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The correlated Erdős-Rényi random graph ensemble is a probability law on pairs of graphs with
n vertices, parametrized by their average degree λ and their correlation coefficient s. It can be used
as a benchmark for the graph alignment problem, in which the labels of the vertices of one of the
graphs are reshuffled by an unknown permutation; the goal is to infer this permutation and thus
properly match the pairs of vertices in both graphs. A series of recent works has unveiled the role of
Otter’s constant α (that controls the exponential rate of growth of the number of unlabeled rooted
trees as a function of their sizes) in this problem: for s >

√
α and λ large enough it is possible to

recover in a time polynomial in n a positive fraction of the hidden permutation. The exponent of
this polynomial growth is however quite large and depends on the other parameters, which limits
the range of applications of the algorithm. In this work we present a family of faster algorithms
for this task, show through numerical simulations that their accuracy is only slightly reduced with
respect to the original one, and conjecture that they undergo, in the large λ limit, phase transitions
at modified Otter’s thresholds

√
α̂ >

√
α, with α̂ related to the enumeration of a restricted family

of trees.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In graph alignment problems one is given a pair of graphs and has to find a correspondence between the vertices
of those two, based on the observation of their structures. These problems have applications in several fields of data
analysis, in particular de-anonymization of networks [1–3], alignment of protein interaction networks or molecular
networks [4–7], pattern recognition and image processing [8, 9]. They are also used as benchmarks for graph neural
networks architectures [10, 11].

In absence of prior information on the graphs, one possible objective is to maximize the number of common edges
in the aligned graphs; more formally, given a pair of graphs on n vertices, represented by their adjacency matrices
A,B ∈ Rn×n, the goal is to find the permutation π ∈ Sn (Sn being the symmetric group of n elements) between their
vertices that maximizes

∑
i<j Ai,jBπ(i),π(j). This optimization task is called a quadratic assignment problem [12],

which is NP-hard in general.
Our work is situated instead in a Bayesian line of research, in which one postulates a prior distribution on the

observed pair of graphs involving a ground truth hidden permutation π⋆, the goal being to extract as much as possible
of information about π⋆ from the observation of the graphs. Following several previous works we will focus our
attention on the correlated Erdős-Rényi (ER) random graph ensemble with parameters (λ, s). In a pair of graphs
(G,H) drawn from this ensemble, G and H have individually the law of a usual ER random graph, i.e. each of their
edges is present with probability λ/n, but they are correlated, the parameter s ∈ [0, 1] controlling the probability
of a common edge in both graphs. One draws in addition a uniformly random permutation π⋆, creates a graph G′

by relabeling the vertices of H through π⋆, and provides an observer with the pair (G,G′). Various statistical tasks
can then be defined, for instance the hypothesis testing problem of distinguishing whether (G,H) are independent
or correlated, or the recovery problem of inferring π⋆ from the observation of (G,G′). The latter recovery task can
be subdivided according to the level of accuracy required on the reconstruction of π⋆: in its exact recovery version
all vertices have to be correctly matched between the two graphs, the almost exact version allows for a vanishing
fraction of mistakes (asymptotically in the large n limit), while weak (or partial) recovery only demands a positive
fraction of π⋆ to be correctly inferred. One can furthermore investigate the existence of polynomial-time algorithms
to perform these various tasks, so-called statistical-computational gaps appearing when a problem is known to be
information-theoretically feasible but no efficient algorithm has been discovered yet.

These questions have been thoroughly explored for the correlated ER ensemble in many previous works, unveiling
a rich phenomenology depending on the parameters (λ, s) of the problem. The information-theoretic limits for the
exact and almost exact recovery have been established in [13, 14] and shown to lie in the dense regime where λ
diverges with n; efficient algorithms for this task have been put forward in [15–19], for large enough correlations s.
We will concentrate in this work on the sparse regime with λ fixed in the large n limit (see Fig. 1 for a sketch of
the phase diagram that summarizes the following statements), in which case the relevant task is the partial recovery
one. Its information-theoretic limit is now known to be λs = 1: the impossibility of recovering more than a vanishing
fraction of π⋆ when λs < 1 has been established in [20], while it was shown in [21] that λs > 1 is a sufficient condition
for the possibility of weak recovery (improving previous results from [14, 22]). Polynomial-time algorithms that
achieves partial recovery are at present only known in a portion of the λs > 1 region, labeled “easy” on the sketch
of Fig. 1 [18, 23–25]; the status of the remaining “hard” phase is less clear than in other inference problems [26],
since for these parameters we have neither efficient procedures nor hardness results ruling out their existences under
some computational complexity hypotheses or within some family of algorithms [27, 28] (see however [29] for hardness
results on the related detection problem).

Our work will build on a message-passing algorithm introduced in [24, 25], that computes a similarity score between
the vertices of G and G′ based on the exploration of their local neighborhoods. It succeeds in the partial recovery task
for s larger than some threshold salgo(λ), the lower boundary of the easy phase in Fig. 1. This function salgo(λ) is not
known analytically; some bounds on it have been established in [24], it was estimated through numerical simulations
in [25], and its large λ limit was proven in [30] to be equal to

√
α ≈ 0.581, where α is the Otter’s constant [31] (defined

in terms of the enumeration of a family of trees). This Otter’s threshold first appeared in the context of graph
alignment problems in [32], for the correlation detection task, and is also the large degree limit of the algorithmic
threshold of a different procedure for partial recovery presented in [18] (that also applies in the dense regime to
perform exact recovery).

The message-passing algorithm of [24, 25] runs in a time polynomial in the size n of the graphs, but with an
exponent that depends on λ, which limits in practice its potential use to rather small values of λ (or of n). Our
contribution in the present work will be the introduction of a family of simplified similarity scores, depending on an
integer parameter m and inspired by the analytical results of [30], which can be computed in a much faster way while
preserving most of the accuracy of the original algorithm. According to the numerical simulations we shall present, the
(m-dependent) algorithmic threshold ŝalgo(λ) above which these simplified procedures succeed in the partial recovery
task (plotted as a dotted line in Fig. 1) is only slightly larger than salgo(λ), which suggests a satisfying compromise
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Figure 1: A sketch of the phase diagram for the partial recovery task in the correlated sparse Erdős-Rényi ensemble with finite
average degree λ and correlation s. The information-theoretic impossible region corresponds to λs < 1; its complement is
divided in an easy phase with boundary salgo(λ) where polynomial-time algorithms are known to exist, and a hard phase where
they are yet to be discovered (or proven not to exist). The dotted line represents the algorithmic phase transition line ŝalgo(λ)
for the procedures introduced in the present work.

between the loss in statistical accuracy and the gain in computational speed. Furthermore, we conjecture, based on
some analytical computations, that the large λ limit of ŝalgo(λ) is given by a modified Otter’s threshold

√
α̂, with

α̂ related to the enumeration of a restricted set of trees. For the two smallest values of m, that corresponds to the
fastest computations of the simplified scores, these thresholds are [31]

√
α̂ ≈ 0.635 and

√
α̂ ≈ 0.596, the last one being

rather close to the original threshold
√
α ≈ 0.581.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section II we define precisely the graph alignment problem, review
the message-passing algorithm previously studied in [24, 25], and introduce its simplified variants. The performances
of the latter are characterized through numerical simulations in Sec. III, while their expected behavior in the thermo-
dynamic limit is discussed in Sec. IV. Some conclusions are drawn in Section V, more technical details being deferred
to several Appendices.

II. MESSAGE-PASSING ALGORITHMS FOR THE GRAPH ALIGNMENT PROBLEM

A. Basic definitions

For a positive integer n we shall denote [n] = {1, . . . , n} the set of the first n integers.
A graph G = (V,E) is given by a set V of vertices and a set E of edges, where each edge is an unordered pair {i, j}

of distinct vertices. Two vertices i and j are said to be adjacent, or neighbors, if {i, j} ∈ E. For a vertex i ∈ V we
shall denote ∂i the set of the vertices adjacent to it, and call di = |∂i| its degree, i.e. the number of edges in which it
appears as an endvertex. A graph is said to be connected if for any pair of vertices i, j one can find a path of adjacent
vertices connecting them; the distance between i and j is then defined as the minimal length of such a path, where
the length is the number of edges crossed along the path.

A tree is a non-empty connected graph that is acyclic, in the sense that it does not contain any closed loop of
distinct vertices. A rooted tree is a tree in which one vertex is distinguished and called the root; in the graphical
representations we shall place the root at the top of the tree. The depth of a vertex i in a rooted tree is the distance
between i and the root; the depth of a rooted tree is the maximal depth of its vertices. In a rooted tree, a vertex of
depth d > 0 (hence distinct from the root) has one neighbor of depth d−1, called its ancestor, and possibly neighbors
of depth d + 1, called its offsprings, or descendants; its degree is thus its number of offsprings plus one. The size
of a tree T , denoted |T |, is defined as the number of its vertices. Because of their acyclic character, rooted trees
admit naturally a recursive decomposition: one can describe a rooted tree N in terms of the degree l of its root,
complemented by a list T1, . . . , Tl of the subtrees rooted at the offsprings of the root (see Fig. 2 for an illustration).

It will be sometimes convenient to consider two rooted trees as equivalent if they only differ by a relabeling of their
vertices that preserves the parenthood relationships, and to call unlabeled rooted trees the associated equivalence
classes. We shall denote χd the set of finite unlabeled rooted trees of depth at most d; in this unlabeled context one
can describe N ∈ χd+1 as a vector {NT }T∈χd

of non-negative integers, where NT indicates the number of copies of
the subtree T rooted at the offsprings of the root of N (see Fig. 2 for an example). Since we consider finite trees, the
number of non-zero elements in {NT } is finite. The Otter’s constant α is defined from the combinatorial properties
of these objects [31]: calling An the number of distinct unlabeled rooted trees of size n (irrespectively of their depth),
one has 1

n lnAn → α−1 as n → ∞, in other words α is the inverse of the exponential growth rate of the number of
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Figure 2: An example of a rooted tree N whose root has l = 4 offsprings, its decomposition as a list of subtrees, and its
unlabeled version defined in terms of the number of copies of unlabeled subtrees rooted at the offsprings of the root.

trees with respect to their sizes.

B. Definition of the inference problem

Let us denote G(n, λ/n, s) the correlated Erdős-Rényi (ER) random graph ensemble with parameters λ ≥ 0 and
s ∈ [0, 1]. Its elements are pairs (G,H) of graphs on the same vertex set V = [n], with edge sets denoted EG and EH

respectively. The latter are generated as follows: independently for each of the n(n− 1)/2 pairs of vertices i < j the
edge {i, j} between them is included

• in EG and EH with probability λs/n;

• in EG but not in EH with probability λ(1− s)/n;

• in EH but not in EG with probability λ(1− s)/n;

• in none of the graphs with probability 1− λ(2− s)/n.

