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The alignment of biological sequences such as DNA, RNA, and proteins, is one of the basic
tools that allow to detect evolutionary patterns, as well as functional/structural characterizations
between homologous sequences in different organisms. Typically, state-of-the-art bioinformatics
tools are based on profile models that assume the statistical independence of the different sites of
the sequences. Over the last years, it has become increasingly clear that homologous sequences
show complex patterns of long-range correlations over the primary sequence as a consequence of
the natural evolution process that selects genetic variants under the constraint of preserving the
functional/structural determinants of the sequence. Here, we present a new alignment algorithm
based on message passing techniques that overcomes the limitations of profile models. Our method is
based on a new perturbative small-coupling expansion of the free energy of the model that assumes
a linear chain approximation as the 0th-order of the expansion. We test the potentiality of the
algorithm against standard competing strategies on several biological sequences.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION.

The evolution of biological molecules such as proteins is an ongoing highly nontrivial dynamical process spanning
over billions of years, constrained by the maintenance of relevant structural, and functional determinants. One of the
most striking features of natural evolution is how different evolutionary pathways produced ensemble of molecules
characterized by an extremely heterogeneous amino-acid sequence – often with a sequence identity lower than 30% –
but with virtually identical three-dimensional native structures. Thanks to a shrewd use of this structural similarity, it
is nowadays possible to classify the entire set of known protein sequences into disjoint classes of sequences originating
from a common ancestral sequence. Sequences belonging to the same class are called homologous.

Homologous sequences are best compared using sequence alignments [1]. Depending on the number of sequences to
align, there are three possible options: (i) Pairwise Alignments aims at casting two sequences into the same framework.
The available algorithms are typically based on some versions of dynamic programming, and scale linearly with the
length of the sequences [2, 3]. (ii) Multiple Sequence Alignments (MSA) maximize the global similarity of more than
two sequences [4]. Dynamic programming techniques can be generalized to more than two sequences, but with a
computational cost that scales exponentially with the number of sequences to be aligned. Producing MSAs of more
than 103 sequences remains an open computational challenge. (iii) To align larger number of homologous sequences,
one first selects a representative subset called seed for which the use of MSA is computationally feasible. Every single
homolog eventually is aligned to the seed MSA. In this way one can easily align up to 106 sequences [5–7].

Standard alignment methods are based on the independent site evolution assumption [1], i.e. the probability of
observing a sequence is factorized among the different sites. From a statistical mechanics perspective, such approx-
imation corresponds to a non-interacting 21 colors (20 amino-acids + 1 gap symbol) Potts model. Profile hidden
Markov models [6], for instance, are of that type. The computational complexity of profile models is polynomial.
However, profile models neglect long-range correlations, although they are an important statistical feature of ho-
mologous proteins. This well-known phenomenon is at the basis of what biologists call epistasis (i.e. how genetic
variation depend on the genetic context of the sequence). Recently, epistasis has received renewed attention from
the statistical mechanics’ community [8]. Given an MSA of a specific protein family, one could ask what is the best
statistical description of such an ensemble of sequences. Summary statistics such as one-site frequency count fi(a)
(i.e. the empirically observed frequency of observing amino-acid a at position i in the MSA), two-site frequency
count fij(a, b) (i.e. the frequency of observing the amino-acid realization a, b at position i and j respectively), and in
principle higher-order correlations, could be used to inverse statistical modeling of the whole MSA. One can assume
that each sequence in the MSA is independently drawn from a multivariate distribution P (a1, . . . , aL) constrained
to reproduce the multibody empirical frequency counts of the MSA. The use of the maximum-entropy principle is
equivalent to assume a Boltzmann-Gibbs probability measure for P . The related Hamiltonian is a 21-colors general-
ized Potts model characterized by two sets of parameters: local fields Hi(a), and epistatic two-site interaction terms
Ji,j(a, b). Such parameters can be learned more or less efficiently, using the so-called Direct Coupling Analysis (DCA)
[9]. This method has found many interesting applications ranging from the prediction of protein structures [10, 11],
protein-protein interaction [12–14], prediction of mutational effects [15–18], etc. Inherent to this strategy, there is
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the counter intuitive step of constructing an MSA based on a statistical independence of sites assumption, which is
used, in turn, to predict long-range correlations. To solve this loophole, we propose a new mean field message-passing
strategy to align sequences to a reference Potts model. To do so, we considered a first-order perturbative expansion
a la Plefka [19], setting as 0th order of the expansion the linear chain approximation. Recently, other strategies have
been proposed which take into account long range correlations: search for remote homology [20], a simplified version
of the message-passing strategy presented here [21], alignment of two Potts models [22], and a more machine learning
inspired method based on tranformers [23].

II. SET-UP OF THE PROBLEM.

Although here we will focus on proteins, the method can be extended to other biological sequences, such as RNA
and DNA. Let A = (A1, . . . , AN ) be an unaligned amino-acid sequence of length N , containing a protein domain
S = (S1, . . . , SL) of a known protein family. While A contains only amino-acids (represented as upper-case letters
from the amino-acid alphabet), S might also contain gaps that are used to indicate the deletion of an amino acid in
the sequence A. We assume that the protein family is described by a Potts Hamiltonian:

HDCA(S) = −
L∑
i=1

Hi(Si)−
∑
i<j

Jij(Si, Sj) . (1)

The couplings Jij and external fields Hi have been learned from the seed MSA in a pre-processing step, using DCA,
and the sub-sequence S is assumed to have the same length L of the seed. The energy HDCA is considered as a score
for the sub-sequence S to belong to the protein family. In this setting, our problem consists in finding a sub-sequence
S with the lowest energy (i.e. with the highest score). Contrarily to profile models, the Hamiltonian HDCA also
includes pairwise interactions related to residue co-evolution, hopefully leading to more accurate alignments in cases
where conservation of single residues is not sufficient to describe the protein family. The Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) does
not model the insertions statistics, because the parameters Jij and Hi are learned from the seed MSA, in which all
columns containing inserts have been removed. Therefore, as in [21], we added the insertion cost Hins , which has been
learned from the insertion statistics contained in the full seed alignment. Similarly to [21], we also added an additional
gap cost Hgap to correct the gap statistics learned in HDCA (that deeply depends on how the seed is constructed).
In this setting, the alignment problem corresponds to find a sub-sequence S = (S1, . . . , SL) of the original sequence
A = (A1, . . . , AN ), such that:

1. S is an ordered list of amino-acids in A (called match states), with the possibility of adding gaps states denoted
“-” between two consecutive positions, and of skipping some amino-acids of A (i.e. interpreting them as
insertions).

2. the sub-sequence S minimizes the total energy H = HDCA +Hins +Hgap.

