(rηr(r)) +O(1/N) =

=

√
λ̂

N

{
|Y |2x+ Y

h

|h| Re
(

h

|h|Y x

)
[∂r(rηr(r))− ηr(r)]

}
+O(1/N) = (B15)

=

√
λ̂

N

{
1

2
x|Y |2 (∂r(rηr(r)) + ηr(r)) +

Y 2h2x

2|h|2 [∂r(rηr(r))− ηr(r)]

}
+O(1/N),

where in the last step we expanded Re(z) = 1
2 (z + z).

Substituting this back into (B14) and summing over k,
one sees that the second term is negligible because Y 2

is a zero mean random variable. Moreover the by the
properties of the Bessel functions we have the identity
1
2 (∂r(rηr(r)) + ηr(r)) = 1 − |η(r)|2. To conclude (B12)
holds with

∂η

∂h
(h

(t−1)
k ) = 1− |η(h(t−1)

k )|2 (B16)

1. State evolution heuristic derivation

One of the elements which distinguishes AMP from
other iterative algorithms is the ability (in the N → ∞
limit ) to track its dynamics through the state evolution
equations. In particular we will derive closed equations
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for the two observables

m =
1

N

N∑
i=1

x̂i q =
1

N

N∑
i=1

|x̂i|2, (B17)

representing respectively the alignment of the marginals
with the planted configuration and how concentrated each
marginal is. We start by deriving an iterative equation
for m(t).

m(t+1) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

η

√ λ̂

N

N∑
k=1

Yikx̂
(t)
k


=

1

N

N∑
i=1

η

√λλ̂

N

N∑
k=1

x̂k +

√
λ̂

N

N∑
k=1

Wikx̂k


=

1

N

N∑
i=1

η

√λλ̂m(t) +

√
λ̂

2
q(t)zi

 (B18)

=
1

2π

∫
C
dz e−

1
2 |z|

2

η

(√
λλ̂m(t) +

√
λ̂q(t)/2 z

)
In the second passage we defined zi =√

2N
q(t)

∑N
k=1 Wikx̂k ∼ N (0, 1) + iN (0, 1), and in

the end we replaced the sum over i with an integral,
since N → ∞ and zis are assumed to be independent.
The whole derivation revolves around the assumption of
independence between x̂(t) and W . This is of course not
the case, because x̂ will depend on W through previous
iterations, however the Onsager term in the iterations
re-establishes asymptotic independence as explained in
[11][40]. Similarly for q we have

q(t+1) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣η
√ λ̂

N

N∑
k=1

Yikx̂
(t)
k

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

=
1

2π

∫
C
dz e−

1
2 |z|

2

∣∣∣∣η(√λλ̂m(t) +

√
λ̂q(t)/2 z

)∣∣∣∣2 .(B19)

2. Simplification of state evolution

We can further simplify SE equations. The use of this is
to reduce the number of integrals to be done numerically.
We start by simplifying fm:

fm(m, q) =
1

2π

∫
C
dz e−

1
2 |z|

2

η

√λλ̂m+

√
λ̂q

2
z


=

1

2π

∫
dx dy e−

1
2 (x

2+y2) a(x)√
a(x)2 + λ̂qy2/2

×η̃

(√
a(x)2 + λ̂qy2/2

)
(B20)

where we split z = x + iy and we introduced a(x) =√
λλ̂m +

√
λ̂q/2x. In principle fm could be complex

however the imaginary part is zero. By changing variables

according to x′ = a(x), y′ =

√
λ̂q/2y we get

fm(m, q) =
1

πλ̂q

∫
dxdy exp

[
− 1

λ̂q
(y2 + (x−

√
λλ̂m)2)

]
× x√

x2 + y2
η̃
(√

x2 + y2
)
=

2

πλ̂q
e−

λm2

q (B21)

×
∫ ∞

0

dr

∫ r

−r

dx exp

[
− r2

λ̂q
+ 2

m

q

√
λ

λ̂
x

]
x√

r2 − x2
η̃ (r)

=
2

λ̂q
e−

λm2

q

∫ ∞

0

dr r exp

[
− r2

λ̂q

]
I1

(
2
m

q

√
λ

λ̂
r

)
η̃ (r)

where in the second line we changed variables to
x, r =

√
x2 + y2 and in the last passage we used that∫ r

−r
dx eax x√

r2−x2
= πrI1(ar). An analogous procedure

also yields a simplified equation for q:

fq(m, q) =
2

λ̂q
e−

λm2

q

∫ ∞

0

dr r exp

[
− r2

λ̂q

]
(B22)

×I0

(
2
m

q

√
λ

λ̂
r

)
η̃ (r)

2
. (B23)

Appendix C: Fixed point analysis

We write SE equations in vectorial form as

xt+1 = (mt+1, qt+1) = f(xt) = (fm(mt, qt), fq(m
t, qt)).

(C1)
We say x̃ is a fixed point if f(x̃) = x̃. Let x̃ be a fixed
point and denote ∆ = x− x̃. Then at the linear order in
f Delta will evolve as

∆t+1
i =

∑
j

∂fi
∂xj

(x̃)∆t
j = ([Jf (x̃)]

t+1
∆0)i (C2)

In order to characterize the behavior of ∆ (and hence
study the stability of x̃) we must then look at the Jacobian.
In the following we study this Jacobian for multiple fixed
points.

1. m = 0, q = 0

We first evaluate the stability with respect to m.

∂fm
∂m

(m, q = 0)

∣∣∣∣
m=0

=
∂

∂m

1

2π

∫
C
dz e−

1
2 |z|

2

×η
(√

λλ̂m
) ∣∣∣∣

m=0

=
√
λ̂λη′(0) =

√
λ̂λ. (C3)
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We now examine the stability with respect to q. For this
purpose define η̃ = |η|.