Considered individually, G and H have the law of a usual ER random graph, with each edge present with probability
λ/n, that is the parameter λ fixes the edge density or equivalently the average degree of such graphs. The correlation
between them is controlled by s: when s = 1 G and H are identical, while when s = λ/n they are independent. In
the large size (thermodynamic) limit n → ∞ there is a positive correlation between the presence of an edge in the
two graphs whenever s > 0.
We further introduce a graph G′ which is a reshuffled version of H: a permutation π⋆ ∈ Sn is chosen uniformly at

random from the symmetric group Sn (i.e. the set of permutations of [n]), and the edge set EG′ is defined as the one
of H once vertices are relabeled through π⋆. More explicitly, {i, j} ∈ EH if and only if {π⋆(i), π⋆(j)} ∈ EG′ .
The graph alignment problem we are interested in consists in inferring the hidden permutation π⋆ from the sole

observation of the graphs (G,G′). We place ourselves in a Bayesian perspective, assuming that the observer knows
that (G,G′) has been generated in the way defined above, as well as the value of the parameters λ and s. In this
setting all the information on the hidden permutation is contained in the posterior distribution,

P(π⋆ = π|G,G′) =
P(π⋆ = π,G,G′)

P(G,G′)
∝ P(π⋆ = π,G,G′) , (1)

where the symbol ∝ hides a normalization constant independent on π. The objective of the inference problem is to
construct an estimator π̂ = π̂(G,G′) that approximates π⋆ as closely as possible. This notion of closeness, and the
related Bayes-optimality of the estimator, depends on the constraints imposed on π̂, and on the choice of the measure
of the distance between π̂ and π⋆. Since we are interested in the regime of finite average degree λ, where one can only
hope for a partial recovery of π⋆, a relevant choice is to consider π̂ to be a function from [n] to [n] (not necessarily a
permutation) and to measure the accuracy of the estimation in terms of the overlap

ov(π̂, π⋆) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

I(π̂(i) = π⋆(i)) , (2)

which counts the fraction of the vertices i of G which are correctly matched to the hidden corresponding vertex π⋆(i)
of G′ (see [25] for a discussion of alternative measures of the distance between π̂ and π⋆). The partial recovery task
is thus successfully performed if the overlap remains strictly positive in the large size limit. The optimal estimator
which maximizes this overlap, on average with respect to the law of the generation of (G,G′, π⋆), is then found to be

π̂(G,G′)(i) = argmax
i′

P(π⋆(i) = i′|G,G′) . (3)
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If one can write rather easily an explicit form of the posterior distribution from equation (1), the exact computation
of the marginal probability in (3) is in general a NP-hard problem that cannot be solved in polynomial time; this
motivates the introduction of a simplified algorithmic strategy, detailed in the next subsection.

C. The original algorithm

We shall now describe the algorithm introduced in [24, 25], that will be the starting point for the present work.
Its main idea is to build an estimator π̂ from a simplified version of Eq. (3), in which part of the information in the
posterior distribution is discarded. More precisely, one introduces a depth, or distance, parameter d, and denotes
Gi,d (resp. G′

i′,d) the neighborhood of the vertex i (resp. i′) up to distance d, that is the subgraph of G (resp. G′)

induced by the vertices at distance at most d from i (resp. i′). Consider now the posterior probability that appeared
in Eq. (3), and simplify it by using only the local information up to distance d around the vertices i and i′:

P(π⋆(i) = i′|Gi,d, G
′
i′,d) =

P(π⋆(i) = i′, Gi,d, G
′
i′,d)

P(Gi,d, G′
i′,d)

=
P(Gi,d, G

′
i′,d|π⋆(i) = i′)P(π⋆(i) = i′)

P(Gi,d, G′
i′,d)

=
1

n

P(Gi,d, G
′
i′,d|π⋆(i) = i′)

P(Gi,d, G′
i′,d)

=
1

n
L
(d)
i,i′ ,

(4)

where we used Bayes rule to reverse the conditioning, and the uniformity in the choice of the permutation π⋆, that
implies that the prior probability of the event π⋆(i) = i′ is 1/n; the last equality has to be understood as a definition

of L
(d)
i,i′ . This last quantity can be computed exactly when the thermodynamic limit n → ∞ is taken with a finite

value of d (or when d grows slowly with n, i.e. d = µ log n with µ a sufficiently small constant). Indeed, in this
regime the local neighborhood of a given vertex in a random graph is, with high probability, a random tree. This is
a well-known fact in the usual ER ensemble, whose local limit of depth d is the Galton-Watson tree with Poissonian

offspring probability, denoted P(d)
0 [T ]. This distribution is defined as follows: T is a rooted tree whose root has a

number l of offsprings drawn from the Poisson law with mean λ, Po(λ; l) = e−λ λl

l! . Each of these offsprings is itself

the root of a tree drawn from the law P(d−1)
0 , this recursive definition being complemented by the boundary condition

for d = 0: P(0)
0 is supported on the trivial tree containing only the root vertex. The denominator in the definition

of L
(d)
i,i′ thus converges in the thermodynamic limit to P(d)

0 [Gi,d]P(d)
0 [G′

i′,d]: in this probability the permutation π⋆ is

chosen uniformly at random, the vertex i′ of G′ corresponds to a uniformly random vertex of H, hence the laws of Gi,d

and G′
i′,d are asymptotically independent. On the contrary in the numerator the conditioning on the event π⋆(i) = i′

induces a strong correlation on the joint law of the neighborhoods (Gi,d, G
′
i′,d), whose roots correspond to the same

vertex in the correlated pair of graphs (G,H) (before the reshuffling of the vertex labels by π⋆). We shall denote

P(d)
1 [T, T ′] the limit of this joint law in the thermodynamic limit; generalizing the Galton-Watson construction to this

correlated case one can obtain a recursive description of P(d)
1 , by induction on the depth d. It will be convenient in

the following to write down the induction on the so-called likelihood ratio

L(d)(T, T ′) =
P(d)
1 [T, T ′]

P(d)
0 [T ]P(d)

0 [T ′]
. (5)

Let us consider a pair (N,N ′) of trees of depth at most d+ 1; we shall denote l (resp. l′) the number of offsprings of
the root of N (resp. N ′), and T1, . . . , Tl (resp. T

′
1, . . . , T

′
l′) the trees of depth at most d rooted at the offsprings of the

root of N (resp. N ′). The induction is found to be (see [25] for details)

L(d+1)(N,N ′) = f(l, l′; {L(d)(Ti, T
′
i′)}i∈[l],i′∈[l′]) , (6)

the function f taking as input two integers l, l′ and an l × l′ matrix. It is defined by

f(l, l′; {Li,i′}) =
min(l,l′)∑

k=0

eλs(1− s)l+l′
(

s

λ(1− s)2

)k ∑

I,I′,σ

∏

i∈I

Li,σ(i) , (7)

where I (resp. I ′) is a subset of [l] (resp. of [l′]) containing k elements, σ is a bijection from I to I ′, and where in
the term k = 0 the last sum is by convention equal to 1. The induction is initialized with the boundary condition for
d = 0, namely L(0)(T, T ′) = 1.
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These considerations lead naturally to a message-passing algorithm for the alignment of random graphs: the

quantities L
(d)
i,i′ that appear in (4) are computed as L

(d)
i,i′ = L(d)(Gi,d, G

′
i′,d) in the thermodynamic limit, and interpreted

as “scores” proportional to the probability that i and i′ are matched in the hidden permutation. Hence, an estimator
π̂ can be constructed by choosing, for each i, the vertex i′ maximizing the score (recall the expression (3) of the
optimal estimator with the exact posterior distribution). Moreover, the recursive nature of trees and of L(d) expressed
in Eq. (6) allows to compute these quantities by passing messages between pairs of vertices. To define this procedure
more explicitly we recall that ∂i denotes the set of vertices that are adjacent to a vertex i in G, similarly ∂i′ is the

set of neighbors of i′ in G′, and di = |∂i|, di′ = |∂i′| are the corresponding degrees. We introduce messages L
(t)
ii′→jj′ ,

where ii′ runs over all pairs of vertices of G and G′, j ∈ ∂i and j′ ∈ ∂i′, and t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , d − 1} should be thought
of as a discrete time index. The algorithm of [24, 25] can then be summarized as follows:

1. initialize all messages to L
(0)
ii′→jj′ = 1.

2. for each t = 1, . . . , d− 1, update them according to

L
(t)
ii′→jj′ = f(di − 1, di′ − 1; {L(t−1)

kk′→ii′ : k ∈ ∂i \ j, k′ ∈ ∂i′ \ j′}) , (8)

where the function f has been defined in Eq. (7).

3. compute the scores between all pairs of vertices as

L
(d)
i,i′ = f(di, di′ ; {L(d−1)

jj′→ii′ : j ∈ ∂i, j′ ∈ ∂i′}) . (9)

4. finally the estimator π̂ is computed as π̂(i) = argmaxi′ L
(d)
i,i′ , with ties broken uniformly at random if several i′

achieve the same maximal score. Note that the inference of the vertex matched to i is correct, i.e. π̂(i) = π⋆(i),

if the vector {L(d)
i,· } is maximal in i′ = π⋆(i).

The numerical results of [25], as well as the analytical considerations of [24, 30], show that this algorithm (with
d = Θ(lnn)) succeeds in the partial recovery task in a sizable part of the parameter space (λ, s) (and in particular
for any s >

√
α when λ is large enough, where α is Otter’s constant). A drawback of this approach is however its

relatively high computational cost: the recursion function f of Eq. (7) contains a sum over the permutations of the
offsprings of the roots (translating the ignorance of their true alignment), the number of terms to compute thus grows
factorially with the degrees l, l′ of the considered vertices. Since in a random graph of size n the maximum degree
grows slowly with n (as O((log n)/(log log n))) the algorithm has formally a polynomial running time for all finite λ,
but in practice this growth limits quite drastically the range of λ that are accessible to numerical simulations. Our
goal in the following is to present variations of this algorithm that have a reduced computational cost, at the price of
a slightly deteriorated accuracy of estimation.

D. A family of approximations

The new algorithms that we will propose in the present work are based on a result of [30] that provides an alternative
expression of the likelihood ratio L(d), equivalent to the recursive formula (6). We recall the notation χd for the set
of unlabeled trees of depth at most d, to which the arguments T, T ′ of L(d) belong. Theorem 4 in [30] states that the
likelihood ratio can be “diagonalized” as

L(d)(T, T ′) =
∑

β∈χd

s|β|−1g
(d)
β (T )g

(d)
β (T ′) , (10)

where the “eigenvectors” g
(d)
β are functions from χd to R, indexed by “dual” trees β ∈ χd, while the associated

“eigenvalues” are s|β|−1, with |β| denoting the size of the tree β, defined as the number of its vertices. The explicit

definition of g
(d)
β (T ) is rather technical and will be given in Appendix A 1, a proof of the equivalence between the two

definitions (6,10) of L(d) can be found in Appendix A 2. Some explicit examples and further properties of the functions

g
(d)
β will also be presented in the Appendices A 1 and A4. Let us just mention at this point that the functions g

(d)
β

depend on λ but not on s, and that they form a basis of orthogonal polynomials in the space χd with respect to the

distribution P(d)
0 , in the sense that

∑

T∈χd

P(d)
0 [T ]g

(d)
β (T )g

(d)
β′ (T ) = δβ,β′ . (11)
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In addition, the eigenvector corresponding to the trivial dual tree β = • containing only the root is the constant

function, g
(d)
• (T ) = 1.

Our approach will consist in approximating the function L(d) by including only a part of the terms in the summation
of (10), following the rough intuition that each term β of the sum captures one piece of information on the trees (T, T ′),
as for instance the Fourier decomposition of a signal in various harmonics, hence any partial summation should discard
a part of the information but might keep enough of it to still achieve our original inference goal. More concretely, for
a given subfamily χ̂d ⊂ χd of the unlabeled trees of depth at most d, let us denote

L̂(d)(T, T ′) =
∑

β∈χ̂d

s|β|−1g
(d)
β (T )g

(d)
β (T ′) . (12)

In the following we will consider that the trees in χ̂d obey the additional constraint that each vertex has at most m
descendants, where m ≥ 2 is an integer parameter. It turns out that for this choice of χ̂d the approximate function

L̂(d)(T, T ′) can be computed in a recursive way. Decomposing as above N ∈ χd+1 as a root vertex with l descendants,
themselves being the roots of the trees T1, . . . , Tl of depth a most d (and a similar decomposition for N ′), one finds
an analog of Eq. (6),

L̂(d+1)(N,N ′) = f̂(l, l′; {L̂(d)(Ti, T
′
i′)}i∈[l],i′∈[l′]) , (13)

where f̂ is the expansion in powers of s of the function f given in Eq. (7), up to order sm. To be more explicit,
let us introduce a convenient notation for the manipulation of formal power series: if h(t) =

∑
n≥0 hnt

n, one writes

[tp]h(t) = hp for the extraction of the coefficient multiplying the monomial tp in the series. With this convention the

approximated recursion function f̂ reads:

f̂(l, l′; {L̂i,i′}) =
m∑

p=0

sp[tp]eλt(1− t)l+l′
min(l,l′)∑

k=0

(
t

λ(1− t)2

)k ∑

I,I′,σ

∏

i∈I

L̂i,σ(i) , (14)

where the summation over I, I ′, σ has the same range as in Eq. (6); one can note that in the second sum only the
terms with k ≤ p do contribute.