An example of a sequence A and its alignment S is illustrated in Fig. (1). In order to formulate this problem as a

MADVGNSSKSVVLSSAKQIY

D-VGNSSKLSSA
S1=A3

S3=A4 S12=A16

S2='-'

FIG. 1: Example of alignment. Top: original sequence A of length N = 20, bottom: aligned sequence S of length L = 12.
Match states are enlightened in blue. There is one gap at position 2 in the sub-sequence S. Three amino-acids are skipped in
the original sequence (in orange): they are interpreted as insertions.

statistical physics model, we introduce for each position i = 1, . . . L a pair of variables yi = (xi, ni), where xi ∈ {0, 1}
is a binary variable, and ni ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N,N + 1} is a pointer. The variable xi indicates whether position i is a gap
“− ” (xi = 0) or a match state (xi = 1). When i is a match, the pointer ni indicates the position of the match state
in the full-length sequence A. When i is a gap, the pointer keeps track of the last match state before position i. Note
that we added pointer values n = 0 and n = N + 1. These value are used for gap states at the beginning and at
the end of the aligned sequence: if matched symbols start to appear only from a position i > 1, we fill the previous
positions j < i with gaps having pointer nj = 0. Similarly, if the last matched state appears at position i < L, we
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fill the next positions j > i with gaps having pointers nj = N + 1. The Potts Hamiltonian re-written in terms of the
variables y = (y1, . . . , yL) is:

HDCA(y) = −
L∑
i=1

Hi(Axi.ni
)−

∑
i<j

Jij(Axi.ni
, Axj .nj

) ,

where A0 = − is the gap state. We will use short-hand notations Hi(yi) ≡ Hi(Axi.ni
) and Jij(yi, yj) ≡

Jij(Axi.ni
, Axj .nj

) in the rest of the paper. An explicit expression of the insertion and gap costs Hins(y), Hgap(y) is
given in appendix A. We finally introduce the Boltzmann probability law over the set of possible alignments:

P (y) =
χin(y1)

∏L
i=2 χsr(yi−1, yi)χend(yL)

Z(β)
e−βH(y), (2)

where χin, χsr and χend are boolean functions ensuring that the ordering constraints are satisfied (see appendix A.
for their expression). Configurations y violating the ordering constraints have zero-probability. The parameter β
plays the role of an inverse-temperature: by increasing β, the distribution concentrates on the allowed configurations
achieving the smallest energy, i.e. on the best alignments.

III. SMALL COUPLING EXPANSION (SCE).

An efficient strategy for approaching this constrained optimization problem is to use Belief-Propagation (BP). BP
is a message-passing method to approximate probability distributions of the form of Eq. (2). In particular it allows to
compute marginal probabilities on any small subset of variables, as well as the partition function Z(β). BP is exact
when the factor graph representing interactions between variables is a tree, and is used as an heuristic for sparse
graphs. In our case however, the set of couplings Jij is defined for all pairs (i, j), resulting in a fully-connected factor
graph, as shown in the left panel of Fig. 2. This makes the problem difficult for BP. However, although the interactions

FIG. 2: Left panel: Fully-connected factor graph associated to the probability Eq. (2) with L = 5. Variables yi are represented
by white dots, external fields Hi by white squares, and couplings Jij by black squares. Right panel: Factor graph obtained
after the perturbative expansion. External fields H2, . . . , HL−1 and short-range couplings Ji,i+1, i ∈ {1, . . . , L−1} are modified
according to Eq. (3) (illustrated by red stars).

are very dense (all couplings are non-zero), they are typically weak for distant sites. Conversely, interactions between
two neighbor sites are typically stronger as they encode the one-dimensional structure of the amino-acid sequence.

Therefore, in this work we develop an approximation method where long-range couplings are treated perturbatively.
More precisely, we perform a small-coupling expansion of the free-energy F = − 1

β logZ(β) associated with the

Boltzmann distribution in Eq. (2), where the zero-th order corresponds to the model defined on the one-dimensional
chain, i.e. with long-range couplings set to zero: Jij = 0 for |i − j| > 1. Higher orders take into account the
contribution of long-range couplings in a perturbative way. We performed the expansion up to the first-order term,
and let the computation of higher orders for future work. This pertubative expansion is similar to a Plefka expansion
to obtain the TAP equations [19, 24, 25]. The main difference is that in the Plefka expansion, the 0th order is the
mean field model (i.e. including only external fields Hi) and all couplings Jij are treated perturbatively, while in
our approach the 0th order includes also the short-range couplings Ji,i+1. We then study the stationary points of
the perturbed free-energy with respect to single-sites and nearest-neighbors sites marginal probabilities Pi(yi) and
Pi,i+1(yi, yi+1), to obtain a set of approximate BP equations. The technical details of this small-coupling expansion
are given in appendix C. and D.

This set of approximate BP equations can be seen as BP equations whose associated factor graph is a linear chain, as
represented in the right panel of Fig.2, or equivalently to the equations obtained with the transfer matrix method (or
dynamic programming/forward-backward algorithm [1]). The contribution of the long-range couplings Jij , |i− j| > 1
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results into a modification of the external fields Hi and short-range couplings Ji,i+1:

H̃i = Hi + fi for i ∈ {2, . . . , L− 1}

J̃i,i+1 = Ji,i+1 + gi for i ∈ {1, . . . , L− 1} .
(3)

Single-site fields fi and nearest-neighbors pairwise fields gi are computed explicitly from the set of conditional prob-
abilities P (yi|yj) for any i, j with |i− j| > 1:

fl(yl) = −
l−1∑
i=1

L∑
j=l+1

∑
yi,yj

Jij(yi, yj)P (yi|yl)P (yj |yl) (4)

and:

gl(yl, yl+1) =

l∑
i=1

L∑
j=ζli

∑
yi,yj

Jij(yi, yj)P (yi|yl)P (yj |yl+1) (5)

with ζli = max(l+ 1, i+ 2). The approximate BP equations are recursive equations for a set of L−1 forward messages
F1, . . . , FL−1 and L − 1 backward messages B2, . . . BL defined on the edges of the linear chain, as shown in Fig. 3.
Their exact form is specified in appendix D., Eq. (D15). Single-site and nearest-neighbors marginal probabilities

F1

B2

F2 FL-1

BL

1 2 L-1 L

BL-1

FIG. 3: BP messages defined on the one-dimensional chain. In blue: the set of forward messages F1, . . . FL−1, and in
red the set of backward messages B2, . . . BL.

Pi(yi) and Pi,i+1(yi, yi+1) can be expressed in terms of the BP messages. Their expression is given in appendix. D,
Eq. (D16).

From the set of marginal probabilities, one finally computes the conditional probabilities P (yi|yj), for all i, j with
|i− j| > 1, from the chain rule, which is valid when long-range couplings are neglected:

P (yi|yl) =
∑
yi−1

P (yi−1|yl)P (yi|yi−1) if i > l + 1 , (6)

with a similar expression similarly when i < l− 1. In the rest of the paper we refer to the approximate BP equations
as the Small Coupling Expansion (SCE) equations.

A solution the SCE equations can be found iteratively (see appendix D 3. for a complete description). From a
random initialization of the BP messages, the algorithm first computes the marginals Pi, Pi,i+1, then updates the set
of conditional probabilities P (yi|yj) from Eq. (6), and finally computes the long-range fields fi, gi using Eqs. (4), (5).
BP messages are then updated using the new value of fi, gi, and these steps are repeated until convergence. Each
iteration has complexity O(L3Q2), with Q the size of state space for variable yi (in our case Q = 2(N + 2)), the
bottleneck being the computation of fields fi, gi. Although this algorithm is slower than DCAlign, the approximate
BP algorithm derived in [21], it has the advantage to derive the small coupling expansion in a rigorous way, which in
turns allows to compute thermodynamic quantities such as free-energy and entropy (see appendix F. for their explicit
expression), that were not available with the previous approach [21]. The free-energy could be used to optimize
the Hamiltonian’s parameters (in particular the gap costs µin, µext defined in Hgap). We leave this for future work.
Note that DCAlign equations [21] can be recovered from this perturbative expansion, at the cost of assuming the
factorization Pij(yi, yj) ' Pi(yi)Pj(yj) for |i− j| > 1 in the first-order term of the free-energy (see appendix D 4. for
an explicit derivation).