∂fq
∂q

(q,m = 0)

∣∣∣∣
q=0

=
∂

∂q

1

2π

∫
dz e−

|z|2
2 × η̃

(√
λ̂q/2 z

)2 ∣∣∣∣
q=0

=
∂

∂q

∫ ∞

0

dr re−
r2

2 η̃

(√
λ̂q/2 r

)2 ∣∣∣∣
q=0

=

√
λ̂

8q

∫ ∞

0

dr r2e−
r2

2 2η̃

(√
λ̂q/2 r

)
×η̃′

(√
λ̂q/2 r

) ∣∣∣∣
q=0

=

√
λ̂

2q

∫ ∞

0

dr r3e−
r2

2 η̃′ (0)
2
√
λ̂q/2

∣∣∣∣
q=0

=
λ̂

4

∫ ∞

0

dr r3e−
r2

2 = λ̂ (C4)

In the second to last passage we use the fact that q → 0 to
expand η̃ to the first order. Also remember that η̃′(0) = 1.

So the m = q = 0 fixed point is stable if λ̂ < 1 and λ̂λ <

1. This region is delimited by the curve λ = min(1, λ̂−1)
shown in Fig. 3.

2. m = 0

In the spin glass phase we expect that m = 0 while
q > 0. To find the boundary with the phase where both
m and q are positive we need to compute the stability
of m = 0 for the value of q given by the converged state
evolution.

Starting from (B22) we compute ∂fm/∂m for general
q.

∂fm
∂m

= −2λ
m

q
fm(m, q) +

2

q2λ̂

√
λ

λ̂
e−

λm2

q

∫ ∞

0

dr r2η̃(r)

×e
− r2

λ̂q

[
I0

(
2
m

q

√
λ

λ̂
r

)
+ I2

(
2
m

q

√
λ

λ̂
r

)]
(C5)

By setting m = 0 one obtains

∂fm
∂m

∣∣∣∣
m=0

=
2
√
λ

q2λ̂3/2

∫ ∞

0

dr r2η̃(r)e
− r2

λ̂q (C6)

Appendix D: Convergence of AMP and ASP

In this appendix we study the algorithm convergence cri-
teria for AMP and ASP given parameters (λ, λ̂, s) . First,
we examine the case for AMP. We introduce some quanti-
ties that will be required for the analysis. For convenience
we will sometimes treat complex numbers and functions
as vectors in R2. z = (Re(z), Im(z)). Accordingly we
will represent η(z) = z

|z|
I1(2|z|)
I0(2|z|) as η(z) = (xηr(r), yηr(r)),

with z = x+ iy, r =
√
x2 + y2 and ηr(r) =

1
r
I1(2r)
I0(2r)

. Since
η is not an analytic function, its derivative cannot be
expressed a a single complex number, but the whole 2× 2
Jacobian Jη is required. We find

Jη(x, y) =

[
ηr(r) +

x2

r η′r(r)
xy
r η′r(r)

xy
r η′r(r) ηr(r) +

x2

r η′r(r)

]
(D1)

Finally we will need the following fact: let M =
{Mij}2i,j=1 be a 2 × 2 matrix and ∥·∥2 be the euclidean
norm in R2. Then

1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθ

∥∥∥∥M [
cos θ
sin θ

]∥∥∥∥2
2

=
1

2
(M11 +M12 +M21 +M22)

(D2)
We perturb the vector h(t) with an infinitesimal vector

δh(t) ∈ CN , where coordinates are i.i.d. uniformly dis-
tributed on a circle of radius ϵ (i.e. δh(t)

k = ϵeiϕ
(t)
k , ϕ

(t)
k ∼

Unif([0, 2π])). Let h̃(t) = h(t) + δh(t) be the perturbed
vector.

If the perturbation grows in time then AMP will
not converge since every fixed point would be repul-
sive. Define the norm of the perturbation to be ∥δh∥2 :=
1
N

∑N
k=1 |δhk|2. In this way we have

∥∥δh(t)
∥∥2 = ϵ2. Using

(9), (10) we get
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δh
(t+1)
i =

√
λ̂

N

∑
k

Yik

[
η(h

(t)
k + δh

(t)
k )− η(h

(t)
k )
]
+

λ̂

N
x̂
(t−1)
i

∑
k

|Yik|2
[
∂η

∂h
(h

(t−1)
k + δh

(t−1)
k )− ∂η

∂h
(h

(t−1)
k )

]
= (D3)

=

√
λ̂

N

∑
k

YikJη(h
(t)
k )δh

(t)
k +

λ̂

N
x̂
(t−1)
i

∑
k

|Yik|2
[
∂

∂r

(
∂̃η

∂h
(r)

)
Re

(
h
(t−1)

k

|h(t−1)
k |

δh
(t)
k

)]
= (D4)

=

√
λ̂

N

∑
k

YikJη(h
(t)
k )δh

(t)
k +O(N−1/2). (D5)

In the second passage we introduced the notation r =

|h(t−1)
k | and the function ∂̃η

∂h (|h|) :=
∂η
∂h (h). Moreover we

used the fact that |h+ δh| − |h| = Re( h
|h|δh) +O(|δh|2).