The restriction of the dual trees β summed over in (12) to those in which every vertex has at most m offsprings
thus translates into a truncation of the recursion function to terms of order at most sm in (14); if this statement can

be spelled out in a concise way, its proof is quite technical and relies on the precise definition of the eigenvectors g
(d)
β ,

for this reason we defer further details of its justification to the Appendix A 2. Even if the notation does not make it

explicit it should be clear that the functions L̂(d) and f̂ depend on the parameter m. The simplest non-trivial case
m = 2 yields

f̂(l, l′; {L̂i,i′}) = 1+s


 1

λ

∑

i,i′

L̂i,i′ + λ− l − l′


+

1

2
s2


 1

λ2

∑

i,i′

(L̂i,i′)
2 − 1

λ2

∑

i

(∑

i′

L̂i,i′

)2

− 1

λ2

∑

i′

(∑

i

L̂i,i′

)2

+
4

λ

∑

i,i′

L̂i,i′ − l − l′ +


 1

λ

∑

i,i′

L̂i,i′ + λ− l − l′




2

 , (15)

where the sums over i (resp. i′) are from 1 to l (resp. 1 to l′). A similar, slightly longer formula for the case m = 3
is presented in Appendix A 3, along with some hints on how to generalize the computation to larger values of m. In
the following we shall conventionally call m = ∞ the original approach presented in Sec. II C, since it corresponds to

remove the constraint on the structure of the dual trees, i.e. L̂(d) = L(d) if χ̂d = χd in Eq. (12).
Coming back to the original graph alignment problem, the algorithmic strategy we propose is a variation of the

original one recalled in Sec. II C, where the scores L
(d)
i,i′ = L(d)(Gi,d, G

′
i′,d) are replaced by their approximated counter-

parts, L̂(d)(Gi,d, G
′
i′,d). Since the latter still admits a recursive computation, the message-passing implementation of

the algorithm has exactly the same structure, the only modification being the replacement of the recursion function

f of Eq. (7) by its approximation f̂ of Eq. (14) in the steps 2 and 3 of the algorithm. In the next Section we shall
present the results of numerical simulations performed in this way; before that let us make a few remarks:

• a crucial advantage of the finitem variation we just introduced is its much lower computational cost with respect
to the original procedure. Recall indeed that the latter relied on the computation of the recursion function f ,



8

which incurs a factorial growth in the vertices’ degrees of the number of operations required to perform the sums

in Eq. (7). On the contrary the truncation in f̂ reduces this cost to a polynomial growth, with an exponent
depending on m. For instance the m = 2 formula displayed in Eq. (15) can be computed in O(ll′) operations,
and this is also the case for m = 3 with an appropriate bookkeeping (see Appendix A 3 for further details on the
larger m cases). As a consequence, a larger region of the (λ, s) parameter space becomes accessible to numerical
explorations.

• an important caveat is the somehow arbitrary and uncontrolled character of the approximation made in the
finitem computation. It is reminiscent of the so-called low-degree polynomial approach [33] to hypothesis testing

problem, since L̂(d) can be viewed as the orthogonal projection of L(d) onto a subspace of functions of χd × χd

(where orthogonality is with respect to averages under P(d)
0 ⊗ P(d)

0 and follows from Eq. (11)). However, the
quality of the estimator as measured by the overlap (2) between π⋆ and π̂ is not directly related to the accuracy

of the approximation of L(d) by L̂(d) in a mean square error sense. As a consequence it is not a priori clear
whether including more terms in the sum, i.e. increasing m, should yield a monotonous increase in the overlap.
We will come back on this point with further analytical considerations in Sec. IV.

• the interpretation of L(d) as a likelihood ratio (i.e. a ratio of probabilities) is no longer valid for its counterpart

L̂(d), in particular the latter is no longer ensured to be positive, as the former was by definition.

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

We present in this Section the results of numerical simulations of the algorithms introduced above; our main
objective is to quantify the loss of accuracy incurred when replacing the original procedure of [25] (denoted m = ∞
in the following) by its finite m variations (we will concentrate on m = 2 and m = 3, that are the two simplest non-
trivial cases). As argued previously, the latter have much lower computational costs; we will not present systematic
comparisons of their running times, since they are quite dependent on implementation details, but to give an example
of the velocity gain let us mention that on a graph of n = 128 vertices, with parameters λ = 3.0, s = 0.86, d = 20,
a simulation that took 94 seconds for the m = ∞ algorithm only lasted 11 seconds for the m = 2 version, and 24
seconds for the m = 3 one, which represents a notable acceleration. This gain is even more important for larger values
of the average degree λ, the finite m simulations can thus probe a regime of λ that is not accessible in a reasonable
time with the m = ∞ algorithm.

A. The accuracy of the approximated scores

In a first type of experiment we compared, on a single graph of size n, the n2 exact scores L
(d)
i,i′ with their approxi-

mated counterparts L̂
(d)
i,i′ ; these results are presented as scatter plots in Fig. 3, for the parameters n = 1024, λ = 2.4,

s = 0.9, d = 4, m = 2 (left panel) and m = 3 (right panel). From a first look at these figures one may conclude that
the approximations are of a very bad quality, since the cloud of points strongly deviates from the diagonal (drawn as

a green line) one would obtain if L̂
(d)
i,i′ = L

(d)
i,i′ . A moment of thought reveals however a more encouraging situation:

as a matter of fact what is important for the correct functioning of the algorithm is not the value of the scores them-
selves, but rather the fact that they are larger for pairs of vertices corresponding to correct matches in the sought
for permutation than for the other pairs. Recall indeed that the vertex i will be correctly aligned by the algorithm

if π̂(i) = π⋆(i), which happens if L̂
(d)
i,π⋆(i)

> L̂
(d)
i,i′ for all i′ ̸= π⋆(i). In Fig. 3 we have highlighted in red the points

corresponding to the correctly matched pairs of vertices (i′ = π⋆(i)): for these there is a clear positive correlation

between L
(d)
i,i′ and L̂

(d)
i,i′ , more marked for m = 3 than for m = 2, which suggests that the approximate algorithms

may be able to pick the correct pairs of vertices among the much more numerous incorrect ones, even if L̂
(d)
i,i′ strongly

differs from L
(d)
i,i′ for the latter pairs. Fig. 3 also shows that L̂

(d)
i,i′ can be negative, at variance with L

(d)
i,i′ , as anticipated

above. Around half of the L̂
(d)
i,i′ are indeed negative, but this is the case of less than 10% for the pairs of correctly

matched vertices.
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Figure 3: Comparison of the scores L
(d)

i,i′ and their approximations L̂
(d)

i,i′ on a single graph with n = 1024, λ = 2.4, s = 0.9,

d = 4, m = 2 (left panel) and m = 3 (right panel). Each point in these scatter plots corresponds to a pair i, i′ of vertices of

both graphs, the horizontal axis corresponding to L
(d)

i,i′ , the vertical one to L̂
(d)

i,i′ . Correctly matched pairs with i′ = π⋆(i) are
highlighted in red. The x axis is in log-scale while the y axis is logarithmic on both the positive and negative sides, with a
linear region around the origin (in gray on the figure) to join them (we have shrunk it so that every dot displayed is actually
in log-scale).

B. The dependency on the depth parameter

The complete specification of the algorithmic procedure for the graph alignment requires a choice of the parameter
d, that controls the depth of the neighborhoods of the vertices i and i′ explored in order to decide whether i is
matched to i′ or not. A priori larger values of d should lead to better alignments, since they exploit a larger amount
of information contained in the graphs; however for a fixed size n the locally tree-like character of the random graphs,
on which our analysis crucially relies, is no longer valid when d exceeds some multiple of log n. As a consequence
a compromise should be found between these two effects, and one can expect the existence of an optimal depth
parameter d⋆, depending on all the other parameters of the problem (n, λ, s and m), at which the overlap between
the true permutation π⋆ and its estimate π̂ is maximal. This was indeed observed in [25] for the m = ∞ version of
the algorithm, and we show in the left panel of Fig. 4 that this phenomenon also occurs for m = 2 and m = 3.

The results presented in the rest of this Section have been obtained with the parameter d adjusted to its optimal
value d⋆; in practice we repeated the simulations with d in the range [1, 20], and chose the one maximizing the overlap
for each considered value of n, λ, s and m. The optimal parameter d⋆ has to grow (logarithmically) with n: for the
same reasons that were discussed in [25] in the m = ∞ case, partial recovery cannot be achieved if the large n limit
is taken with d fixed.

C. The overlap reached by the approximate algorithms

We shall now present a series of results on the accuracy of the graph alignment produced by the approximate
algorithm, measured in terms of the average overlap between the reconstructed permutation and the true one, as a
function of the parameters n, λ, s and m.
In the right panel of Fig. 4 we plot this average overlap as a function of the correlation parameter s, for relatively

small size n and average degree λ, in such a way that the m = ∞ algorithm can be run in a reasonable time and thus
compared to the m = 2 and m = 3 approximations. One can see on this figure that the overlap is slightly lowered
by the approximation, but the range of s in which a positive fraction of the hidden permutation is recovered remains
roughly the same.

In Fig. 5 we report similar curves for larger sizes and average degrees, which are not all accessible to the m = ∞
algorithm because of computational cost issues. One can notice that all these curves increase monotonously with s,
and become sharper when n and λ get larger (as was observed for m = ∞ in [25]).
A more systematic comparison of the m = 2 and m = 3 results is proposed in the left panel of Fig. 6, for a few

different values of λ. One can see on this plot that, for a given value of n and λ, the m = 2 and m = 3 overlap curves
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Figure 4: Left panel: the average overlap between the true and estimated permutations as a function of the depth parameter
d for n = 2048, λ = 2.4, s = 0.86, m = 2 (blue curve) and m = 3 (red curve). Each point corresponds to an average over 50
independent samples. Right panel: The average overlap as a function of s for n = 512, λ = 1.2, m = ∞ (blue curve), m = 2
(orange curve) and m = 3 (green curve). Each point is an average over 50 samples.
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Figure 5: The average overlap as a function of s, for n = 1024 (left column) and n = 2048 (right column), m = 2 (top row)
and m = 3 (bottom row), and several values of λ (see the keys). Each point is an average over 50 samples.
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Figure 6: Left panel: a comparison of the average overlaps achieved by the m = 2 and m = 3 versions of the algorithm, for
n = 2048 and three different values of λ; the data are the same as in the top right and bottom right panels of Fig. 5. Right
panel: the effective phase diagram in the (λ, s) plane, the transition lines being defined as the minimal value of s such that the
average overlap becomes larger than R = 0.05, on graphs of size n = 2048. The m = ∞ data is taken from [25], the red line
corresponds to the information-theoretic threshold λs = 1.

cross each other as a function of s (this was also observable in Fig. 4 for other values of n and λ), in other words for
some parameters the m = 3 algorithm performs worse than the m = 2 one, which may sound rather counterintuitive.
As a matter of fact it was mentioned at the end of Sec. IID that the quality of the approximation had no reason to
be a monotonously increasing function of m, since the inclusion of more terms in the summation of Eq. (12) does
not guarantee per se a better accuracy of the estimation. It is nevertheless somehow comforting that for intermediate
values of s the m = 3 variant reaches a notably better overlap than the m = 2 one (for instance for λ = 3.3, s = 0.65),
since this means that the domain of the (λ, s) parameter space in which partial recovery is achieved grows with m, as
discussed in the following.