A. Decoding strategies.

Once a solution to the SCE equations is found, an assignment can be computed from the marginals using a decoding
strategy. We used and compared the performance of two strategies: (i) nucleation already used in [21], (ii) and Viterbi
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FIG. 4: Result for ε-coupling. Red points: on family PF00397, averaged over 100 sequences. Black points: on family
PF00684, averaged over 40 sequences. Left: Difference between energy densities of the ground state: ∆e = (H(yε)−H(y0))/L.
Middle: Hamming distance between the ground state at ε and at ε = 0. Right: Entropy density s(ε).Results are obtained with
SCE + Viterbi decoding, with an annealed scheme β ∈ {0, 0.05, . . . , 0.4}.

decoding in which we use the nearest-neighbors pairwise marginals Pi,i+1 to compute the solution having the largest
probability of being generated by a Markov chain using transition probabilities P (yi+1|yi). Note that neither of the two
strategies are guaranteed to produce an assignment achieving the largest probability w.r.t. Eq. (2): in principle one
should use a decimation strategy and re-compute after each assignment of a variable the new marginals conditioned
on the previous assignments. However, these two strategies are faster than decimation, and we have seen that they
provide very good alignments. In particular, we show below that Viterbi decoding outperforms the nucleation strategy.
More details on the decoding strategies are given in appendix E.

IV. EPSILON COUPLING ANALYSIS.

The SCE approach allows us to find a solution to the constrained optimization problem of finding the best alignment
of the original sequence A to a seed MSA. We used this method to explore the energy landscape around a given optimal
alignment found with our algorithm. We used a general technique called the Epsilon Coupling Analysis, introduced
in[26], see also [27] for its application to RNA secondary structures: starting from the optimal solution y0, we add a
repulsive external field to the Hamiltonian H(y), that repel y0 with intensity ε:

H′(y; ε,y0) = H(y) + ε

L∑
i=1

δyi,y0i , (7)

This additional term – viz. the Hamming distance dH(y,y0) between the optimal solution and a configuration y
– penalizes structures that are close to the ground state y0, allowing to explore other minima. One computes the
optimal solution yε of H′, for many values of ε, using again the SCE + decoding strategy. For each value of ε,
one compares the new ground state with the true one by computing their Hamming distance dH(y0,yε), and their
difference in energy density ∆e = (H(yε) − H(y0))/L. We also compute for each value of ε, the entropy density
s(ε) associated with the perturbed model (7). Results are shown in Fig. 4 for two protein families (PF00397 and
PF00684) selected from the Pfam database (https:://pfam.xfam.org release 32.0) [7]. We restricted our analysis to
short families (L = 67 for PF00684 and L = 31 for PF00397) in order to avoid a significant slowing down of the
alignment algorithm. As ε increases, yε starts to depart from y0 (dH > 0) and simultaneously the difference in energy
density ∆e becomes positive. This indicates that we do not find other optimal solutions, instead we find solutions
with higher energy (∆e > 0), but close in hamming distance to the true ground state, suggesting a landscape with a
single minimum in a basin of attraction. This analysis is compatible with our computation of the entropy: we obtain
for both families a rough estimate of the number of optimal configurations eLs(ε) between 1 and 2 configurations. At
larger ε values, the energy density difference ∆e, the Hamming distance dH and the entropy s(ε) reach a plateau at
ε ' 1.0 for both protein families. The solutions yε found for these values of ε are mostly made of gaps, i.e. are not
good alignments, which indicates that in this regime the free energy landscape has been substantially modified by the
perturbation.
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FIG. 5: Comparison of SCE with HMMER. Top: protein family PF00397 (on a set of 200 sequences). Bottom: protein
family PF00684 (on a set of 100 sequences). From left to right, we plot the difference between ground state energy densities
∆e = (HDCA(SHMMER)−HDCA(SSCE))/L, and the histograms of Hamming distances, Gap +, Gap - and Mismatch.

V. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS.

We assessed the quality of MSAs generated by our SCE method, and compared them to state-of-the art alignments
provided by HMMER[6], on protein families PF00397 and PF00684 taken from Pfam [7]. We consider sequence-wise
measures, also used in [21], to evaluate the similarity between two candidate MSAs (a “reference” and a “target”
MSA): (i) Hamming distance between two alignments (Sref and Star) of the same sequence A in the reference and
target MSAs respectively. (ii) Gap +: Number of match states in Sref , that have been replaced by a gap in Star. (iii)
Gap −: Number of gap states in Sref , that have been replaced by a match state in Star. (iv) Mismatch: Number of
amino-acid mismatches, i.e. the number of times we have a match state in both Sref and Star, but corresponding to
different amino-acids positions in the full sequence A. All quantities are normalized by L, the length of the sequences.

In addition, we compare the quality of alignments by computing for each sequence of the MSAs the difference in
energy density ∆e = (HDCA(Sref)−HDCA(Star))/L.

A. Comparison with HMMER.

We first compare the MSA produced by our SCE algorithm (target MSA) with the MSA produced by HMMER
(reference MSA), see Fig. 5. For both families we choose a random sample of sequences and compare the alignments
produced by the two methods. The difference in energy density for each sequence (sorted in decreasing order) is
plotted on the left panels. We see that for a large fraction of the sample set, the energy HDCA of the SCE alignment
is lower than the one of HMMER, thus resulting in a better alignment found by SCE. For the rest of the sample set,
the difference in energy is zero: both methods have found the same alignment. The distribution of similarity metrics
(Hamming distance, Gap±, Mismatch) are mostly concentrated on the first bins for both families, indicating that
alignments found by SCE and HMMER are close.

B. Comparison with the seed.

To explore further the differences between our method and HMMER, we compared the alignments found with the
two methods and the seed MSA. More precisely we have re-aligned each sequence of the seed MSA (reference MSA)
with our method and with HMMER to obtain a new MSA (target MSAs). Results - given in appendix B. Fig. 6.
(for the protein family PF00397) - show that the MSA obtained with SCE is closer to the seed MSA than the one
obtained with HMMER, suggesting that SCE is performing better the alignment task.

C. Comparison of decoding methods.

We compared the performances of two decoding methods: nucleation and Viterbi (see appendix E.). For each
family, we compare the two decoding methods used on the set of marginal probabilities computed from our SCE
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algorithm, and from the DCAlign algorithm [21]. Results are shown in appendix B, Fig. 7 (for families PF00397 and
PF00684). While for a large fraction of the sequences, both decoding methods find the same alignment, we can clearly
see that Viterbi finds a better solution on a non-negligible fraction the sequences, with a significantly lower energy
(especially for PF00684, using SCE algorithm), and nucleation leads to a better alignment only for a few sequences.
Interestingly, Viterbi decoding outperforms nucleation for both approximate message-passing methods, DCAlign and
SCE.