In the last passage we exploited the fact that Re( h
|h|δh)

has zero average with respect to the randomness in δh,
thus the Onsager term will give a N−1/2 contribution,
which can be neglected. We now compute the norm of
the perturbation at time t+ 1

∥∥∥δh(t+1)
∥∥∥2 =

1

N

∑
i

λ̂

N

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k

YikJη(h
(t)
k )δh

(t)
k

∣∣∣∣∣
2

+
c1
N

(D6)

=
λ̂

N

∑
k

[
1

N

∑
i

|Yik|2
]
|Jη(h(t)

k )δh
(t)
k |2 + λ̂

N

∑
k,l:k ̸=l

[
1

N

∑
i

YikY il

]
Jη(h

(t)
k )Jη(h

(t)
l )δh

(t)
k δh

(t)
l +

c1
N

(D7)

(a)
=

λ̂

N

∑
k

|Jη(h(t)
k )δh

(t)
k |2 + λ̂

N

∑
k,l:k ̸=l

(
Akl√
N

)
Jη(h

(t)
k )Jη(h

(t)
l )δh

(t)
k δh

(t)
l +

c2√
N

(b)
= λ̂

∫
dh

∫
dδhPemp(h, δh)|Jη(h)δh|2

(D8)

+ λ̂
√
N

∫
dh1 dh2 dδh1 dδh2 dAP (2)

emp(h1, h2, δh1, δh2, A)AJη(h1) Jη(h2) δh1 δh2 +
c2√
N

(D9)

(c)
= ϵ2λ̂

∫
dhP (h)

1

2π

∫
dθ|Jη(h)eiθ|2 + λ̂

√
N

∫
dh1 dh2 dAP (2)(h1, h2, A)AJη(h1) Jη(h2)

1

(2π)2

∫
dθ1dθ2ϵ

2ei(θ1−θ2)

(D10)

+
c3√
N

(d)
= ϵ2

λ̂

2

∫
dhP (h)

[(
ηr(r) +

x2

r
η′r(r)

)2

+ 2
(xy

r
η′r(r)

)2
+

(
ηr(r) +

y2

r
η′r(r)

)2
]
+

c3√
N

(D11)

= ϵ2
λ̂

2

∫
dhP (h)

[
ηr(r)

2 + (ηr(r) + rη′r(r))
2
]
+

c3√
N

(D12)

In (a) we used that with high probability
1
N

∑
i |Yik|2 = 1 + O(N−1/2), and we renamed

1
N

∑
i YikYil = Akl/

√
N , where Akl has zero

mean and variance of order 1. In (b) we intro-
duced the empirical joint distribution of δh and
h: Pemp(h, δh) = 1

N

∑
k δ(h − h

(t)
k )δ(δh − δh

(t)
k ),

and the analogous quantity for the cross term
P

(2)
emp(h1, h2, δh1, δh2, A) = 1

N(N−1)

∑
k,l:k ̸=l δ(h1 −

h
(t)
k )δ(h2 − h

(t)
l )δ(δh1 − δh

(t)
k )δ(δh2 − δh

(t)
l )δ(A − Akl) .

In (c) we replace the empirical averages Pemp, P
(2)
emp with

the distribution averages P, P (2) making respective errors
of O(N−1/2) and O(N−1). Moreover, since h(t) and δh(t)

are independent, in the limit of N → ∞, Pemp(h, δh) →
P (h)P (δh) and P

(2)
emp(h1, h2, δh1, δh2, A) →

P (2)(A, h1, h2)P (δh1)P (δh2). P (h) here is deter-

mined by SE’s prediction that h =
√

λλ̂m+

√
λ̂q
2 z, with

z ∼ N (0, 1) + iN (0, 1), while P (δh) is, coordinate wise,
the uniform distribution on the circle of radius ϵ. In (d)
we used (D2) and (D1), with h = x + iy, r = |h|, while
the second term in the previous line vanishes. c1, c2, c3



20

are all constants with respect to N .
To conclude, the perturbation norm obeys

∥∥δh(t+1)
∥∥2 =

(1− c(t))
∥∥δh(t)

∥∥2, with

c(t) = 1− λ̂

2
Ez

[
ηr(|h|)2 + (ηr(|h|) + |h|η′r(|h|))

2
]

(D13)

h =
√

λλ̂m(t) +

√
λ̂q(t)

2
z, z ∼ N (0, 1) + iN (0, 1)

(D14)

with m(t), q(t) obtained iterating SE. This result is valid
with high probability with respect to δh, Y . To study the
convergence of single instances of AMP it is useful to de-
rive the average (with respect to δh) growth of a perturba-
tion, when N is finite. Following an analogous derivation
we obtain Eδh

[∥∥δh(t+1)
∥∥2] = (1− c

(t)
AMP)Eδh

[∥∥δh(t)
∥∥2],

with

c
(t)
AMP = 1− λ̂

2

N∑
i=1

[
1

N

∑
k

|Yik|2
]

×
[
ηr(|h(t)

i |)2 +
(
ηr(|h(t)

i |) + |h(t)
i |η′r(|h(t)

i |)
)2]

(D15)

In the case of ASP we follow a similar derivation: we
perturb T t

i → T t
i + ϵeiθi with θi uniformly distributed on

the unit circle and check how the perturbation propagates
to the next time step. Because of the complexity of the
expression (which involves deriving (F29) with respect to
T ), we evaluate the convergence criteria numerically via
finite differences. Given m, q, ∆ and s from SE we have
the following expression

cASP = 1− λ̂Ez,θ

[∣∣∣∣ x̂(T + ϵeiθ,∆)− x̂(T,∆)

ϵeiθ

∣∣∣∣2
]
,

(D16)

where ϵ is sufficiently small and, coherently with (F31),

T =
√

λλ̂m +

√
λ̂q/2z, with z ∼ N (0, 1) + iN (0, 1).

Finally θ is uniformly distributed [0, 2π].