D. Phase diagram

One can expect that in the thermodynamic limit the algorithms undergo a phase transition at a (m-dependent)
critical value ŝalgo(λ) of the correlation parameter, in the sense that they achieve a partial recovery of the hidden
permutation π⋆ if and only if s > ŝalgo(λ). To determine this threshold one should extrapolate the values of E[ov(π̂, π⋆)]
obtained numerically at finite n in order to determine their n → ∞ limits, which by definition of ŝalgo vanish for
s < ŝalgo and are strictly positive for s > ŝalgo. This extrapolation is unfortunately a very challenging numerical
problem, since the finite-size effects are rather strong and since we do not have compelling analytical arguments on
the form of these corrections that could guide the numerical fits. We therefore settled for a less ambitious procedure:
from the overlap curves obtained at the largest size that we could reach (i.e. n = 2048) we defined an effective
threshold for the algorithmic transition (or more precisely crossover) as the minimal correlation parameter s such
that the average overlap grows above an arbitrarily chosen small value R (we took R = 0.05 for the results presented
below). In practice we performed a quadratic fit of the overlap curves in the range of s around the crossover, and
computed the value of s for which the fitted function crossed R. The outcomes of this procedure are displayed in the
right panel of Fig. 6 for m = 2 and m = 3, along with the m = ∞ result of [25] (for the same values of R and n).
We note that these transition lines enter the regime λs < 1 (see the red curve in the figure) where the information-
theoretic results of [20] forbids the possibility of partial recovery: this is a consequence of the finite-size corrections,
and would disappear in the n → ∞ limit. These results show that the domain of parameters in the (λ, s) plane in
which the algorithms achieve a partial recovery of the hidden permutation grows with m; moreover the transition line
of the m = 3 algorithm is quantitatively quite close to the m = ∞ one, which is rather satisfactory given the huge
reduction in computational complexity provided by this approximation. The lines of transition for m = 2 and m = 3
seem to reach a finite value in the large λ limit; we shall come back to this point in Sec. IV, and propose a conjecture
for these limits.
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Figure 7: The comparison of the average overlap reached by the m = 2 algorithm (solid lines) and the naive truncation of
Eqs. (16,17) (dashed lines) for three values of λ, each point being averaged on 50 samples of graphs of size n = 2048.

E. The inefficiency of the naive truncation

We mentioned previously that the derivation of the finite m version of the algorithm was not justified by a sys-

tematic optimization of the average overlap among a variational family of functions L̂(d)(T, T ′) used to compute the
approximated scores. One can thus wonder if better accuracies could be reached with other functions that share the
reduced computational cost of our approach. A natural family of such functions are those that can be computed
in a recursive way as in (6), with an ad-hoc choice of the recursion function f . If one restrict to functions f that
are polynomials of degree m in the entries of the array L, and that respect the permutation symmetry between the
subtrees, one is led to consider

f̃(l, l′; {Li,i′}) =
min(m,l,l′)∑

k=0

C(k, l, l′)
∑

I,I′,σ

∏

i∈I

Li,σ(i) , (16)

where as before I and I ′ are subsets of [l] and [l′] of k elements, σ is a bijection from I to I ′, and the C(k, l, l′) are
now a priori arbitrary coefficients (that should also depend on the parameters m, λ and s, and could possibly depend
on the depth d). It would be impossible to explore systematically the choices of these parameters and look for the
ones that yield the best reconstruction accuracy with numerical simulations, and the analytical optimization of the
average overlap with respect to the parameters C seems a very challenging task. We therefore only considered the
most naive choice, which amounts to truncate the sum in Eq. (7) without expanding it in powers of s, and thus yields

C(k, l, l′) = eλs(1− s)l+l′
(

s

λ(1− s)2

)k

. (17)

The results of these simulations are presented in Fig. 7, where we compare, for m = 2, the average overlap achieved
with this naive truncation and the one based on Eq. (15). One can see that when λ grows the naive truncation performs
very poorly (when λ is much smaller than m the discarded coefficients are negligible and the two approximations have
similar accuracies); even if this does not prove that the choice made in Eq. (15) is the best among the polynomially
recursive score evaluation of degree 2, it shows at least that its performances cannot be reproduced by a naive
truncation strategy.
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IV. ANALYTICAL RESULTS AND CONJECTURES

We shall present in this Section some analytical considerations on the expected behavior, in the thermodynamic
limit n → ∞, of the algorithms defined and studied numerically above. Several graph inference problems have been
previously studied with statistical mechanics methods [26], for instance the Stochastic Block Model (SBM) [34–36]; in
many cases it is possible to exploit the local convergence of random graphs towards trees in order to unveil quantitative
connections between the large size limit of a graph problem and a related problem defined directly on trees. For the
SBM example the limit object turns out to be the tree reconstruction problem [37]. In the present graph alignment
case the connection is somehow subtler for several reasons: the limit involves pairs of trees instead of single ones,
and the message passing algorithm to be studied is not obtained from a Belief Propagation approximation of a factor
graph model (and its messages are passed among pairs of vertices and not along the edges of a single graph as is
usually the case).

Keeping these additional difficulties in mind let us start our discussion by considering the following question: when
does a score-based graph alignment algorithm, i.e. one in which the estimator π̂ is built as π̂(i) = argmaxi′ Si,i′

for some scores S between pairs of vertices of the two graphs, succeeds in the partial recovery task? By definition
this occurs when, with a probability that remains strictly positive in the thermodynamic limit, Si,π⋆(i) > Si,i′ for all
i′ ̸= π⋆(i). Suppose that the scores Si,i′ are computed from the local neighborhoods at distance at most d of these

vertices, i.e. are of the form S(d)(Gi,d, G
′
i′,d), and that d grows sufficiently slowly with n for these neighborhoods to

be, with high probability, trees. Then Si,π⋆(i) is a random variable with the same distribution as S(d)(T, T ′) when

(T, T ′) is drawn from the correlated law P(d)
1 [T, T ′]; on the other hand the Si,i′ with i′ ̸= π⋆(i) are n − 1 random

variables distributed as S(d)(T, T ′), with (T, T ′) drawn with probability P(d)
0 [T ]P(d)

0 [T ′] (neglecting some correlations
when i′ is at a distance smaller than 2d from π⋆(i) in G′). The intuition provided by this reasoning is that partial

recovery will be achieved if the “typical” values of S(d) under the law P(d)
1 are “much larger” than under P(d)

0 ⊗ P(d)
0 ,

so that the unique representant Si,π⋆(i) of the former random variable has a chance to be larger than the n− 1 copies
Si,i′ with i

′ ̸= π⋆(i) of the latter. Of course the expressions written in quotation marks above need to be defined more
precisely, as we shall partially do in the following.

This discussion unveils a connection with hypothesis testing problems, a classical topic in statistics [38]. In general
these are formulated (in their simplest version) as follows: an observer is provided with a sample of a random object X,
and has to decide whether X was drawn from a law P0 (the null hypothesis), or from another law P1 (the alternative).
The observer returns an estimate t(X) ∈ {0, 1} of the index of the law that generated X, whose quality can be
quantified by the probability of the two types of errors (false positives and false negatives), γ0 = P0(t(X) = 1) and
γ1 = P1(t(X) = 0). In usual hypothesis testing problems one considers the possibility of weak detection, where a
test can outperform a random guess, or strong detection, where one requires the vanishing of both types of errors,
asymptotically in some parameter of the problem. The tree hypothesis testing problem that appeared in the previous

paragraph corresponds to distinguish whether (T, T ′) has been drawn from P(d)
1 or from P(d)

0 ⊗ P(d)
0 ; the relevant

question in this context is however not the possibility of weak or strong detection, but rather of one-sided detection,
in which one requires that γ0 vanishes as d → ∞, while γ1 remains strictly below 1 in this limit. It is indeed in this
regime that one will be able to pick the unique correct pair of vertices among the n− 1 confounding ones, and it has
been shown in [24] that an algorithm for the graph alignment problem that achieves the partial recovery of the hidden
permutation can be built from a tree hypothesis testing procedure that performs one-sided detection.

Consider now the m = ∞ version of the algorithm, in which the score function S(d) coincides with the likelihood
ratio L(d) defined in Eq. (5). The general theory of hypothesis testing problems, and in particular the Neyman-Pearson
lemma [39], teaches that tests based on a thresholding of the likelihood ratio are optimal in the information-theoretic
sense of minimizing one type of error while keeping the other one fixed to a constant. In a first (naive) attempt
to quantify the difference of behavior of L(d) under the two laws of generation of the pair of trees, and hence its
distinguishing power, one can compute its averages under the two laws. Let us therefore introduce some notations:

for an arbitrary function h(T, T ′) defined on χd × χd let us define the averages E(d)
0 [h] and E(d)

1 [h] as

E(d)
0 [h] =

∑

T,T ′∈χd

P(d)
0 [T ]P(d)

0 [T ′]h(T, T ′) , E(d)
1 [h] =

∑

T,T ′∈χd

P(d)
1 [T, T ′]h(T, T ′) . (18)

Note that by definition of the likelihood ratio these two types of averages are related according to E(d)
1 [h] = E(d)

0 [L(d)h].

In particular one has E(d)
0 [L(d)] = 1 (applying the previous identity with h = 1), which fixes the average value of the

scores for independent trees. One can compute the corresponding quantity for the correlated law by exploiting the
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diagonalization result presented in Eq. (10):

E(d)
1 [L(d)] = E(d)

0 [(L(d))2]

=
∑

β,β′∈χd

s|β|+|β′|−2 E(d)
0

[
g
(d)
β (T )g

(d)
β (T ′)g

(d)
β′ (T )g

(d)
β′ (T

′)
]

=
∑

β,β′∈χd

s|β|+|β′|−2


∑

T∈χd

P(d)
0 [T ]g

(d)
β (T )g

(d)
β′ (T )




2

=
∑

β∈χd

(s2)|β|−1 , (19)

where in the last line we used the property of orthogonality of the eigenvectors gβ stated in Eq. (11). The first
comment to make on this result is its independence on the average degree λ, which is not a priori obvious. Moreover,
it is expressed in a very combinatorial way, as it involves the enumeration of trees β in χd classified according to their
sizes |β|. This combinatorial problem was the object of Otter’s paper [31], see also Appendix B for more details. Let
us call Ad,n the number of unlabeled trees of size n and of depth at most d, and introduce the generating function

ψd(x) =
∑

n≥1Ad,nx
n−1, in such a way that E(d)

1 [L(d)] = ψd(s
2). When d increases for fixed n, the sequence Ad,n

increases monotonously towards its limit An, the total number of unlabeled trees of size n (since such a tree has
depth at most n − 1 the sequence is actually constant for d ≥ n − 1); similarly for a fixed x ≥ 0 the sequence ψd(x)
increases towards ψ(x), the generating function of the An. By definition the radius of convergence of ψ is the Otter’s

constant α, which shows that for s >
√
α and all λ one has E(d)

1 [L(d)] → ∞ as d → ∞. Since E(d)
0 [L(d)] = 1 for all

d, the condition s >
√
α is thus sufficient to have a much larger average value of the scores under P(d)

1 than under

P(d)
0 ⊗ P(d)

0 , for large d. From the numerical determination α ≈ 0.3383 performed in [31] one finds the corresponding
numerical value of the threshold on the correlation parameter,

√
α ≈ 0.581.

It would however be too naive to deduce from this statement that partial recovery is possible as soon as s >
√
α

(and incidentally for low enough λ this would violate the necessary condition λs > 1 from [20]): the average value
of a random variable can be dominated by contributions of very rare events where it takes a much larger value than
the typical ones. As a matter of fact the correct necessary and sufficient criterion for the possibility of one-sided
detection on trees based on the computation of the likelihood ratio, and hence of partial recovery on graphs (via a
slight variation of the score-based algorithm), was shown in [24] to be the divergence with d of the Kullback-Leibler

divergence between P(d)
1 and P(d)

0 ⊗ P(d)
0 . Let us recall the definition of this measure of the difference between two

probability distributions:

KL(P(d)
1 ||P(d)

0 ⊗ P(d)
0 ) =

∑

T,T ′

P(d)
1 [T, T ′] ln

(
P(d)
1 [T, T ′]

P(d)
0 [T ]P(d)

0 [T ′]

)
=
∑

T,T ′

P(d)
1 [T, T ′] lnL(d)(T, T ′) = E(d)

1 [lnL(d)] . (20)

The last expression is in line with our previous discussion of rare events, since it corresponds to what is called a

quenched average in the statistical mechanics terminology, to be contrasted with the annealed average lnE(d)
1 [L(d)]

that can be dominated by rare, very large contributions. For finite values of the average degree λ there does not seem

to be a simple analytical expression for this quenched average. Jensen’s inequality allows to bound it as E(d)
1 [lnL(d)] ≤

lnE(d)
1 [L(d)] = lnψd(s

2). For s <
√
α one can continue this chain of inequality with E(d)

1 [lnL(d)] ≤ lnψ(s2) < ∞
for all d, which implies that the threshold salgo(λ) for the score-based algorithm to achieve partial recovery is lower
bounded by

√
α for all finite λ. For s >

√
α the divergence of the annealed average with d does not in general imply

the growth of the quenched one; further analytical progress can however be made by considering the large λ limit. It
has indeed been shown in [30] that in this limit Gaussian simplifications (somehow reminiscent of the Central Limit
Theorem) arise and yield

lim
λ→∞

E(d)
1 [lnL(d)] =

1

2
lnE(d)

1 [L(d)] . (21)

This implies the divergence of the Kullback-Leibler divergence (20) for s >
√
α if the limit d → ∞ is taken after

λ→ ∞. With some additional work this allowed to conclude in [30] that the algorithmic phase transition line salgo(λ)
converges to Otter’s threshold

√
α in the large λ limit.