VI. CONCLUSION.

We proposed a new method based on a perturbative expansion of the model around the linear chain, and obtained
a set of approximate message-passing equations that we use to find optimal alignments. This method outperforms
current state-of-the-art bioinformatics tools based on profile models, which confirms that including long-range corre-
lations is crucial for the alignment task. Our approach provides a rigorous derivation of the small coupling expansion
performed in [21], allowing us to compute thermodynamic quantities, the counterpart being an increase of compu-
tational complexity. We use this new strategy to explore the free-energy landscape of this constrained optimization
problem, obtaining, for the protein families studied in this paper, the global picture of a unique solution surrounded
by a basin of attraction. We also show that Viterbi decoding algorithm outperforms previous decoding strategies
used in [21]. Further investigations could be to use our approximation of the free-energy for developing methods to
simultaneously optimize the model’s parameters and find the optimal alignment, using for instance strategies based
on expectation-maximization.

Acknowledgments

The authors thank Anna Paola Muntoni for interesting discussions and for sharing with us part of the code needed
for data processing. AP acknowledges funding by the EU H2020 research and innovation programme MSCA-RISE-
2016 under Grant Agreement No. 734439 INFERNET.

Appendix A: Explicit expression of insertion and gap costs and of the ordering constraints

1. Insertion and gap cost

The insertion cost Hins and the gap cost Hgap take the form introduced in[21]. In particular for the insertion cost
we have:

Hins(y) =

L∑
i=2

ϕi(ni − ni−1 − 1) ,

with ϕi(∆n) = (1 − δ∆n,0)[λio + λie(∆n − 1)], and ∆ni = ni − ni−1 − 1 the number of skipped amino-acids between
position i− 1 and i. The parameters {λio, λie} have been inferred from the insertion statistics (see [21] section IV.B.).
And for the gap cost we have:

Hgap(y) =

L∑
i=1

µ(xi, ni) ,

with µ(1, n) = 0 for match states, µ(0, 0) = µ(0, N + 1) = µext for external gaps, and µ(0, n) = µint for internal gaps
(with 0 < n < N + 1). The values of µint, and µext have been chosen according to the procedure described in [21],
section IV.C: one re-align sequences of the seed MSA using several values of µint, µext, and pick the ones minimizing
the Hamming distance between the re-aligned seed and the original seed.
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2. Ordering constraints

The constraint for S to be an ordered list of amino-acids is A can be encoded with the function χsr(xi−1, ni−1, xi, ni)
between two consecutive positions:

χsr(0, ni−1, 0, ni) = I[ni−1 = ni]

χsr(1, ni−1, 0, ni) = I[ni−1 = ni ∨ ni = N + 1]

χsr(0, ni−1, 1, ni) = I[0 ≤ ni−1 < ni < N + 1]

χsr(1, ni−1, 1, ni) = I[0 < ni−1 < ni < N + 1] ,

and with additional constraints imposed in the first and last position:

χin(x1, n1) = δx1,0δn1,0 + δx1,1I[0 < n1 < N + 1]

χend(xL, nL) = δxL,0δnL,N+1 + δxL,1I[0 < nL < N + 1] .

Appendix B: Performance analysis

1. Comparison with the seed

Fig. 6 gives the results obtained when comparing the MSAs produced by a given alignment strategy (SCE+decoding
and HMMER) with the seed MSA, on protein family PF00397. Each sequence present in the seed MSA is re-aligned
with our SCE algorithm (top panels) and with HMMER (bottom panels). One evaluates the similarities between the
produced MSA and the seed: high similarity means that the alignment algorithm performs well.

FIG. 6: Comparison between the seed MSA and the MSAs produced with SCE and HMMER, for PF00397. Top:
comparison with SCE. All similarity distributions are concentrated on zero: SCE finds the same alignment as the one of the
seed for most of the sequences. Bottom: comparison with HMMER. The distribution has more weight on non-zero distances:
HMMER finds alignments more distant to the seed than the alignments found by SCE.

2. Comparison of the decoding methods

Fig. 7 shows the comparison between nucleation and Viterbi decoding methods for protein families PF00397 and
PF00684. The marginals needed to perform the decoding are computed either with DCAlign algorithm [21] or with
our SCE algorithm. On PF00397, one sees that for both methods (DCAlign and SCE), Viterbi finds a better alignment
for a non-negligible fraction of samples. Nucleation outperforms Viterbi on only one sample. On PF00684, one sees
again that Viterbi finds better alignments than nucleation on a representative fraction of the samples, especially when
used with the SCE algorithm (note the different scale in energy density difference ∆e for PF00684, when using SCE).
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FIG. 7: Comparison of decoding methods: difference in energy density between the ground state found with nucleation and
the ground state found with Viterbi ∆e = (HDCA(Snucleation) −HDCA(SViterbi))/L: positive ∆e means that Viterbi decoding
has found a better (lower in energy) alignment than nucleation. Samples are sorted by decreasing values of ∆e.

Appendix C: Small Coupling Expansion

Consider the Hamiltonian:

H(y) = −
L∑
i=1

Hi(yi)−
∑
i<j

Jij(yi, yj) .

over a set of L variables y = {y1, . . . , yL}, with yi ∈ χ a given state space. Note that the Potts model for sequence
alignment studied in this paper can be written in this form by including the hard constraints χsr, χin, χend, and the
insertion Hins and gap costs Hgap inside the external fields Hi and couplings Ji,i+1. We want to treat perturbatively
the long-range couplings Jij , with |i − j| > 1. We thus re-write the above Hamiltonian, separating long-range and
short-range couplings, and introducing a small parameter α:

H(y) = −
L∑
i=1

Hi(yi)−
L−1∑
i=1

Ji,i+1(yi, yi+1)− α
L−2∑
i=1

L∑
j=i+2

Jij(yi, yj) . (C1)

The approach that we adopted is to perform a perturbative expansion to the first order in α of the free energy
associated with this Hamiltonian, in a way similar to the Plefka’s expansion [19, 24], see also [25].

Following the steps of [25] (chapter 2, section 7), we define a variational free-energy associated to H(y):

F (Q) = E(Q)− 1

β
S(Q) , with

E(Q) =
∑
y

Q(y)H(y) ,

S(Q) = −
∑
y

Q(y) logQ(y) .

(C2)

We know that the minimum of F (Q) is achieved for Q = Pβ , with Pβ the Boltzmann distribution:

Pβ(y) =
e−βH(y)

Z(β, α)
.

The approach consists in doing this minimization in two steps. In the first step we perform a constrained minimization
in the family of all distributions, which match the single site marginals, and the marginals on all pairs of neighbors
sites:

Qi(yi) = Pβ,i(yi) for i ∈ {1, . . . , L} , yi ∈ χ
Qi,i+1(yi, yi+1) = Pβ,i,i+1(yi, yi+1) for i ∈ {1, . . . , L− 1} , yi, yi+1 ∈ χ .