Appendix E: Correspondence of 1RSB free entropy
and replicated free entropy

We pick

s⋆ =

{
1 if Σ(f∗(1)) ≥ 0

−Σ′(f0) if Σ(f∗(1)) < 0
(E1)

such that Φ̃1RSB = Σ(f∗(s⋆)) + f∗(s⋆) for the chosen
s⋆. Let us verify that this choice is correct: Suppose
f∗(s⋆) = f̃⋆, then the argument goes through because
Φ̃1RSB = Σ(f̃∗) + f̃∗ = Σ(f∗(s⋆)) + f∗(s⋆). Hence, we

only have to show f∗(s⋆) = f̃⋆. If Σ(f∗(1)) > 0, then
s⋆ = 1 and f̃∗ = f∗(1). Instead, if Σ(f∗) < 0, we will
have f̃∗ = f0. But with the new choice of s⋆, f∗ will
satisfy Σ′(f∗) = Σ′(f0), hence also giving f∗(s⋆) = f0.
Therefore f∗(s⋆) = f̃⋆. □

Appendix F: Derivation of Approximate Survey
Propagation and its state evolution

We derive the ASP algorithm as follows. First, we start
from the Belief Propagation (BP) equations for a repli-
cated model consisting of s independent replicas. We then
put forward an ansatz for the messages, parametrizing
them by their means and covariances. Propagating the
ansatz through the BP equations, we are able to obtain a
closed set of equations for the parameters. This procedure
is general and applicable to other statistical physics mod-
els with a Boltzmann probability measure, but we will
stick to the explicit form of Hamiltonian for our problem
for clarity.

The BP equations are

mi→ij(x⃗i) =
1

Zi→ij

s∏
a=1

PX

(
x
(a)
i

)∏
k ̸=j

mki→i(x⃗i) (F1)

mij→i(x⃗i) =
1

Zij→i

∫
dx⃗jmj→ij(x⃗j)

× exp

 s∑
a=1

2

√
λ̂

N
Re
(
Yijx

(a)
i x

(a)
j

) , (F2)

where x⃗i =
(
x
(1)
i , x

(2)
i , . . . , x

(s)
i

)
refers to the variable xi

in different replicas, and PX

(
x
(a)
i

)
= δ(|x(a)

i | − 1)/2π is
the prior distribution.

The ansatz for the messages is a Gaussian distribution
parametrized by the covariance of variables within and
among replicas

mj→ij(x⃗j) =
1

Zj→ij

∫
dh exp

[
−1

2

|h− x̂j→ij |2
∆2

j→ij

]

×
s∏

a=1

exp

[
−1

2
|h− x

(a)
j |2

]
. (F3)

The ansatz produces the following correlation functions:

⟨x(a)
j ⟩ = x̂j→ij (F4)

⟨x(a)
j x

(b)
j ⟩a̸=b = ∆j→ij + |x̂j→ij |2 (F5)

⟨x(a)
j x

(a)
j ⟩ = 1 by the unit norm constraint(F6)

where ⟨·⟩ denotes the average with respect to the dis-
tribution described by (F3). The precise form (F3) is of
little importance, our analysis will only make use of the
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correlation identities defined above. The next step is to expand

exp

 s∑
a=1

2

√
λ̂

N
Re
(
Yijx

(a)
i x

(a)
j

) (F7)

= 1 + 2

√
λ̂

N

s∑
a=1

Re
(
Yijx

(a)
i x

(a)
j

)
(F8)

+
λ

N
|Yij |2

s∑
a,b

x
(a)
i x

(b)
i x

(a)
j x

(b)
j +O(N−3/2), (F9)

and express mij→j(x⃗i) in terms of the estimator x̂i→ij

and covariance ∆j→ij . In the following computations the
symbol .

= will mean that the two sides are equal up to
terms that vanish in the N → ∞ limit.

mij→i(x⃗i) =
1

Z ′′
ij→i

∫
dx⃗jmj→ij(x⃗j) exp

 s∑
a=1

2

√
λ̂

N
Re
(
Yijx

(a)
i x

(a)
j

) .
=

.
=

1

Z ′
ij→i

1 + 2

√
λ̂

N
Re

(
Yij x̂j→ij

s∑
a=1

x
(a)
i

)
+

λ̂

N
|Yij |2(∆j→ij + |x̂j→ij |2)

∣∣∣∣∣
s∑

a=1

x
(a)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
2

+ (F10)

+
λ̂

N
s
(
1−∆j→ij − |x̂j→ij |2

)
− λ̂

N
Re

Y 2
ij x̂

2
j→ij

(
s∑

a=1

x
(a)
i

)2
 .

=

.
=

1

Zij→i
exp

2
√

λ̂

N
Re

(
Yij x̂j→ij

s∑
a=1

x
(a)
i

)
− λ̂

N
Re
[
Y 2
ij x̂

2
j→ij

] λ̂

N
|Yij |2∆j→ij

∣∣∣∣∣
s∑

a=1

x
(a)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
2
 . (F11)

Where all constants not depending on xi have been ab-
sorbed into Zij→i. Moreover we dropped the last term
in (F10) because it is subdominant in N . Moving to the

first BP equation (F1) we have

mi→ij(x⃗i)
.
=

1

Zi→ij

(
s∏

a=1

PX(x
(a)
i )

)
(F12)

× exp

2
√

λ̂

N
Re

∑
k ̸=i,j

Yikx̂k→ik

 s∑
a=1

x
(a)
i

 (F13)

+
λ̂

N

∣∣∣∣∣
s∑

a=1

x
(a)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
2 ∑
k ̸=i,j

|Yik|2∆k→ik


At this point it is convenient to have only the linear term
of
∑

a x
(a)
i in the exponent so that we can factorise over

different replicas. To achieve this, we apply the Hubbard-
Stratonovich trick∫

C
dx

θ

π
e−θ(|x|2−2Re[xy]) = eθ|y|

2

. (F14)

Picking y =
∑s

a=1 x
(a)
i and θ = λ

N

∑
k ̸=i,j |Yik|2∆k→ik we

get
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mi→ij(x⃗i)
.
=

1

Zi→ij

∫
C
dh exp

−|h|2 λ̂

N

∑
k ̸=i,j

|Yik|2∆k→ik

× (F15)