Let us now turn to the finite m version of the algorithm, in which the scores are computed with S(d) = L̂(d),
the function defined in Eq. (12). Parts of the previous discussion can be adapted to this case, in particular the
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computation of the average of the scores under the correlated and uncorrelated laws. For the latter one has from (12):

E(d)
0 [L̂(d)] =

∑

β∈χ̂d

s|β|−1
∑

T,T ′∈χd

P(d)
0 [T ]P(d)

0 [T ′]g
(d)
β (T )g

(d)
β (T ′)

=
∑

β∈χ̂d

s|β|−1


∑

T∈χd

P(d)
0 [T ]g

(d)
β (T )g

(d)
• (T )




2

=
∑

β∈χ̂d

s|β|−1δβ,•

= 1 , (22)

where we used g
(d)
• (T ) = 1 for the trivial tree with a unique vertex, the orthogonality between eigenvectors stated in

Eq. (11), the fact that | • | = 1, and that • ∈ χ̂d. One thus sees that the approximate scores share with the likelihood

ratio their average value under the uncorrelated law, for any value of m. The first moment of L̂(d) under P(d)
1 can be

obtained by a simple adaptation of the computation done above in Eq. (19):

E(d)
1 [L̂(d)] = E(d)

0 [L(d)L̂(d)]

=
∑

β∈χd,β′∈χ̂d

s|β|+|β′|−2 E(d)
0

[
g
(d)
β (T )g

(d)
β (T ′)g

(d)
β′ (T )g

(d)
β′ (T

′)
]

=
∑

β∈χd,β′∈χ̂d

s|β|+|β′|−2


∑

T∈χd

P(d)
0 [T ]g

(d)
β (T )g

(d)
β′ (T )




2

=
∑

β∈χ̂d

(s2)|β|−1 = ψ̂d(s
2) . (23)

In the last line we have introduced the generating function ψ̂d that is the counterpart of ψd when the set χd of rooted
unlabeled trees of depth at most d is replaced by its subset χ̂d, in which one furthermore imposes that all vertices

have at most m offsprings. In formula this means that ψ̂d(x) =
∑

n≥1 Âd,nx
n−1, with Âd,n the number of elements of

χ̂d with n vertices. Note as a side remark that a similar computation shows that E(d)
0 [(L̂(d))2] = E(d)

0 [L(d)L̂(d)], and

as a consequence that E(d)
0 [(L(d) − L̂(d))2] decreases monotonously with m; however, as we mentioned previously this

improvement of the mean square error of the approximation of L(d) has no direct translation into the quality of the
estimation of π⋆.

The numbers Âd,n and the associated generating functions ψ̂d have qualitative behaviors similar to those of Ad,n and

ψd: when d increases Âd,n → Ân and for x ≥ 0 we have ψ̂d(x) → ψ̂(x), both limits being monotonously increasing.
This modified enumeration problem was actually considered in Otter’s original paper [31], which established the

functional equations satisfied by ψ̂ (see Appendix B for more details) and computed numerically their radius of

convergence α̂ for some small values of m. The corresponding thresholds
√
α̂ are thus found to be

√
α̂ ≈ 0.635 for

m = 2 and
√
α̂ ≈ 0.596 for m = 3 (since there are fewer trees in χ̂d than in χd one has α̂ > α).

The similarity of behavior between the scores L(d) and their finite m version L̂(d), at least at the level of their first

moments under P(d)
0 ⊗P(d)

0 and P(d)
1 , brings us to the conjecture that the large λ limit of the transition line ŝalgo(λ) is

the Otter’s threshold
√
α̂ (for the corresponding value of m). We believe indeed that, in this large λ limit, the same

kind of simplifications that induced (21) in the m = ∞ case are also at play, and implies that the divergence with d

of the typical values of L̂(d) under P(d)
1 occurs if and only if the average value computed in (23) diverges. One could

argue that the large λ limits of the numerical results presented in the right panel of Fig. 6 do not agree with this
conjecture; recall however that they suffer from strong finite n corrections, and from the arbitrariness of the R > 0
threshold we had to use in this analysis. To make a fair comparison one should point out that the asymptotic value√
α ≈ 0.58 for the m = ∞ algorithm, proven rigorously in [30], is not really apparent from the corresponding curve

in Fig. 6, hence we do not think that numerical simulations will bring convincing arguments in favor or against the
conjecture.

A proof of the conjecture should instead rely on analytical computations; we provide in Appendices A 4 and A5
some initial steps in this direction. In the former we show that a technical property of L(d) that was crucially used

in [24], namely its martingale character, is also valid for L̂(d), while in the latter we give an expression of the λ→ ∞
limit of L̂(d) where some Gaussian simplifications are performed. Unfortunately the result is still rather complicated
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Figure 8: The dependency of E(d)
1 [ln+ L̂(d)] on the depth d for m = 2 (left panel) and m = 3 (right panel) with λ = 2.1 and

several values of s; each point is an average over 2× 104 samples for m = 2 and 5× 104 samples for m = 3. A rough estimate
of the critical value sc(λ,m) above which these curves diverge with d as a change of curvature yields sc(2.1, 2) ≈ 0.74 and
sc(2.1, 3) ≈ 0.72, while the m = ∞ analysis of [25] gave sc(2.1) ≈ 0.66.

and we did not succeed in concluding the proof. An additional difficulty with respect to the m = ∞ case which

was handled in [30] is the fact that L̂(d) can take negative values, hence its “typical” value cannot be computed as

E(d)
1 [ln L̂(d)], which is not well-defined. A natural way to bypass this problem would be to define a truncated version

of the logarithm,

ln+ x =

{
lnx for x > 1

0 otherwise
, (24)

and to consider instead the behavior with d of E(d)
1 [ln+ L̂(d)] (the threshold 1 in the definition (24) could probably

be replaced by any strictly positive constant since we are interested in the tail of the distribution). We present in
Fig. 8 numerical determinations of this quantity, obtained through brute force computations where we generated a

large number of pairs of correlated trees (T, T ′) and computed L̂(d)(T, T ′) by a recursion towards their roots. Their

qualitative behavior is the same as the one of E(d)
1 [lnL(d)] that was studied numerically in [25]: they are increasing

functions of d, that converges to a finite value for s smaller than a threshold sc(λ,m), and diverge (very fast) with d
when s > sc(λ,m). An accurate determination of this threshold is rather difficult: the range of d that is accessible to
numerical simulations is limited by the exponential growth of the size of the trees with d, hence extrapolations to the
infinite d limit are somehow shaky. A stronger conjecture would be a finite λ criterion for the algorithm to perform
partial recovery, namely ŝalgo(λ) = sc(λ,m). We are less convinced by this conjecture at finite λ, some numerical
results obtained with λ slightly above 1 suggest indeed that λsc(λ,m) < 1, which would violate the criterion λs > 1
for the information-theoretic possibility of partial recovery [20] if one had ŝalgo(λ) = sc(λ,m).

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have introduced in this work variants of the message-passing algorithm of [24, 25] for the partial alignment of
sparse correlated ER graphs that have a lower computational cost, and demonstrated through numerical simulations
that their prediction accuracy is only slightly reduced. Some analytical computations brought us to conjectures on
their phase transitions in the large degree limit, through combinatorial enumerations of well-chosen families of trees.

We consider the task of proving, or disproving, these conjectures as a challenging open problem for future work.
More generically, the understanding of the qualitative and quantitative connections between the graph alignment
problem and its local limit, i.e. the hypothesis testing of correlation in trees, is much less satisfactory than in other
inference problems on graphs, like the stochastic block model one, and would deserve to be further improved. Even for
the better controlled original algorithm of [24, 25] the connection has been established only at a qualitative level, with
an equivalence between the partial recovery on graphs and the one-sided detection on trees, but not at a quantitative
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one that would yield a prediction for the overlap between the estimated permutation π̂ and the ground truth π⋆. For
the approximations introduced in this work a similar qualitative criterion should constitute a first objective in this
research direction.

Another question that remains open and worth investigating is the status of the hard phase in the sketch of Fig. 1:
if it seems reasonable to assume that the algorithm based on the likelihood-ratio is the optimal one among those that
use only local information on the graph, given the Bayesian derivation presented in Sec. II C, it is not clear whether
or not some global information could be exploited in polynomial time, for instance through a spectral algorithm on a
carefully designed matrix, and enlarge the easy phase of this problem.
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Appendix A: Technical details on the computations of the approximate scores

We provide in this Appendix some additional details on the computations presented in the main part of the text.

1. The recursive definition of the eigenvectors

We shall first give an explicit definition of the eigenvectors g
(d)
β that appeared in the main text in Eq. (10), as a

building block of the decomposition of the likelihood ratio. These objects are functions from χd to R, indexed by χd,
where we recall that χd denotes the set of unlabeled rooted trees of depth at most d. They are defined by induction

on d; for d = 0 the only tree in χd is the trivial one which contains only the root, denoted •, and one sets g
(0)
• (•) = 1.

For the induction step we shall give an expression of g
(d+1)
γ (N), where γ and N in χd+1 are represented respectively as

{γβ}β∈χd
and {NT }T∈χd

, these vectors of non-negative integers giving the number of copies of distinct subtrees β and
T rooted at the offsprings of the roots of N and γ (recall the definition given in Sec. II A and illustrated in Fig. 2). Let
us introduce two families of formal variables, u = {uβ}β∈χd

and v = {vT }T∈χd
, and generalize the notation already

used for the extraction of formal power series to [uγ ] = [
∏

β u
γβ

β ] and [vN ] = [
∏

T v
NT

T ]; the products run here over χd,
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without any convergence problem since for finite trees only a finite number of the NT ’s and γβ ’s are non-zero. With
these conventions we can state three equivalent forms of the induction (see [30] for more details):

g(d+1)
γ (N) =

√∏

β

γβ ![u
γ ] exp


−

√
λ
∑

β,T

uβP(d)
0 [T ]g

(d)
β (T )


∏

T


1 +

1√
λ

∑

β

uβg
(d)
β (T )




NT

(A1)

=

√∏

β

γβ !
∏

T

NT ![u
γvN ] exp


−

√
λ
∑

β,T

uβP(d)
0 [T ]g

(d)
β (T ) +

∑

T

vT +
1√
λ

∑

β,T

uβvT g
(d)
β (T )


 (A2)

=
1√∏
β

γβ !

∏

T

NT ![v
N ] exp

(∑

T

vT

)∏

β

(∑

T

g
(d)
β (T )

(
vT√
λ
−
√
λP(d)

0 [T ]

))γβ

. (A3)

In these expressions all the sums and products on β and T run over χd; as already mentioned there are no problems
of convergence since only a finite number of terms are non-trivial in each of them. Note that in the form (A1) the
dependency on N is rather simple since it factorizes as a product over T of terms depending exponentially on NT ,
while the dependency on γ lies in the coefficient extraction term [uγ ] (apart from the normalization coefficient in front
of it). The roles of N and γ are somehow reversed in the form (A3), while the second line (A2) provides a simple
bridge between these two equivalent forms.