(C3)

We define the Gibbs free energy as the constrained minimum:

G({pi}i∈[1,L], {pi,i+1}i∈[1,L−1]) = min
Q
{F (Q) : Qi = pi ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , L}, Qi,i+1 = pi,i+1 ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , L− 1}} . (C4)
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In the second step, we minimize G over the set of functions p = {{pi}i∈[1,L], {pi,i+1}i∈[1,L−1]}. Since the mini-
mizer of F (Q) is the Boltzmann distribution Pβ , we know that the minimizer of G is the set of true marginals:
{Pβ,i}i∈[1,L], {Pβ,i,i+1}i∈[1,L−1]. To perform the constrained optimization (C4) we introduce a set of Lagrange multi-
pliers λ = {{λi}i∈[1,L], {λi,i+1}i∈[1,L−1]}. We then need to minimize the functional:

L(Q) = F (Q)−
L∑
i=1

∑
yi

λi(yi)(Qi(yi)− pi(yi))−
L−1∑
i=1

∑
yi,yi+1

λi,i+1(yi, yi+1)(Qi,i+1(yi, yi+1)− pi,i+1(yi, yi+1)) , (C5)

where the Lagrange multipliers {λi}i∈[1,L], {λi,i+1}i∈[1,L−1] must be chosen in such a way that the set of constraints
(C3) is satisfied. The minimizing distribution is:

Qλ(y) =
1

Z(β, α, λ)
e−βH(y)+β

∑L
i=1 λi(yi)+β

∑L−1
i=1 λi,i+1(yi,yi+1) , (C6)

with Z(β, α, λ) a normalization constant. Plugging this solution into the expression (C4) of G we get:

G(p, λ) =

L∑
i=1

∑
y

λi(y)pi(y) +

L−1∑
i=1

∑
y,y′

λi,i+1(y, y′)pi,i+1(y, y′)− 1

β
logZ(β, α, λ) . (C7)

The condition on the Lagrange multipliers is finally obtained by looking at the stationary points of G with respect to
the λi(y)’s, λi,i+1(y, y′)’s. Let λ∗(α) be a set of Lagrange multipliers achieving the stationary point, we then have

G(p) = G(p, λ∗(α)) ,

where we have emphasized the dependence in α of the Lagrange multipliers.
We can now perform a perturbation expansion of G(p) in the small coupling parameter α. At the first order this

gives:

G(α) = G(0) + α
dG

dα

∣∣∣∣
α=0

. (C8)

The zeroth order can be computed easily:

G(0) =

L∑
i=1

∑
y

λ∗i (y)pi(y) +

L−1∑
i=1

∑
y,y′

λ∗i,i+1(y, y′)pi,i+1(y, y′)− 1

β
logZ(β, λ∗(α = 0))

=
∑
y

Qλ∗(α=0)(y)H(y;α = 0)− 1

β
S(Qλ∗(α=0))

= −
L∑
i=1

∑
y

Hi(y)pi(y)−
L−1∑
i=1

∑
y,y′

Ji,i+1(y, y′)pi,i+1(y, y′)− 1

β
S(Qλ∗(α=0)) ,

(C9)

where in the second line we have used the usual identity between entropy and free-energy for the distribution Qλ∗(α=0),
and in the third line we replaced the Hamiltonian H(y) at α = 0 by its expression (C1). Note that at α = 0, the
interactions occurring in the distribution Qλ∗(α=0) are lying on the one-dimensional chain, therefore its entropy can
be expressed exactly in terms of the marginals {{pi}i∈[1,L], {pi,i+1}i∈[1,L−1]}:

S(Qλ∗(α=0)) = −
L∑
i=1

(1− di)
∑
y

pi(y) log pi(y)−
L−1∑
i=1

∑
y,y′

pi,i+1(y, y′) log pi,i+1(y, y′) (C10)

with di the degree of site i on the chain (i.e. d1 = dL = 1, and di = 2 for i ∈ {2, . . . , L− 1}). The computation of the
first order term can also be done, the terms containing the derivative with respect to the λi, λi,i+1 cancel out, and we
get:

dG

dα

∣∣∣∣
α=0

= −
L−2∑
i=1

L∑
j=i+2

∑
yi,yj

Ji,j(yi, yj)Qλ∗(α=0),i,j(yi, yj) . (C11)
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Finally, we note that at α = 0, the joint distribution Qλ∗(α=0),i,j(yi, yj) can be expressed in terms of the single site
marginals pi’s and short-range marginals pi,i+1’s using the chain rule:

Qλ∗(α=0),i,j(yi, yj) =
∑

yi+1,...,yj−1

∏j−1
k=i pk,k+1(yk, yk+1)∏j−1

k=i+1 pk(yk)
. (C12)

We can therefore express the first-order expansion of the free energy only in terms of the single site marginals pi’s
and short-range marginals pi,i+1 as

F = F sr − αA , (C13)

with F sr the Bethe free-energy of the model at α = 0:

−βF sr = −
L∑
i=1

(1− di)
∑
y

pi(y) log pi(y)−
L−1∑
i=1

∑
y,y′

pi,i+1(y, y′) log pi,i+1(y, y′)

+ β

L∑
i=1

∑
y

pi(y)Hi(y) + β

L−1∑
i=1

∑
y,y′

pi,i+1(y, y′)Ji,i+1(y, y′) ,

(C14)

and with the first-order correction:

A =

L−2∑
i=1

L∑
j=i+2

∑
yi,yj

Ji,j(yi, yj)
∑

yi+1,...,yj−1

∏j−1
k=i pk,k+1(yk, yk+1)∏j−1

k=i+1 pk(yk)
. (C15)

In the next section we look at the stationarity of this expression with respect to the marginals pi, pi,i+1’s, and
extract from them a set of message-passing equations. For now on we also set α = 1, and consider that the long-range
couplings are themselves small compared to the next-neighbors couplings: Jij � Ji′,i′+1 and Jij � Hi′ for all i′, i, j
with |i− j| > 1.

Appendix D: Stationarity of the Free-Energy and Message-Passing equations

1. Derivation of the equations

We define the following functions:

fi(y) =
δA

δpi(y)
for i ∈ {2, . . . , L− 1}

gi(y, y
′) =

δA
δpi,i+1(y, y′)

for i ∈ {1, . . . , L− 1} .
(D1)

Note that the functional A does not depends on the marginals p1 and pL. We search for the stationary points of the
functional (C13) under the following set of constraints ensuring the local consistency of the marginals (normalization
and marginalization): ∑

y

pi(y) = 1

∑
y

pi,i+1(y, y′) = pi+1(y′)

∑
y′

pi,i+1(y, y′) = pi(y) .