×
s∏

a=1

PX(x
(a)
i ) exp

2Re
x

(a)
i

√
λ̂

N

∑
k ̸=i,j

Yikx̂k→ik + x
(a)
i h

λ̂

N

∑
k ̸=i,j

|Yik|2∆k→ik


where h is a complex variable and the integral is computed
over the entire complex plane. The advantage of writing
the message in the form of (F15) is that one can use it
as a measure to explicitly evaluate the correlation func-
tions, and since now the replicas are properly factorised,
evaluation then follows readily. We define the following
functions for brevity,

Pp(xi, h, Ti→ij , Vi→ij) = PX(xi)

exp [2Re (Ti→ijxi + Vi→ijhxi)] (F16)

Ti→ij =

√
λ̂

N

∑
k ̸=j

Yikx̂k→ik (F17)

Vi→ij =
λ̂

N

∑
k ̸=j

|Yik|2∆k→ik (F18)

with which the message is concisely expressed as

mi→ij(x⃗i)
.
=

1

Zi→ij

∫
C
dh e−Vi→ij |h|2

×
s∏

a=1

Pp(x
(a)
i , h, Ti→ij , Vi→ij). (F19)

At this stage, the equations are closed, and we have at
hand the following expressions

⟨x(a)
i ⟩ = x̂i→ij

.
=

∫
C dh e−Vi→ij |h|2

[∫
dxiPp(xi, h, Ti→ij , Vi→ij)

]s−1 ∫
dxixiPp(xi, h, Ti→ij , Vi→ij)∫

C dh e−Vi→ij |h|2
[∫

dxiPp(xi, h, Ti→ij , Vi→ij)
]s (F20)

⟨x(a)
i x

(b)
i ⟩ = ∆i→ij + |x̂i→ij |2

.
=

∫
C dh e−Vi→ij |h|2

[∫
dxiPp(xi, h, Ti→ij , Vi→ij)

]s−2 ∣∣∫ dxixiPp(xi, h, Ti→ij , Vi→ij)
∣∣2∫

C dh e−Vi→ij |h|2
[∫

dxiPp(xi, h, Ti→ij , Vi→ij)
]s . (F21)

Note that ∆i→ij is strictly non-negative as ensured by
the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality. It is important to keep in
mind that ∆i→ij has to be non-negative for the integral
in (F19) to converge.

After the TAPyfication procedure, consisting in remov-

ing the dependence on the target node in mi→ij at the
price of introducing an Onsager term, we arrive at the it-
erative ASP algorithm with marginal distributions. Here
we denote the various quantities computed at iteration t
with a superscript t,

T t
i =

∑
k

√
λ̂

N
Yikx̂

t
k − x̂t−1

i

∑
k

λ̂

N
|Yik|2

dx̂k

dTk
(F22)

V t
i =

∑
k

λ̂

N
|Yik|2∆t

k (F23)

x̂t+1
i =

∫
C dh e−V t

i |h|2 [∫ dxPp(x, h, T
t
i , V

t
i )
]s−1 ∫

dxxPp(x, h, T
t
i , V

t
i )∫

C dh e−V t
i |h|2 [∫ dxPp(x, h, T t

i , V
t
i )
]s (F24)

∆t+1
i + |x̂t+1

i |2 =

∫
C dh e−V t

i |h|2 [∫ dxPp(x, h, T
t
i , V

t
i )
]s−2 ∣∣∫ dxxPp(x, h, T

t
i , V

t
i )
∣∣2∫

C dh e−V t
i |h|2 [∫ dxPp(x, h, T t

i , V
t
i )
]s . (F25)

The integrals are not new. The prior restricts the range of integration to be on the unit circle and then the integrals
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evaluate to modified Bessel functions of the first kind Ik,
defined by

Ik(x) =
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

dθ cos (kθ) exp (x cos θ). (F26)

Explicitly,

x̂t+1
i =

∫
C dh e−V t

i |h|2 [I0(2|T t
i + Vih|)]s−1

[
T t
i +V t

i h
|T t

i +Vih|I1(2|T
t
i + V t

i h|)
]

∫
C dh e−V t

i |h|2 [I0(2|T t
i + V t

i h|)]
s (F27)

∆t+1
i + |x̂t+1

i |2 =

∫
C dh e−V t

i |h|2 [I0(2|T t
i + V t

i h|)]
s−2

[I1(2|T t
i + V t

i h|)]
2∫

C dh e−V t
i |h|2 [I0(2|T t

i + V t
i h|)]

s (F28)

The form is not quite convenient for us to implement an
algorithm since one of the parameters Ti is of complex
nature, and integration with such a parameter is more
expensive computationally. We notice, however, that

the phase of Ti can be factored out, if we write Ti =
|Ti|eiθTi and change the integration variable h accordingly
to heiθTi , so conveniently we have

x̂t+1
i = e

iθTt
i

∫
C dh e−V t

i |h|2 [I0(2||T t
i |+ V t

i h|)]
s−1

[
|T t

i |+V t
i h

||T t
i |+V t

i h|I1(2||T t
i |+ V t

i h|)
]

∫
C dh e−V t

i |h|2 [I0(2||T t
i |+ V t

i h|)]
s (F29)

∆t+1
i + |x̂t+1

i |2 =

∫
C dh e−V t

i |h|2 [I0(2||T t
i |+ V t

i h|)]
s−2

[I1(2||T t
i |+ V t

i h|)]
2∫

C dh e−V t
i |h|2 [I0(2||T t

i |+ V t
i h|)]

s (F30)

The integrals now depend on two real parameters, V t
i and

|T t
i |, suitable to approximate with interpolation method(

see Appendix H). To continue, we need another approxi-
mation in which we take dx̂k/dTk to be real. The justifi-
cation is as follows. Since the gradient direction of dx̂k

dTk

along δTk =
√

λ
N Ykiδx̂i +O(1/N) is mostly uncorrelated

to Tk due to large system size N , we can take the aver-
age

〈
dx̂k

dTk

〉
θδTk

= EθδTk

[
limδTk→0

δx̂k

δTk

]
over a uniformly

distributed angle θδTk
to be the value of dx̂k

dTk
, which will

be always real.
The state evolution is then written as follows. Consider

in the general case where the estimated λ̂ is different from
the true value of λ,