It is instructive to work out the explicit form of g
(d+1)
γ for some simple dual trees γ. Consider first the simplest case

γ = •, the trivial tree made of only the root, which corresponds to γβ = 0 for all β ∈ χd. Computing the constant

term in the formal power series of (A1) by setting u = 0 one finds immediately g
(d+1)
• (N) = 1. As a second example

suppose that in γ the root has q > 0 offsprings, the latter being without any descendants, that is γβ = q1(β = •).
Hence, denoting more simply u = u• the only formal variable that plays a non-trivial role, one obtains from (A1) for
this γ:

g(d+1)
γ (N) =

√
q![uq] exp

(
−u

√
λ
∑

T

P(d)
0 [T ]g

(d)
• (T )

)∏

T

(
1 +

1√
λ
ug

(d)
• (T )

)NT

(A4)

=
√
q![uq]e−u

√
λ

(
1 +

u√
λ

)∑
T NT

(A5)

= Cq(l) , (A6)

where we used the fact g
(d)
• (T ) = 1 previously established, denoted l =

∑
T NT the degree of the root of N , and

defined the q-th Charlier polynomial

Cq(x) =
√
q![uq]e−u

√
λ

(
1 +

u√
λ

)x

. (A7)

These form the family of orthogonal polynomials for the Poisson distribution, in the sense that Cq(x) is a polynomial
in x of degree q, with the orthogonality property:

∞∑

l=0

e−λλ
l

l!
Cq(l)Cq′(l) = δq,q′ . (A8)

The first Charlier polynomials are easily found to be

C0(x) = 1 , C1(x) =
x− λ√

λ
, C2(x) =

1√
2

x(x− 1)− 2λx+ λ2

λ
. (A9)

Additional examples of gβ for a few more dual trees will be presented in Appendix A 4, along with other generic
properties of these eigenvectors.

2. The proof of the recursive formula for L̂

We shall now prove that the function L̂(d) defined in Eq. (12), with χ̂d the set of rooted unlabeled trees of depth
at most d in which each vertex has at most m offsprings, obeys the recursive decomposition stated in Eqs. (13,14).
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To achieve this goal let us first consider an arbitrary family χ̃d ⊂ χd of trees of depth at most d, and define the
following function from χd × χd to R:

L̃(d)(T, T ′) =
∑

β∈χ̃d

s|β|−1g
(d)
β (T )g

(d)
β (T ′) . (A10)

We fix now an integer p, and define χ̃d+1 ⊂ χd+1 as the set of trees in which the root has exactly p offsprings, each
of them being the root of a tree in χ̃d, and set for N,N ′ ∈ χd+1:

L̃(d+1)(N,N ′) =
∑

γ∈χ̃d+1

s|γ|−1g(d+1)
γ (N)g(d+1)

γ (N ′) . (A11)

We claim that, if the root of N (resp. N ′) has l (resp. l′) offsprings, themselves roots of T1, . . . , Tl ∈ χd (resp.
T ′
1, . . . , T

′
l′), then

L̃(d+1)(N,N ′) = sp[tp]eλt(1− t)l+l′
min(l,l′)∑

k=0

(
t

λ(1− t)2

)k ∑

I,I′,σ

∏

i∈I

L̃(d)(Ti, T
′
σ(i)) , (A12)

where I (resp. I ′) is a subset of [l] (resp. [l′]) containing k elements, and σ a bijection from I to I ′. Note that the
validity of (13,14) is then a direct consequence of (A12), by taking χ̃d = χ̂d and viewing χ̂d+1 as the disjoint union
of the χ̃d+1 when p varies from 0 to m; moreover by sending m to infinity one also proves in this way the original
recursion (6,7).

We start now the proof of (A12). To deal with the definition in (A11) we have to perform a sum over γ ∈ χ̃d+1;
the tree γ is represented as {γβ}β∈χd

, with γβ the number of copies of β rooted at the offsprings of the root of γ. By
construction these subtrees are in χ̃d, hence γβ = 0 if β ∈ χd \ χ̃d; moreover the degree of the root of γ is fixed to p
by the definition of χ̃d+1. Noting that the sizes of the trees obey the identity |γ| = 1+

∑
β γβ |β|, we can write for an

arbitrary function h defined on χ̃d+1:

∑

γ∈χ̃d+1

s|γ|−1h(γ) =
∑

{γβ≥0}β∈χ̃d

s
∑

β γβ |β| 1(
∑

βγβ = p)h(γ) (A13)

=
∑

{γβ≥0}β∈χ̃d

s
∑

β γβs
∑

β γβ(|β|−1) 1(
∑

βγβ = p)h(γ)

= sp[tp]
∑

{γβ≥0}β∈χ̃d

∏

β∈χ̃d

(
ts|β|−1

)γβ

h(γ) .

Let us now apply this formula with h(γ) = g
(d+1)
γ (N)g

(d+1)
γ (N ′), which corresponds to the function appearing in

(A11). Using the expression stated in Eq. (A3) for g
(d+1)
γ , one gets

L̃(d+1)(N,N ′) =sp[tp]


 ∏

T∈χd

NT !N
′
T !


 [vNv′N

′
] exp


∑

T∈χd

(vT + v′T )




∏

β∈χ̃d





∞∑

γβ=0

1

γβ !


ts|β|−1

∑

T,T ′∈χd

g
(d)
β (T )g

(d)
β (T ′)

(
vT√
λ
−

√
λP(d)

0 [T ]

)(
v′T ′√
λ
−
√
λP(d)

0 [T ′]

)

γβ




=sp[tp]


 ∏

T∈χd

NT !N
′
T !


 [vNv′N

′
] exp


∑

T∈χd

(vT + v′T )




exp


∑

β∈χ̃d

ts|β|−1


 1

λ

∑

T,T ′∈χd

g
(d)
β (T )g

(d)
β (T ′)vT v

′
T ′ −


∑

T∈χd

g
(d)
β (T )(vT + v′T )




∑

T∈χd

P(d)
0 [T ]g

(d)
β (T )




+λ


∑

T∈χd

P(d)
0 [T ]g

(d)
β (T )




2




 .
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The orthogonality of the eigenvectors stated in Eq. (11), combined with their value when β = • the trivial tree,

namely g
(d)
• (T ) = 1, implies that

∑
T∈χd

P(d)
0 [T ]g

(d)
β (T ) = 1(β = •). Noting that | • | = 1 we can thus simplify the

last equality in

L̃(d+1)(N,N ′) = sp[tp]


 ∏

T∈χd

NT !N
′
T !


 [vNv′N

′
] exp


λt+ (1− t)

∑

T∈χd

(vT + v′T ) +
t

λ

∑

T,T ′∈χd

vT v
′
T ′L̃(d)(T, T ′)


 ;

we recall that L̃(d) was defined in Eq. (A10). In order to proceed we remark that the extraction of coefficients in
a formal power series can be written as a partial derivative, with an appropriate combinatorial factor. For a single

variable this reads p![xp]h(x) =
(

∂
∂x

)p
h(x)

∣∣∣
x=0

, the multi-dimensional generalization that we shall use being


 ∏

T∈χd

NT !N
′
T !


 [vNv′N

′
]h(v, v′) =


 ∏

T∈χd

(
∂

∂vT

)NT
(

∂

∂v′T

)N ′
T


h(v, v′)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
v=v′=0

. (A14)

Since N and N ′ are described as lists T1, . . . , Tl and T
′
1, . . . , T

′
l′ of subtrees, one has

NT =

l∑

i=1

1(T = Ti) , N ′
T =

l′∑

i=1

1(T = T ′
i ) . (A15)

Combining these observations yields:

L̃(d+1)(N,N ′) = sp[tp]eλt

(
l∏

i=1

∂

∂vTi

)


l′∏

i′=1

∂

∂v′T ′
i′


 exp


(1− t)

∑

T∈χd

(vT + v′T ) +
t

λ

∑

T,T ′∈χd

vT v
′
T ′L̃(d)(T, T ′)



∣∣∣∣∣∣
v=v′=0

= sp[tp]eλt

(
l∏

i=1

∂

∂vTi

)
e(1−t)

∑
T vT






l′∏

i′=1

∂

∂v′T ′
i′


 e(1−t)

∑
T v′

T+ t
λ

∑
T,T ′ vT v′

T ′ L̃
(d)(T,T ′)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
v′=0



∣∣∣∣∣∣
v=0

. (A16)

One can perform in a first time the derivatives with respect to v′ to obtain



l′∏

i′=1

∂

∂v′T ′
i′


 e(1−t)

∑
T v′

T+ t
λ

∑
T,T ′ vT v′

T ′ L̃
(d)(T,T ′)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
v′=0

=

l′∏

i′=1


(1− t) +

t

λ

∑

T∈χd

vT L̃
(d)(T, T ′

i′)




= (1− t)l
′ ∑

I′⊂[l′]

(
t

λ(1− t)

)|I′| ∑

{Ui′∈χd}i′∈I′

∏

i′∈I′

vUi′ L̃
(d)(Ui′ , T

′
i′) , (A17)

where in the last line we expanded the product by introducing a sum over all subsets I ′ of [l′]. It remains now to
observe that the derivatives with respect to v are of the form:

(
l∏

i=1

∂

∂vTi

)
e(1−t)

∑
T vT

∏

i′∈I′

vUi′

∣∣∣∣∣
v=0

=
∑

I⊂[l]

(1− t)l−|I|

(∏

i∈I

∂

∂vTi

) ∏

i′∈I′

vUi′

∣∣∣∣∣
v=0

=
∑

I⊂[l]

(1− t)l−|I|1(|I| = |I ′|)
∑

σ

∏

i∈I

1(Ti = Uσ(i)) ; (A18)

in the first line we introduced a summation over I ⊂ [l], the derivatives with respect to Ti with i ∈ I acting on the
product over i′, the others on the exponential. The non-vanishing terms in the right-hand side of the first line are
those in which each derivative with respect to Ti is paired with a term vUi′ of the product, which imposes the equality
of the cardinalities of I and I ′, and the existence of a bijection σ from I to I ′, introduced in the second line. Inserting
(A17) and (A18) in (A16), and denoting k = |I| = |I ′| the common cardinality of the selected subsets of [l] and [l′],
concludes the proof of (A12).
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3. Explicit formulas for the computation of L̂

We justify here the formula (15) for the computation of L̂ in the case m = 2, present its counterpart for m = 3, and
give some elements of a generalization to arbitrary values of m. Let us start by rewriting the recursion of Eq. (14) as

f̂(l, l′; {L̂i,i′}) =
m∑

p=0

sp[tp]eλt(1− t)l+l′
∑

k≥0

(
t

λ(1− t)2

)k

Sk , (A19)

where we defined

Sk = Sk(l, l
′; {L̂i,i′}) =

∑

I,I′,σ

∏

i∈I

L̂i,σ(i) , (A20)

with I (resp. I ′) a k-element subset of [l] (resp. [l′]), and σ a bijection from I to I ′. By convention S0 = 1, and

Sk(l, l
′; {L̂i,i′}) = 0 if k > min(l, l′). One can further write

f̂(l, l′; {L̂i,i′}) =
m∑

p=0

sp
p∑

k=0

Dp,kSk , (A21)

where the coefficients Dp,k = Dp,k(λ, l, l
′) can be written explicitly, for p ≥ k, as

Dp,k = [tp]eλt(1− t)l+l′
(

t

λ(1− t)2

)k

=
1

λk
[tp−k]eλt(1− t)l+l′−2k

=
1

λk

p−k∑

r=0

λr

r!
(−1)p−k−r

(
l + l′ − 2k

p− k − r

)
. (A22)

In particular for m = 3 one finds

f̂(l, l′; {L̂i,i′}) = 1 + s

[
1

λ
S1 + λ− l − l′

]
(A23)

+
s2

2

[
λ2 − 2λ(l + l′) + (l + l′)(l + l′ − 1) + 2

(
1− l + l′ − 2

λ

)
S1 +

2

λ2
S2

]

+
s3

6

[
λ3 − 3λ2(l + l′) + 3λ(l + l′)(l + l′ − 1)− (l + l′)(l + l′ − 1)(l + l′ − 2)

+
3

λ

(
λ2 − 2λ(l + l′ − 2) + (l + l′ − 2)(l + l′ − 3)

)
S1 +

6

λ2
(λ− l − l′ + 4)S2 +

6

λ3
S3

]
,

the m = 2 case corresponding to the two first lines of this equation, and the generalization to higher values of m of
this formula can be obtained straightforwardly from (A22).