(D2)

At this point, one can directly see that the derivative δF
δpi(yi)

contains the term −Hi(yi)− fi(yi), while the derivative
δF

δpi,i+1(yi,yi+1) contains the term −Ji,i+1(yi, yi+1)− gi(yi, yi+1). We therefore introduce the functions:

H̃i(yi) = Hi(yi) + fi(yi)

J̃i,i+1(yi, yi+1) = Ji,i+1(yi, yi+1) + gi(yi, yi+1) ,
(D3)
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such that looking at the stationary points of the functional F is equivalent to look at the stationary points of the

short-range free-energy F sr (C14) with external fields H1, H̃2, . . . H̃L−1, HL and short-range couplings J̃1,2, . . . , J̃L−1,L.
The stationarity of F sr leads to the BP equations on the chain, its derivation can be find for instance in[28] (where

it is done for a generic factor graph). For completeness we recall the main steps here. We use the shorthand notation
ei = (i, i + 1) for the edge linking the two neighbor sites i, i + 1. Following the steps of [28] (section 14.4.1.) we

introduce Lagrange multipliers {ζi}i=1,...,L and {ζ(i)
ei , ζ

(i+1)
ei }i=1,...,L−1 ensuring the constraints (D2) and define the

following Lagrangian:

L(p, ζ) = −βF (p)−
L∑
i=1

ζi

[∑
y

pi(y)− 1

]
−
L−1∑
i=1

∑
y

ζ(i)
ei (y)

∑
y′

pei(y, y
′)− pi(y)


−
L−1∑
i=1

∑
y′

ζ(i+1)
ei (y′)

[∑
y

pei(y, y
′)− pi+1(y′)

]
,

(D4)

The stationarity of L with respect to pi for i ∈ {2, . . . , L− 1} leads to:

pi(y) =
1

zi
exp

(
−βH̃i(y)− ζ(i)

ei (y)− ζ(i)
ei−1

(y)
)
, (D5)

where zi is a constant ensuring the normalization. For i = 1 and i = L we get the following equations:

βH1(y)− ζ1 + ζ(1)
e1 (y) = 0

βHL(y)− ζL + ζ(L)
eL−1

(y) = 0 .
(D6)

In addition, the stationarity with respect to pei gives for i ∈ {1, . . . , L− 1}:

pei(y, y
′) =

1

zei
exp

(
βJ̃ei(y, y

′)− ζ(i)
ei (y)− ζ(i+1)

ei (y′)
)
. (D7)

The Lagrange multipliers must be chosen in such a way that the constraints (D2) are satisfied.
We now define the variable-to-factor messages for i ∈ {1, . . . , L− 1}:

νi→ei(yi) =
1

zi→ei
exp(−ζ(i)

ei (yi))

νi+1→ei(yi+1) =
1

zi+1→ei
exp(−ζ(i+1)

ei (yi+1)) ,

(D8)

and the factor-to-variable messages for i ∈ {1, . . . , L− 1}:

ν̂ei→i(yi) =
1

ẑei→i

∑
yi+1

exp(βJ̃ei(yi, yi+1)− ζ(i+1)
ei (yi+1))

ν̂ei→i+1(yi+1) =
1

ẑei→i+1

∑
yi

exp(βJ̃ei(yi, yi+1)− ζ(i)
ei (yi))

(D9)

For compactness we adopt the lighter notations also used in the main text: Fi = νi→ei , Fi = ν̂ei−1→i for the forward
messages, and Bi = νi→ei−1

, Bi = ν̂ei→i for the backward messages. We can directly check that such messages satisfy
the following relations:

Bi(yi) =
1

ẑei→i

∑
yi+1

eβJ̃ei (yi,yi+1)Bi+1(yi+1)

Fi+1(yi) =
1

ẑei→i+1

∑
yi

eβJ̃ei (yi,yi+1)Fi(yi)

(D10)

And also:

F1(y1) =
1

z1→e1
eβH1(y1)

BL(yL) =
1

zL→eL−1

eβHL(yL)
(D11)
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Further, for each i ∈ {2, . . . , L− 1} we have:∑
yi−1

pei−1
(yi−1, yi) ∝ Bi(yi)Fi(yi)

∝ e−βH̃i(yi)Bi(yi)Fi(yi)

(D12)

where in the first line we have used the expression (D7) of pei−1 and the definition of the messages, and in the second
line we have used the marginalization condition (D2) along with the expression of pi obtained in (D5). We then obtain
by eliminating Bi(yi) from the above relation that for each i ∈ {2, . . . , L− 1}:

Fi(yi) =
1

zi→ei
eβH̃i(yi)Fi(yi) . (D13)

A similar relation can be obtained for Bi, with i ∈ {2, . . . , L− 1}:

Bi(yi) =
1

zi→ei−1

eβH̃i(yi)Bi(yi) , (D14)

We have finally obtained a set of message-passing equations:

F1(y1) =
1

z1→e1
eβH1(y1)

Fi(yi) =
1

zi→ei
eβH̃i(yi)Fi(yi) , for i ∈ {2, . . . , L− 1}

Fi+1(yi) =
1

ẑei→i+1

∑
yi

eβJ̃ei (yi,yi+1)Fi(yi) , for i ∈ {2, . . . , L}

BL(yL) =
1

zL→eL−1

eβHL(yL)

Bi(yi) =
1

zi→ei−1

eβH̃i(yi)Bi(yi) , for i ∈ {2, . . . , L− 1}

Bi(yi) =
1

ẑei→i

∑
yi+1

eβJ̃ei (yi,yi+1)Bi+1(yi+1) , for i ∈ {1, . . . , L− 1}

(D15)

The single-site marginals Pi(yi) and the nearest-neighbors pairwise marginals Pi,i+1(yi, yi+1) can be expressed in
terms of the BP messages:

p1(y1) =
1

z1
eβH1(y1)B1(y1)

pi(yi) =
1

zi
eβH̃i(yi)Fi(yi)Bi(yi) , for i ∈ {2, . . . , L− 1}

pL(yL) =
1

zL
eβHL(yL)FL(yL)

pi,i+1(yi, yi+1) =
1

zi,i+1
eβJ̃i,i+1(yi,yi+1)Fi(yi)Bi+1(yi+1) , for i ∈ {1, . . . , L− 1} .

(D16)

2. Explicit expression of the long-range fields

The long-range fields fi and gi admit an explicit expression in terms of the marginals pi, pi,i+1. We get for fl,
l ∈ {2, . . . , L− 1}:

fl(y) =
δA(p)

δpl(y)

= −
l−1∑
i=1

L∑
j=l+1

∑
yi,yj

Jij(yi, yj)
∑

yi+1,...,yj−1

∏l−1
k=i pk,k+1(yk, yk+1)∏l

k=i+1 pk(yk)
×
∏j−1
k=l pk,k+1(yk, yk+1)∏j−1

k=l pk(yk)
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We can express the above expression in terms of conditional probabilities, and obtain:

fl(yl) = −
l−1∑
i=1

L∑
j=l+1

∑
yi,yj

Jij(yi, yj)P (yi|yl)P (yj |yl) (D17)

Similarly, we have for gl, l ∈ {1, . . . , L− 1}:

gl(yl, yl+1) =
δA(p)

δpl,l+1(yl, yl+1)

=

l∑
i=1

L∑
j=l+1

I[j > i+ 1]
∑
yi,yj

Jij(yi, yj)
∑

yi+1,...yj−1

∏l−1
k=i pk,k+1(yk, yk+1)∏l

k=i+1 pk(yk)
×
∏j−1
k=l+1 pk,k+1(yk, yk+1)∏j−1

k=l+1 pk(yk)

with the convention that
∏j
k=i = 1 if i > j. We obtain an expression in terms of conditional probabilities:

gl(yl, yl+1) =

l∑
i=1

L∑
j=l+1

I[j > i+ 1]
∑
yi,yj

Jij(yi, yj)P (yi|yl)P (yj |yl+1) (D18)

In the implementation of the algorithm we used the fact that conditional probabilities can be computed recursively
on the chain, in order to reduce the number of operation needed:

P (yi|yl) =
∑
yi−1

P (yi−1|yl)P (yi|yi−1) , if i > l + 1

P (yi|yl) =
∑
yi+1

P (yi+1|yl)P (yi|yi+1) , if i < l − 1
(D19)

3. SCE Algorithm

A solution to the set of SCE equations can be obtained with an iterative algorithm whose main steps are described
below:

1: Initialize randomly the BP messages.
2: Compute the marginals P1, . . . , PL and P1,2, . . . , PL−1,L from their expression in terms of BP messages eq. (D16).
3: Compute the set of conditional probabilities P (yi|yj), i, j with |i− j| > 1 from equations (D19).
4: Compute the long-range external fields f2, . . . , fL−1 and g1, . . . , gL−1 using equation (D17) and (D18) respectively.
5: Compute the new BP messages from eq. (D15).
6: Repeat steps 2. to 5. until convergence.