T t
i =

∑
k

√
λ̂

N
Yikx̂

t
k→ki =

√
λλ̂

(∑
k

x̂t
k→ki

N

)

+

√
λ̂

N
Wikx̂

t
k→ki =

√
λλ̂mt +

√
λ̂qt/2z (F31)

V t = λ̂∆t (F32)
mt+1 = Ez

[
x̂(T t, V t)

]
(F33)

qt+1 = Ez

[
|x̂(T t, V t)|2

]
(F34)

∆t+1 = Ez

[
∆(T t, V t, qt)

]
(F35)

where z is a complex variable distributed as z ∼ N (0, 1)+
iN (0, 1). Here, we have simplified the expression with
∆t = 1

N

∑
i ∆

t
i. In deriving T t

i we have referred to the
expression before TAPyfication such that we can use the
variable x̂t

k→ki, whose correlation with the noise Wik we
ignore [40].

Appendix G: Free entropy computation

We compute the Bethe free entropy for the general case
of s ̸= 1, following the recipe provided in [31][13]. Then
setting s = 1 we will recover the RS free entropy. The
replicated 1RSB free entropy (22) is simply the Bethe
free entropy in the s−replicated graphical model. To
obtain a consistent expression of the free entropy, we will
resurrect some necessary terms that were absorbed as
normalisation factors for the posterior distribution and
messages. Particularly, the following form of the posterior
measure is used

P (x|Y ) =
1

Z
exp

2
√

λ̂

N

∑
i<j

s∑
a=1

Re
(
Yijx

(a)
i x

(b)
j

)

− λ̂

N

∑
i≤j

s∑
a=1

|(x(a)
i )2||(x(a)

j )2|

 N∏
i=1

s∏
a=1

PX(x
(a)
i ) (G1)
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where PX = δ(|xi| − 1)/(2π) is the prior distribution,
which for simplicity we keep in implicit form. Notice also
that since in practice the prior PX forces the spins to be
of norm one, the second term in the exponential is just a
constant. Exploiting the fact that our measure factorizes

according to a pairwise graphical model we write

NΦ1RSB = logZ =

N∑
i=1

logZi −
∑

i,j:i<j

logZij (G2)

Zi =

∫
dx⃗i PX (x⃗i)

∏
j

∫
dx⃗j exp

−s
λ̂

N

+ 2

√
λ̂

N

s∑
a=1

Re
(
Yijx

(a)
i x

(a)
j

)mj→ij(x⃗j) (G3)

Zij =

∫
dx⃗idx⃗j exp

−s
λ̂

N
+ 2

√
λ̂

N

×
s∑

a=1

Re
(
Yijx

(a)
i x

(a)
j

)mj→ji(x⃗j)mi→ij(x⃗i)(G4)

First we find Zi. We use the moment identities (F4) to
perform the inner averages over mj→ij . When averaging
we take a step very similar to (F10) but without absorbing
the integration constant terms into the normalisation
factor.

Zi .
= exp

∑
j

s
λ̂

N
|Yij |2(1−∆j→ij − |x̂j→ij |2)

∏
j ̸=i

∫
dx⃗i PX(x⃗i)×

× exp

−s
λ̂

N
+ 2

√
λ̂

N
Re

(
Yij x̂j→ij

s∑
a=1

x
(a)
i

)
+

λ̂

N

∣∣Y 2
ij

∣∣∆j→ij

∣∣∣∣∣
s∑

a=1

x
(a)
i

∣∣∣∣∣
2
 (G5)

(a).
= exp

−sλ̂+
∑
j

s
λ̂

N
|Yij |2(1−∆j→ij − |x̂j→ij |2)

 λ̂
N

∑N
j=1 |Yij |2∆j→ij

π

∫
C
dh e−

λ̂
N

∑
j |Yij |2∆j→ij |h|2 ×

×
∫

dx⃗i PX(x⃗i) exp


N∑
j=1

2Re

√ λ̂

N
Yij x̂j→ij +

λ̂

N

∣∣Y 2
ij

∣∣∆j→ijh

 s∑
a=1

x
(a)
i

 (G6)

(b).
= exp

−sλ̂+

N∑
j=1

s
λ̂

N
|Yij |2(1−∆j→ij − |x̂j→ij |2)

Vi

π

∫
C
dhe−Vi|h|2 [I0(2|Ti + Vih|)]s , (G7)

where in (a) we used the trick (F14) and in (b) we took
the unit norm prior into account.
The expression for Zij can then be simplified: we proceed
by expanding the exponential, performing the averages

and then re expressing the result in exponential form.
With that we have the final set of equations to compute
the Bethe free entropy,
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Zi = exp

−sλ̂+
∑
j

s
λ̂

N
|Yij |2(1−∆j→ij − |x̂j→ij |2)

Vi

π

∫
C
dhe−Vi|h|2 [I0(2|Ti + Vih|)]s (G8)

Zij = exp

−s
λ̂

N
+ 2s

√
λ̂

N
Re
(
Yij x̂i→ij x̂j→ij

)
+

+s
λ̂

N
|Yij |2

(
1 + (s− 1)

(
∆i→ij + |x̂i→ij |2

) (
∆j→ij + |x̂j→ij |2

)
− s|x̂i→ij |2|x̂j→ij |2

)]
(G9)

In the special case of s = 1, we start computation from
(G3) and (G4), bearing in mind that there is only one
replica, therefore cross terms of the form

∑
a ̸=b x

(a)x(b)

disappear. Consequently, terms involving ∆ also disap-
pear. The expression for Z(i) and Zij are then both

greatly simplified:

Zi|s=1 = exp

−λ̂+
∑
j

λ̂

N
|Yij |2(1− |x̂j→ij |2)