The difficulty that remains to be discussed is the efficient computation of the Sk’s: in principle, for a fixed k, the
computational cost for the determination of Sk (as defined in Eq. (A20)) scales with l and l′ as O((ll′)k), because the

number of k-element subsets of [l] is
(
l
k

)
= O(lk), and an analog formula holds for the subsets of [l′]. As we shall see

now, the use of the inclusion-exclusion principle allows to reduce this cost for the small values of k.
The term S1 can be immediately written down from its definition:

S1 =
∑

i,i′

L̂i,i′ , (A24)

where here and in the following unspecified summations over an unprimed (resp. primed) index are understood to
run over [l] (resp. [l′]).
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The term S2 can be manipulated as follows:

S2 =
∑

i1<i2

∑

i′1<i′2

(L̂i1,i′1
L̂i2,i′2

+ L̂i1,i′2
L̂i2,i′1

) (A25)

=
1

2

∑

i1 ̸=i2

∑

i′1 ̸=i′2

L̂i1,i′1
L̂i2,i′2

(A26)

=
1

2

∑

i1,i2,i′1,i
′
2

(
1− δi1,i2 − δi′1,i′2 + δi1,i2δi′1,i′2

)
L̂i1,i′1

L̂i2,i′2
(A27)

=
1

2





∑

i,i′

L̂i,i′




2

−
∑

i

(∑

i′

L̂i,i′

)2

−
∑

i′

(∑

i

L̂i,i′

)2

+
∑

i,i′

(
L̂i,i′

)2

 . (A28)

From the expression of the last line one can compute S2 in O(ll′) operations, hence notably faster than the naive
estimate O((ll′)2) obtained by counting the number of terms in the first line. Inserting these expressions of S1 and
S2 in the first two lines of (A23) completes the justification of Eq. (15).

Similar manipulations can be performed for arbitrary k; the generalization of the step leading from (A25) to (A26)
reads:

Sk =
∑

i1<···<ik

∑

i′1<···<i′k

∑

σ∈Sk

k∏

a=1

L̂ia,i′σ(a)
=

1

k!

⋆∑

i1,...,ik

⋆∑

i′1,...,i
′
k

k∏

a=1

L̂ia,i′a
, (A29)

where Sk denotes the group of permutations of [k], and where the star on the summations means that the indices
are pairwise distinct. In order to generalize the transformation that led from (A26) to (A28), i.e. the rewriting of
these constrained summations in terms of unconstrained ones with repeated indices, one can use the Möbius inversion
formula in the lattice of partitions (see e.g. chapter 3 in [40]). We will content ourselves with a more pedestrian
derivation for k = 3: for an arbitrary function h of 3 indices (not necessarily invariant under their permutations), one
has

⋆∑

i1,i2,i3

h(i1, i2, i3) =
∑

i1,i2,i3

(1− δ1,2)(1− δ1,3)(1− δ2,3)h(i1, i2, i3) = (A30)

=
∑

i1,i2,i3

h(i1, i2, i3)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(i)

−
∑

i1,i2

(h(i1, i1, i2) + h(i1, i2, i1) + h(i2, i1, i1))

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(ii)

+2
∑

i1

h(i1, i1, i1)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(iii)

. (A31)

We shall thus write formally

S3 =
1

6

(
(i) + (ii) + (iii)

)(
(i′) + (ii′) + (iii′)

)
, (A32)

where the three terms in each factor correspond to the patterns of equality between indices as defined in Eq. (A31),
and the two factors correspond to the summations over I and I ′. The “diagonal” terms in this product are

(i)(i′) =
∑

i1,i2,i3
i′1,i

′
2,i

′
3

L̂i1,i′1
L̂i2,i′2

L̂i3,i′3
=


∑

i,i′

L̂i,i′




3

,

(ii)(ii′) =
∑

i1,i2
i′1,i

′
2

(
3L̂2

i1,i′1
L̂i1,i′2

+ 6L̂i1,i′1
L̂i1,i′2

L̂i2,i′1

)

= 3


∑

i,i′

L̂i,i′




∑

i,i′

(
L̂i,i′

)2

+ 6

∑

i,i′


L̂i,i′


∑

j

L̂j,i′




∑

j′

L̂i,j′




 ,

(iii)(iii′) = 4
∑

i,i′

(
L̂i,i′

)3
, (A33)
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while the “off-diagonal” ones read

(i)(ii′) = −
∑

i1,i2,i3
i′1,i

′
2

(
L̂i1,i′1

L̂i2,i′1
L̂i3,i′2

+ L̂i1,i′1
L̂i2,i′2

L̂i3,i′1
+ L̂i1,i′2

L̂i2,i′1
L̂i3,i′1

)

= − 3


∑

i,i′

L̂i,i′




∑

i′

(∑

i

L̂i,i′

)2

 ,

(i)(iii′) = 2
∑

i1,i2,i3
i′1

L̂i1,i′1
L̂i2,i′1

L̂i3,i′1
= 2

∑

i′

(∑

i

L̂i,i′

)3

,

(ii)(iii′) = − 6
∑

i1,i2
i′1

L̂i1,i′1
L̂i1,i′1

L̂i2,i′1
= −6

∑

i′

((∑

i

L̂i,i′

)(∑

i

(
L̂i,i′

)2
))

, (A34)

as well as the three terms obtained by exchanging primed and unprimed indices. Collecting all these contributions
yields finally

S3 =
1

6






∑

i,i′

L̂i,i′




3

− 3


∑

i,i′

L̂i,i′




∑

i′

(∑

i

L̂i,i′

)2

− 3


∑

i,i′

L̂i,i′




∑

i

(∑

i′

L̂i,i′

)2



+ 2
∑

i′

(∑

i

L̂i,i′

)3

+ 2
∑

i

(∑

i′

L̂i,i′

)3

+ 3


∑

i,i′

L̂i,i′




∑

i,i′

(
L̂i,i′

)2



+ 6
∑

i,i′


L̂i,i′


∑

j

L̂j,i′




∑

j′

L̂i,j′




− 6

∑

i′

((∑

i

L̂i,i′

)(∑

i

(
L̂i,i′

)2
))

− 6
∑

i

((∑

i′

L̂i,i′

)(∑

i′

(
L̂i,i′

)2
))

+ 4
∑

i,i′

(
L̂i,i′

)3




.

(A35)

Along with (A23) this expression completes the presentation of the formula that we used for the numerical implemen-
tation of the m = 3 algorithm. Note that (A35) reveals that S3 can be computed in O(ll′) operations, as S2, hence
more efficiently than the O((ll′)3) number of terms of its initial definition. As a matter of fact the terms of the form∑

i,i′(L̂i,i′)
r, for r ∈ {1, 2, 3} can be computed in O(ll′) operations, while with the bookkeeping of partial sums of the

form
∑

j(L̂j,i′)
r in two vectors indexed by i′ for r ∈ {1, 2} (and similarly for

∑
j′(L̂i,j′)

r), all the other terms in S3

can be computed with O(ll′) operations.
Higher values of k can in principle be treated similarly, but yield rather long and cumbersome expressions. Moreover,

the scaling of the number of operations required to compute Sk becomes larger than O(ll′) for k > 3: for instance the

expression of S4 contains the term
∑

i′,j′

(∑
i L̂i,i′L̂i,j′

)2
(coming from

∑
{ik,i′k}k∈[4]

δi1,i2δi3,i4δi′1,i′4δi′2,i′3L̂i1,i′1
. . . L̂i4,i′4

)

which has a cost O(ll′2). This increase in complexity could be anticipated: Sk becomes the permanent of a square
matrix when l = l′ = k, a quantity that is notoriously hard to compute [41].

4. Additional properties

We present in this appendix some additional properties of the eigenvectors g
(d)
β and their consequences on the

approximations L̂(d) of the likelihood ratio, in particular its martingale character.

Recall that we gave in Appendix A 1 the values of g
(d+1)
γ (N) for the trivial tree γ = • and for the trees γ of depth

1, in which the root has q > 0 offsprings, themselves being without descendants, that we shall denote tq. We found

g
(d+1)
tq

(N) = Cq(l), with Cq the q-th Charlier polynomial defined in Eq. (A7), and l denoting the degree of the root of
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N . Using a graphical representation of the tree γ we can write for the smallest values of q:

g
(d+1)

(N) = 1 , g
(d+1)

(N) = C1(l) , g
(d+1)

(N) = C2(l) , (A36)

the explicit values of these Charlier polynomials being given in Eq. (A9).
It is instructive for the following to work out some additional examples in which the tree γ has depth 2. Suppose

first that the root of γ has exactly one offspring, which is the root of one copy of tq for some q > 0, in such a way
that γβ = 1(β = tq). Denoting u = utq the only formal variable that plays a non-trivial role one obtains from (A1)
for this γ:

g(d+1)
γ (N) = [u] exp

(
−u

√
λ
∑

T

P(d)
0 [T ]g

(d)
tq

(T )

)∏

T

(
1 +

1√
λ
ug

(d)
tq

(T )

)NT

(A37)

= [u]
∏

T

(
1 +

1√
λ
ug

(d)
tq

(T )

)NT

(A38)

=
1√
λ

∑

T

NT g
(d)
tq

(T ) , (A39)

where in the first step we used the orthogonality between the constant function g
(d)
• and g

(d)
tq

for q > 0. Suppose that
N is described by the degree l of its root, and by the list T1, . . . , Tl of its subtrees. We will denote ℓi the degree of

the root of Ti; noting that NT =
∑l

i=1 1(T = Ti), and using the value of g
(d)
tq

(T ) established in Appendix A 1, one
concludes that for this tree γ,

g(d+1)
γ (N) =

1√
λ

l∑

i=1

Cq(ℓi) . (A40)

The graphical representations of this formula for q ∈ {1, 2} are

g
(d+1)

(N) =
1√
λ

l∑

i=1

C1(ℓi) , g
(d+1)

(N) =
1√
λ

l∑

i=1

C2(ℓi) . (A41)

One can consider a few other examples of trees γ of depth 2; since the computations are simple variations of the one
presented above we will state directly the results. If the root of γ has degree 2, and its two offsprings are roots of two
copies of tq with q > 0, one finds

g(d+1)
γ (N) =

1

λ
√
2

l∑

i,j=1
i ̸=j

Cq(ℓi)Cq(ℓj) , (A42)

hence for instance

g
(d+1)

(N) =
1

λ
√
2

l∑

i,j=1
i ̸=j

C1(ℓi)C1(ℓj) , g
(d+1)

(N) =
1

λ
√
2

l∑

i,j=1
i ̸=j

C2(ℓi)C2(ℓj) . (A43)

If the root of γ has exactly two offsprings, one being the root of one copy of tq, the other of tq′ , with q, q
′ > 0 and

q ̸= q′, then

g(d+1)
γ (N) =

1

λ

l∑

i,j=1
i ̸=j

Cq(ℓi)Cq′(ℓj) , (A44)

in particular

g
(d+1)

(N) =
1

λ

l∑

i,j=1
i ̸=j

C1(ℓi)C2(ℓj) . (A45)
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Finally, if the root of γ has degree r+1, one of its offspring being the root of a copy of tq with q > 0, while the other
r ones being without descendant, one has

g(d+1)
γ (N) =

1√
λ
Cr(l − 1)

l∑

i=1

Cq(ℓi) , (A46)

for instance

g
(d+1)

(N) =
1√
λ
C1(l − 1)

l∑

i=1

C1(ℓi) , g
(d+1)

(N) =
1√
λ
C1(l − 1)

l∑

i=1

C2(ℓi) . (A47)

The inspection of this series of examples unveil some properties that are true in general, as we shall next prove:

1. g
(d+1)
γ (N) depends on N only through its first d(γ) generations, where d(γ) is the depth of the tree γ: on the
examples when d(γ) = 0 the function is constant, when d(γ) = 1 it depends on l, and when d(γ) = 2 it depends

on l, ℓ1, . . . , ℓl. Moreover g
(d+1)
γ (N) does not depend on d as long as d + 1 ≥ d(γ), we shall therefore use the

lighter notation gγ(N).