To enhance the convergence of the above algorithm we used a damping when computing the new BP messages, keeping
a fraction γ of the old BP messages. In practice we used γ = 0.2 for most of the sequences, and increased its value
up to γ = 0.9 for unconverged ones.

4. Recovering the DCAlign small-coupling approximation

It is interesting to note that the small-coupling approximation done in [21] for the DCAlign algorithm, can be
recovered from the first-order expansion of the free-energy obtained in the previous section. We recall the expression
(C11) of the first-order term in the perturbation expansion:

dG

dα

∣∣∣∣
α=0

= −
L−2∑
i=1

L∑
j=i+2

∑
yi,yj

Ji,j(yi, yj)P (yi, yj)

The approximate message-passing equations obtained in[21] can be recovered by assuming that the pairwise marginals
P (yi, yj) for far away sites (i.e. |i− j| > 1) can be approximated by

P (yi, yj) ≈ P (yi)P (yj) .
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Under this assumption the external fields (D1) become:

fi(yi) =
∑

j /∈{i−1,i,i+1}

∑
yj

Jij(yi, yj)P (yj) , for i ∈ {1, . . . , L}

gi(yi, yi+1) = 0 , for i ∈ {1, . . . , L− 1}
(D20)

Plugging this form into the BP equations one recovers the equations obtained in [21] (section III.B).

Appendix E: Decoding

Once a fixed-point of the message-passing equations (D15) is found, our aim is to extract a configuration y∗ =
{y∗1 , . . . , y∗L} sampled from the Boltzmann distribution Pβ(y). When β is large enough, the distribution concentrates
on configuration achieving minimal energy, which corresponds to optimal alignments. We used three different methods
to decode.

In the first one, we simply take the maximum of each singles-site marginal:

y∗i = argmax
y
{pi(y)} for each i ∈ {1, . . . , L} .

This approach is not guaranteed to provide a configuration y∗ that satisfy the ordering constraints ensured by the
functions χsr, χin, χend. To overcome this problem, we have used more elaborated decimation procedures described
below. Note however that when β is large, one expects the single-site marginal to be concentrated on a single-value,
and therefore, for most instances, we actually obtain a configuration satisfying all the constraints with this method.

The second method is the nucleation method, already used in [21] (section III.C.), that we recall here. One first
selects the most polarized site

i∗ = argmax
i
{max

y
(pi(y)}

and set yi∗ = argmax
y
{pi∗(y)}. Then one extracts the variables yi∗±1 as the ones achieving the maximum of the

marginals, with the constraint that yi∗±1 should be consistent with the choice of yi∗ :

yi∗+1 = argmax
y
{pi∗+1(y)χsr(y

∗
i∗ , y}

and similarly for i∗ − 1. One can then extract the configuration recursively on the remaining variables, and this
ensures that the final solution satisfy the ordering constraints.

1. Viterbi decoding

The two approaches above use the information containing on the single-site marginals pi. As a third approach, we
propose to use Viterbi decoding to extract a solution from the output of the message-passing algorithm. This method
has the advantage to take into account the information contained in the next-neighbors pairwise marginals pi,i+1 and
is therefore expected to be more efficient than the two previous method, which is confirmed by our results (see Fig. 7).
Viterbi decoding is a method to compute the configuration achieving the maximum of a probability distribution
defined on a one-dimensional chain. It would be an exact algorithm in the absence of long-range couplings: Jij = 0
for all i, j with |i − j| > 1. Here, despite the presence of long-range coupling, we will use it as an heuristic. The
Viterbi algorithm builds the most-likely configuration

{y∗1 , . . . , y∗L} = argmax
y
{P sr(y)}

with P sr(y) = P (y1, y2)

L∏
i=3

P (yi|yi−1)

in a recursive way from i = 1 to i = L. We introduce the following notations. Let p(yi, i) be the probability of the
most-likely configuration so far:

p(yi, i) = P (y∗1 , y
∗
2 , . . . , y

∗
i−1, yi) ,
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and s(yi, i) = y∗i−1 be the last label found. In the first step of the algorithm, we compute p(y2, 2), s(y2, 2) for each
value of y2 ∈ χ:

p(y2, 2) = max
y1
{p12(y1, y2)}

s(y2, 2) = argmax
y1

{p12(y1, y2)}

One then computes recursively the probabilities and labels p(yi, i), s(yi, i), for each i ∈ {3, . . . , L}:

p(xi, i) = max
yi−1

{p(yi−1, i− 1)P (yi|yi−1)}

s(yi, i) = argmax
yi−1

{p(yi−1, i− 1)P (yi|yi−1)} .

Finally, one obtains the configuration y∗ recursively backward from i = L to i = 1:

p = max
y
{p(y, L)} = max

y
{P sr(y)}

y∗L = argmax
y
{p(y, L)}

y∗i = s(y∗i+1, i+ 1) for each 1 ≤ i ≤ L− 1 .

(E1)

2. Viterbi sampling

The Viterbi decoding strategy presented above can be turned into a sampling algorithm to generate configurations
y sampled from the probability measure P (y) (see Eq.(2)), at a given inverse temperature β. Configurations are
produced recursively. One first picks the most polarized site:

i∗ = argmax
i
{max

y
(Pi(y)}

and samples a value yi∗ from its single-site marginal Pi∗(yi∗). Then nearest sites i∗ ± 1 are sampled from the
conditional probabilities P (yi∗±1|yi∗), and one proceeds in this way until the extremities of the chain. Fig. 8. shows
the results of this sampling strategy on the protein family PF00397, for three sequences A randomly extracted from
the protein family. One can see that the sampled sequences are close to the ground-state SGS (computed with Viterbi
decoding), even coinciding with it for a fraction of them. Note that a few sampled sequences have a high ∆e, i.e.
these are not good alignments. To further explore the quality of this sampling strategy, we have compared the first

FIG. 8: Results of Viterbi Sampling, obtained for the protein family PF00397. Each color corresponds to one sequence
A extracted from the protein family. For each sequence, one computes the best alignment SGS (ground state) with our SCE
algorithm (at β = 0.5), and with Viterbi decoding. We sampled 5000 sequences independently with our Viterbi sampling
procedure, and compare them with SGS. From left to right: 1. Difference in energy density between the sampled sequence
Ssamp and the ground state ∆e = (HDCA(Ssamp)−HDCA(SGS))/L, sorted by increasing values of ∆e. 2. Histogram of Hamming
distances between Ssamp and SGS. 3. Histogram of Gap +, i.e. of the number of match states in SGS that have been replaced
by a gap in Ssamp. 4. Histogram of Gap −, i.e. of the number of gap states in SGS that have been replaced by a match in
Ssamp. 5. Histogram of Mismatches, i.e. of the number of times we have match states in both sequences, ground state and
sampled, but corresponding to different amino acids.

and second connected moments statistics of an MSA produced with Viterbi sampling against that obtained from the
PFAM alignment. Results are shown in Fig. 9, on protein family PF00397. For each sequence Sseed of the seed MSA,
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one considers the original sequence A, and re-align it with our SCE+Viterbi decoding procedure, producing a new
aligned sequence SGS (possibly coinciding with Sseed, see B 1). Then, one uses the SCE marginals to sample N = 100
sequences with the Viterbi sampling strategy described above.