×I0 (2|Ti|) (G10)

Zij |s=1 = exp

− λ̂

N
+ 2

√
λ̂

N
Re
(
Yij x̂i→ij x̂j→ij

)

+
λ̂

N
|Yij |2(1− |x̂i→ij |2|x̂j→ij |2)

 . (G11)

From the expressions for Zi and Z(ij), using (G2) we
have the single instance free entropy is Φ1RSB(Y, λ̂, λ̂, s).
To compute the free entropy we just plug in the val-
ues of {x̂i→ij} and {∆i→ij} to which the ASP algo-
rithm converges. In the N → ∞ limit we expect
Φ1RSB(Y, λ̂, λ̂, s) to concentrate around its mean value
Φ1RSB(λ, λ̂, s) = EY [Φ1RSB(Y, λ̂, λ̂, s)]. We prove this
concentration for some of the terms appearing in Φ1RSB:

1

N

N∑
j=1

|Yij |2 =
λ

N
+

1

N

N∑
j=1

|Wij |2 +
√
λ

N3/2
Re

 N∑
j=1

Wij

⇝ 1 (G12)

1

N

∑
j

|Yij |2|x̂j→ij |2 =
λ

N
q +

1

N

N∑
j=1

|Wij |2|x̂j→ij |2 + 2

√
λ

N3/2

N∑
j=1

Re(Wij)|x̂j→ij |2 ⇝
1

N

N∑
j=1

|x̂j |2 = q (G13)

1

N

√
λ̂

N

∑
i<j

Re
(
Yij x̂i→ij x̂j→ij

)
=

√
λλ̂

2N2

∑
i ̸=j

Re
(
x̂i→ij x̂j→ij

)
+

λ̂

N3/2

∑
i<j

Re
(
Wij x̂i→ij x̂j→ij

)
⇝ (G14)

⇝

√
λλ̂

2N2
Re

∑
i,j

x̂ix̂j

 =
1

2

√
λλ̂m2. (G15)

Here ⇝ indicated convergence in probability with respect
to W . We also recall that (x̂j→ij ,∆i→ij) → (x̂j ,∆i).
Moreover we assume that the correlation between Wij

and x̂j→ij is asymptotically canceled by the Onsager term,

so we can consider them independent. Similarly, we can
express other terms using m, q and ∆. For the terms that
involve Ti and Vi (or hi in the case of AMP), we can use
their values obtained by state evolution. In the end the
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averaged replicated free entropy and the free entropy of the states selected by s are respectively

Φ1RSB(s, λ, λ̂) = −s
√
λλ̂m2 +

sλ

2

(
sq2 − 2(∆ + q)− (s− 1)(∆ + q)2

)
+ (G16)

+Ez

[
log

(
λ∆

π

∫
C
dh exp(−λ∆|h|2)[I0(2|

√
λλ̂m+

√
λq/2z + λ∆h|)]s

)]
f∗(s, λ, λ̂) =

∂Φ1RSB(s, λ, λ̂)

∂s
= −

√
λλ̂m2 + sλq2 − λ(q +∆)− (2s− 1)λ

2
(∆ + q)2 (G17)

+ Ez

[∫
C dh exp(−λ∆|h|2) log[I0(2|T + λ∆h|)][I0(2|T + λ∆h|)]s∫

C dh exp(−λ∆|h|2)[I0(2|T + λ∆h|)]s
]

and correspondingly from (G10) we get the following
expression for AMP,

ΦRS(λ, λ̂) = −
√
λλ̂m2 +

λ

2

(
q2 − 2q

)
+Ez

[
log
(
I0(2|

√
λλ̂m+

√
λq/2z|)

)]
, (G18)

where ΦRS denotes the Bethe free entropy when s = 1.
Interestingly also setting ∆ = 0 in (G17) one recovers
ΦRS, independently of the value of s.

1. Recovering state evolution Equations for AMP
and ASP

In this section we show that the fixed points of the
SE equations are stationary points of the replicated free
entropy. To verify this, we check the first derivatives of
the Bethe free entropy with respect to parameters of the

system. For AMP, the parameters are m and q,

∂ΦRS

∂m
= −2

√
λλ̂m+ Ez

[
∂m
∮
dx exp [2Re(hx)]

2πI0(2|h|)

]
= −2

√
λλ̂m+ 2

√
λλ̂Re

{
Ez

[∮
dxx exp [2Re(hx)]

2πI0(2|h|)

]}
= −2

√
λλ̂m+ 2

√
λλ̂Re

{
Ez

[
x̂
]}

(G19)

∂ΦRS

∂q
= λ(q − 1) + Ez

[
∂q
∮
dx exp [2Re(hx)]

2πI0(2|h|)

]
= λ(q − 1) +

λ√
2λq

Re

{
Ez

[∮
dx zx exp [2Re(hx)]

2πI0(2|h|)

]}
= λ(q − 1) + λRe

{
Ez

[∮
dx |x|2 exp [2Re(hx)]

2πI0(2|h|)

− |
∮
dxx exp [2Re(hx)]|2
[2πI0(2|h|)]2

]}
= λ(q − 1) + λEz

[
1− |x̂|2

]
(G20)

These two derivatives vanish under the SE equations
given in eq.(12). When deriving ΦRS with respect to q,
we have used Stein’s lemma and taken derivatives with
respect to z1 and z2. Note that the quantity h here is
consistent with the expression in eq.(14).