We compute the statistics of the MSA made of the MN sampled sequences (with M the number of sequences in
the seed MSA). More precisely, we compute the one-site frequency count f samp

i (a) (i.e. the frequency of observing
amino-acid a at position i in the MSA), and the correlations Csamp

ij (a, b) = f samp
ij (a, b) − f samp

i (a)f samp
j (b) (with

fij(a, b) the two-site frequency count). We confront these statistics with the statistics f seed
i , Cseed

ij computed from
the seed MSA (blue points), and see a good agreement between them, except for a small discrepancy observed at
fi(a) ' 0 and Cij(a, b) ' 0. For comparison, we also compute the statistics fGS

i , CGS
ij of the MSA made with the

re-aligned sequences SGS (orange crosses), and see that the statistics of the re-aligned MSA are comparable with the
statistics of the sampled MSA, the latter being slightly more spread.

FIG. 9: On family PF00397: Statistics of the sampled MSA f samp
i , Csamp

ij (blue points) and of the MSA obtained by re-aligning

each sequence of the seed with SCE+decoding fGS
i , CGS

ij (orange crosses), plotted against the statistics of the seed MSA

f seed
i , Cseed

ij .

Appendix F: Thermodynamic quantities

This small-coupling expansion has the advantage of providing an explicit expression for the free-entropy Φ = −βF ,
expressed in terms of single site marginals {pi}i=1,...,L and next-neighbors pairwise marginals {pei}i=1,...,L−1 (see
equation C13). One can obtain an expression of the Bethe free-entropy Φ in terms of BP messages, by plugging the
expression of the marginals (see equations D16) in Φsr:

Φsr =

L−1∑
i=1

log zei −
L−1∑
i=1

∑
y,y′

pei(y, y
′)βgi(y, y

′)−
L−1∑
i=1

∑
yi

pi(yi) logFi(yi)

−
L−1∑
i=1

∑
yi+1

pi+1(yi+1) logBi+1(yi+1)−
L∑
i=1

(1− di) log zi +

L∑
i=1

di
∑
y

pi(y)βHi(y)

+

L−1∑
i=2

∑
y

pi(y)βfi(y) +

L−1∑
i=2

∑
y

pi(y) log F̂i(yi) +

L−1∑
i=2

∑
y

pi(y) log B̂i(yi) ,
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where we have adopted the shorthand notation ei = (i, i + 1). One can use the BP equations (D15) to obtain the
following identities:

−
L−1∑
i=1

∑
yi

pi(yi) logFi(yi) =

L−1∑
i=1

log zi→ei −
L−1∑
i=1

∑
yi

pi(yi)βHi(yi)−
L−1∑
i=2

∑
yi

pi(yi)(log F̂i(yi) + βfi(yi)) ,

and:

−
L−1∑
i=1

∑
yi+1

pi+1(yi+1) logBi+1(yi+1) =

L−1∑
i=1

log zi+1→ei −
L−1∑
i=1

∑
yi+1

pi+1(yi+1)βHi+1(yi+1)

−
L−2∑
i=1

∑
yi+1

pi+1(yi+1)
(

log B̂i+1(yi+1) + βfi+1(yi+1)
)

.

Using these identities one obtains the following expression for Φsr:

Φsr =

L−1∑
i=1

log zei +

L∑
i=1

(1− di) log zi +

L−1∑
i=1

log zi→ei +

L−1∑
i=1

log zi+1→ei

− β
L−1∑
i=2

∑
yi

pi(yi)fi(yi)− β
L−1∑
i=1

∑
y,y′

pei(y, y
′)gi(y, y

′)

We can now use the following relations:

zi = zi→eiZi,ei
= zi→ei−1Zi,ei−1 , for i ∈ {2, . . . , L− 1}

z1 = z1→e1Z1,e1

zL = zL→eLZL,eL

with:

Zi,ei =
∑
yi

Fi(yi)B̂i(yi)

Zi,ei−1
=
∑
yi

Bi(yi)F̂i(yi)

to obtain a final expression for Φsr:

Φsr =

L−1∑
i=1

log zei +

L∑
i=1

log zi −
L−1∑
i=1

logZi,ei −
L∑
i=2

logZi,ei−1

− β
L∑
i=2

∑
yi

pi(yi)fi(yi)− β
L−1∑
i=1

∑
yi,yi+1

pei(yi, yi+1)gi(yi, yi+1)

We finally recognize in the second line of this last equation the expression of −βA. Indeed from the definition of the
fields fi, gi (see equation (D1)) one can check that

A =

L∑
i=2

∑
yi

pi(yi)fi(yi) +

L−1∑
i=1

∑
yi,yi+1

pei(yi, yi+1)gi(yi, yi+1) .

The final expression for the free-entropy Φ = Φsr − βA at first order in the small-coupling expansion is therefore just
the usual expression for the Bethe free-entropy on the chain:

Φ =

L−1∑
i=1

log zei +

L∑
i=1

log zi −
L−1∑
i=1

logZi,ei −
L∑
i=2

logZi,ei−1
, (F1)
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where:

zi =
∑
yi

eβ(Hi(yi)+fi(yi))F̂i(yi)Fi(yi) , for i ∈ {2, . . . , L− 1}

z1 =
∑
y1

eβH1(y1)B̂1(y1)

zL =
∑
yL

eβHL(y)F̂L(yL)

zei =
∑

yi,yi+1

eβ(Jei (yi,yi+1)+gi(yi,yi+1))Fi(yi)Bi+1(yi+1) , for i ∈ {1, . . . , L− 1}

Zi,ei =
∑
yi

Fi(yi)B̂i(yi) , for i ∈ {1, . . . , L− 1}

Zi,ei−1 =
∑
yi

Bi(yi)F̂i(yi) , for i ∈ {2, . . . , L} .

(F2)

The internal energy U = 〈H(y)〉 can be expressed in terms of the BP marginals:

U = −
L∑
i=1

∑
yi

pi(yi)Hi(yi)−
∑
i<j

∑
yi,yj

p(yi, yj)Jij(yi, yj) (F3)

where the joint-probability on any pair i, j has been computed from from the set of single site marginals pi and
nearest-neighbors pei recursively (see equations D19). Finally, one can compute the entropy using the canonical
identity:

S(β) = Φ + U(β)/β , (F4)

with Φ(β) and U(β) computed respectively from (F1) and (F3).
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