For ASP, similarly, we have the derivatives of ΦBethe

with respect to m and q, computed in a similar manner,
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∂ΦBethe

∂m
= −2s

√
λλ̂m+ Ez

[∫
C dh e−V |h|2∂m [I0(2|T + V h|)]s∫
C dh e−V |h|2 [I0(2|T + V h|)]s

]

= −2s
√

λλ̂m+ Ez

[∫
C dh e−V |h|2I1(2|T + V h|) [I0(2|T + V h|)]s−1

2s
√
λλ̂Re ((T + V h)x0)∫

C dh e−V |h|2 [I0(2|T + V h|)]s
]

= −2s
√

λλ̂m+ 2s
√
λλ̂Re{Ez[x̂]} (G21)

∂ΦBethe

∂q
= s2λq − sλ− sλ(s− 1)(∆ + q) +

+s

√
λ

2q
Ez

[∫
C dh e−V |h|2 [I0(2|T + V h|)]s−1 ∫

dxRe[zx] exp 2Re[(T + V h)x]∫
C dh e−V |h|2 [I0(2|T + V h|)]s

]
= s2λq − sλ− sλ(s− 1)(∆ + q) +

+sλRe{Ez

[
(s− 1)

∫
C dh e−V |h|2 [I0(2|T + V h|]s−2[I1(2|T + V h|)]2∫

C dh e−V |h|2 [I0(2|T + V h|)]s +

+1− s

(∫
C dh e−V |h|2 [I0(2|T + V h|)]s−1I1(2|T + V h|)∫

C dh e−V |h|2 [I0(2|T + V h|)]s

)2
}

= s2λq − sλ− sλ(s− 1)(∆ + q) + sλRe{Ez [(s− 1)(∆ + q) + 1− sq] . (G22)

In addition, we also have the derivative with respect to ∆,
which measures the overlap between different replica. To
make the computation simpler, we first perform a change
of variable to the integral that appears in ΦBethe,

λ∆

π

∫
C
dh exp (−λ∆|h|2)

[
I0(2|

√
λλ̂m

+
√
λq/2zλ∆h|)

]s
=

λ

π

∫
C
dh exp (−λ|h|2)

×
[
I0(2|

√
λλ̂m+

√
λq/2z + λ

√
∆h|)

]s
. (G23)

The integral can be seen as the expectation value of the
function

[
I0(2|

√
λλ̂m+

√
λq/2z + λ

√
∆h|)

]s
under two

Gaussian distributions of the real and imaginary part of
h, with mean µ = 0 and variance σ2 = 1

2λ .

∂ΦBethe

∂∆
= −sλ− sλ(s− 1)(∆ + q) + Ez

[
∂∆Eh

{[∫
dx exp (2Re[(T + V h)x])

]s}
Eh

{[∫
dx exp (2Re[(T + V h)x])

]s}
]

= −sλ− sλ(s− 1)(∆ + q) +

+Ez

[
sλ√
∆
Eh

{
I0(2|T + V h|)s−1

∫
dxRe[hx] exp (2Re[(T + V h)x])

}
Eh {[I0(2|T + V h|)]s}

]
= −sλ− sλ(s− 1)(∆ + q) +

+Ez

Eh

{
sλ(s− 1) [I0(2|T + V h|)]s−2

[I1(2|T + V h|)]2 + sλ [I0(2|T + V h|)]s
}

Eh {[I0(2|t+ V h|)]s}


= −sλ− sλ(s− 1)(∆ + q) + Ez [sλ(s− 1)(∆ + q) + sλ] (G24)

where we again used Stein’s formula on the real and
imaginary parts of h.

At the equilibrium point, the first derivatives should

vanish and we retrieve the state evolution equations

m = Ez

[
x̂
]

(G25)

q = Ez

[
|x̂|2
]

(G26)
∆ = Ez [∆] (G27)
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Appendix H: Numerical details

1. Interpolating integral functions

We encounter a lot of integral functions in the updat-
ing steps, especially in the ASP case where the integral
dimension is larger compared to AMP. Therefore, we
use numerical interpolation of integrals Eq.(F29,F30) to
speed up both the ASP algorithm and state evolution.
After try and error, the interpolation (linear) on grid
(s, log10(T ), log10(V )) that we are working with is:

• log10(T ) in range [−7, 2] with 800 evenly spaced
points,

• log10(V ) in range [−7, 2] with 800 evenly spaced
points,

• s in range [0, 1] with any grid configuration that
one needs, and the grid extensively used to generate
plots shown in the manuscript is chosen in the range
[0, 1] with evenly spaced points.

Such interpolation grid was shown to give SE results with
precision on the order of 10−5. The most important pa-
rameters here are the resolutions of T and V , and also
their range that should cover all the parameter space of
T and V during any iteration run. Such a precision is the
best we can do with reasonable file size and computation
speed. The achieved precision is good enough for retriev-
ing most of the quantities we study in this manuscript,

but generally not enough to resolve complexity functions
at the level of 10−8.

2. Resolving complexity functions

Because the complexity functions encountered in the
manuscript can be as small as on the order of 10−8, the
interpolation setting mentioned in H1 is not enough to
resolve them. To obtain enough numerical precision to
resolve complexity functions, we use the following strate-
gies:

All the derivative operations are done analytically so
only numerical integration is performed to ensure enough
precision. The evaluations of Eq.(G16,G17) are not done
through interpolation, since they only need to be evalu-
ated once, and it’s not possible to achieve reasonable pre-
cision beyond 10−5 with interpolation methods. Instead,
they are numerically integrated directly using quadra-
ture methods, with precision beyond 10−8. To obtain
free energy fixed points with enough precision, we first
run SE with interpolated function until it converges at
the error level of 10−5 due to its fast computation speed.
Then we run SE with direct integration using quadrature
method for 100 more steps (much slower but can finish
in a reasonable amount of time, targeting a precision
of fixed points on the level of 10−8), reducing the error
further and approach closer to the true fixed points. The
comparison with the AMP result indicates that this SE
run method using a combination of interpolated func-
tions, and numerical integration of Eq.(G16,G17,F29,F30)
using quadrature methods, can generally achieved 10−8

numerical precision on the results shown in Fig. 7 and 8,
correctly revealing the complexity functions on the order
of 10−8.
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