2. for γ ̸= • one has E(d(γ))
0 [gγ(N)] = 0, which follows from the orthogonality of the eigenvectors with g•(N) = 1;

this can be shown explicitly in the examples above using the orthonormality of the Charlier polynomials with
respect to the Poisson distribution of parameter λ. A stronger property is actually true: for the trees γ with

d(γ) = 2 one finds E(2)
0 [gγ(N)|l] = 0 since, conditional on l, the ℓi’s are i.i.d. Poissonian variables of mean λ,

and since the Charlier polynomials Cq with q > 0 have a zero average under this law.

In order to generalize and formalize these properties let us introduce some additional notations. We shall write
χ = ∪d≥0χd the set of rooted unlabeled finite trees (of arbitrary finite depth), and denote χ∞ the set of unlabeled
rooted locally finite trees (a tree in χ∞ can thus have an infinite depth, but each of its vertices has a finite number
of offsprings). We will denote P0 the probability law on χ∞ associated to the Galton-Watson branching process with
Poissonian offspring probability with parameter λ, and E0 the corresponding expectation. This means that the degree
l of the root of a tree N drawn with the law P0 is a random variable with this Poisson distribution, and that l i.i.d.
samples of P0 are rooted at its offsprings. We will denote Fd the truncation of such an N to its first d generations;
in technical terms it is the σ-algebra generated by the random variables that describe the first d generations of N .
These objects form a so-called filtration of the probability space, F0 ⊂ F1 ⊂ . . . , the first element F0 being the trivial
σ-algebra bringing no information on the tree N .
We shall define gγ(N) for γ ∈ χ and N ∈ χ∞ by the following formula, which is a slight variation of (A1):

gγ(N) =

√∏

β∈χ

γβ !


∏

β∈χ

u
γβ

β


 e−

√
λu•

∏

T∈χ∞


1 +

∑

β∈χ

uβ√
λ
gβ(T )




NT

(A48)

=

√∏

β∈χ

γβ !


∏

β∈χ

u
γβ

β


 e−

√
λu•

l∏

i=1


1 +

∑

β∈χ

uβ√
λ
gβ(Ti)


 , (A49)

where N is defined as {NT }T∈χ∞ in the first line or as a list of subtrees (T1, . . . , Tl) arbitrarily ordered in the second
line. We claim that this formula is well-defined and fixes unambiguously the value of gγ(N) by induction on d(γ). As
a matter of fact if d(γ) = 0 then γ = •, the trivial tree with γβ = 0 for all β ∈ χ, and then (A48) implies g•(N) = 1.
For the induction step assume that the gβ have been defined for all β with d(β) ≤ d; consider then a tree γ with
d(γ) = d + 1. The β’s such that γβ > 0 have d(β) ≤ d, hence the right-hand side of (A48) only involves quantities
that have been already defined along the induction.

It will be convenient in the following to distinguish in a dual tree γ the offsprings of the root which have a non-trivial
progeny from the others. We shall thus denote, for γ ∈ χ, γnt =

∑
β ̸=• γβ the number of non-trivial branches emerging
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from its root. Let us also distinguish the trivial trees in (A49) and write:

l∏

i=1


1 +

∑

β∈χ

uβ√
λ
gβ(Ti)


 =

l∏

i=1


1 +

u•√
λ
+
∑

β ̸=•

uβ√
λ
gβ(Ti)


 (A50)

=
∑

I⊂[l]

(
1 +

u•√
λ

)l−|I|∏

i∈I


∑

β ̸=•

uβ√
λ
gβ(Ti)


 (A51)

=
∑

I⊂[l]

(
1 +

u•√
λ

)l−|I|
1

λ|I|/2

∑

{βi ̸=•}i∈I

∏

i∈I

uβigβi(Ti) . (A52)

It thus follows from (A49) that

gγ(N) =
∑

I⊂[l]





(
√
γ•![u

γ•
• ]e−

√
λu•

(
1 +

u•√
λ

)l−|I|
)

1

λ|I|/2

∑

{βi ̸=•}i∈I

∏

i∈I

gβi
(Ti)

√∏

β ̸=•

γβ !


∏

β ̸=•

u
γβ

β


∏

i∈I

uβi



 . (A53)

We underline that the term
[∏

β ̸=• u
γβ

β

]∏
i∈I uβi

is non-zero if and only if the {βi ̸= •}i∈I are a permutation of the

{β : γβ > 0, β ̸= •}, counted with their multiplicities γβ , which implies that |I| = γnt.
From this expression we can prove the following properties by induction on d(γ):

1. gγ(N) depends only on the d(γ) first generations of N , or in technical terms gγ is Fd(γ)-measurable. As a matter
of fact,

– if d(γ) = 1 then βnt = 0, hence

gγ(N) =
√
γ•![u

γ•
• ]e−

√
λu•

(
1 +

u•√
λ

)l

= Cγ•(l) , (A54)

the Charlier polynomial defined in Eq. (A7). This depends on N only through the degree l of its root, in
other words it is F1-measurable;

– assume that gβ is Fd(β)-measurable for all β ∈ χd, and consider γ with d(γ) = d+1. The non-zero elements
of {γβ} correspond to trees β with d(β) ≤ d, hence in the expression (A53) of gγ the functions gβi

(Ti) that
appear in the right-hand side depend on Ti only through their first d(βi) ≤ d generations by the induction
assumption. As a consequence gγ(N) only depends on the d+ 1 = d(γ) first generations of N , concluding
the induction step.

2. E0[gγ(N)|Fd] =

{
gγ(N) if d ≥ d(γ)

0 if d < d(γ)
.

The first case is actually a direct consequence of the property 1. we just proved. We shall justify the vanishing
of the conditional expectation in the second case by induction on d(γ):

– if d(γ) = 1, then d < d(γ) means d = 0, hence E0[gγ(N)|F0] = E0[gγ(N)]. Furthermore, the trees γ of
depth d(γ) = 1 are of the form γ = tq for some q > 0. As a consequence gγ(N) = Cq(l) is a Charlier
polynomial orthogonal to C0(l) = 1 under the Poisson law of parameter λ, which implies E0[gγ(N)|F0] = 0.

– consider now a tree γ with d(γ) > 1, a depth d < d(γ), and assume that the claim has been proven for
all previous induction steps. Since d(γ) > 1 one has γnt ̸= 0, hence the terms that contribute to (A53)
contain a non-empty product

∏
i∈I gβi(Ti), where the βi are in correspondence with {β : γβ > 0, β ̸= •}.

Since d(γ) = 1+max{d(β) : γβ > 0}, there is at least one index i0 ∈ I such that d(βi0) = d(γ)− 1. By the
decomposition of N as a root and l subtrees T1, . . . , Tl, conditioning N on its first d generations implies
to condition Ti0 on its first d − 1 generations. Since d − 1 < d(βi0) and since Ti0 is also drawn from P0

one can use the induction assumption to obtain E0[gβi0
(Ti0)|Fd] = 0. Noting finally that conditional on

l the subtrees Ti are independent concludes the justification of the induction step, E0[gγ(N)|Fd] = 0 for
d < d(γ).

These results can be summarized as

E0[gγ(N)|Fd] = gγ(N) 1(d(γ) ≤ d) , (A55)
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an identity that will finally be used to unveil a property of the approximated likelihood ratios L̂(d). Consider indeed
a pair (N,N ′) of independent Galton-Watson trees, i.e. drawn from P0⊗P0 (with averages still denoted E0), and call
Fd the σ-algebra corresponding to the information contained in the first d generations of N and N ′. Let χ̂ ⊂ χ be an
arbitrary family of trees and define

L̂(d)(N,N ′) =
∑

γ∈χ̂

wγ gγ(N)gγ(N
′) 1(d(γ) ≤ d) , (A56)

for some arbitrary coefficients wγ (sufficiently small for the sums to converge). This notation coincides with the one

used in the rest of the text if one takes for χ̂ the trees in which each vertex has at most m offsprings, and wγ = s|γ|−1.

Thanks to the properties of the gγ established previously, L̂(d) is Fd-measurable. Moreover,

E0[L̂
(d+1)(N,N ′)|Fd] =

∑

γ∈χ̂

wγE0[gγ(N)|Fd]E0[gγ(N
′)|Fd] 1(d(γ) ≤ d+ 1) = L̂(d)(N,N ′) , (A57)

using (A55) to simplify the conditional expectation. This shows that L̂(d), viewed as a sequence of random variables
indexed by d, is a martingale under P0 ⊗ P0. This martingale property was established for the likelihood ratio L(d)

in [24], and played an important role in the proof of the connection between the alignment of graphs and the hypothesis

testing problem on trees. One can hope that the martingale character of L̂(d) may help to adapt these reasonings

to the finite m message-passing algorithms (even if L̂(d) is not positive anymore, hence some martingale convergence
theorems cannot be applied directly).

5. Simplifications in the large degree limit

We explain in this Appendix the simplifications that arise in the λ→ ∞ limit and that were mentioned in Sec. IV.
It is instructive to start with an elementary computation about the hypothesis testing problem where one observer
is provided with a pair of random variables (z, z′) ∈ R2 and has to decide whether they are drawn from a law P0 in
which they are independent or from a law P1 under which they are correlated. More precisely, both laws are assumed
to be Gaussian and thus characterized by their first two moments:

E0[z] = E0[z
′] = E1[z] = E1[z

′] = 0 , E0[z
2] = E0[z

′2] = E1[z
2] = E1[z

′2] = 1 , E0[zz
′] = 0 , E1[zz

′] = w , (A58)

where w ∈ [0, 1] is the correlation coefficient under P1. From the knowledge of these moments the corresponding

probability densities p0(z, z
′) and p1(z, z

′) are easily written. Let us denote LG
w(z, z

′) = p1(z,z
′)

p0(z,z′) the likelihood ratio;

one can obtain its diagonalization with the following manipulations:

LG
w(z, z

′) =
1√

1− w2
exp

(
−1

2

(
z z′

)(1 w
w 1

)−1(
z
z′

)
+

1

2
z2 +

1

2
z′2

)
(A59)

=

∫
dxdx′

2π
exp

(
−1

2

(
x x′

)(1 w
w 1

)(
x
x′

)
+ i
(
x x′

)( z
z′

)
+

1

2
z2 +

1

2
z′2
)

(A60)

=

∫
dxdx′

2π
ew(−ix)(−ix′) e−

1
2x

2+ixz+ 1
2 z

2

e−
1
2x

′2+ix′z′+ 1
2 z

′2
(A61)

=
∞∑

q=0

wq Hq(z)Hq(z
′) , (A62)

where in the second line we performed a so-called Hubbard-Stratonovich transformation to decouple the dependency
on z and z′, the price to pay being the introduction of additional Gaussian integrals on x and x′. In the last line we
have defined

Hq(z) =
1√
q!

∫
dx√
2π

(−ix)qe− 1
2x

2+ixz+ 1
2 z

2

(A63)

=
√
q![uq]

∫
dx√
2π
e−

1
2x

2+ix(z−u)+ 1
2 z

2

(A64)

=
√
q![uq]e−

1
2u

2+uz , (A65)
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where one recognizes through the last form that Hq is the q-th Hermite polynomial. Those form the sequence of
orthonormal polynomials for the standard Gaussian measure, and read for the smallest values of q:

H0(z) = 1 , H1(z) = z , H2(z) =
z2 − 1√

2
. (A66)

With elementary computations starting from the definition (A59) one can obtain

E1[L
G
w ] =

1

1− w2
, E1[lnL

G
w ] = −1

2
ln(1− w2) , (A67)

hence the relationship E1[lnL
G
w ] =

1
2 lnE1[L

G
w ] for this simple finite-dimensional problem.

Let us turn now to the problem of trees, and the simplifications it undergoes in the large degree limit. Recall that
a tree N ∈ χd+1 is described by the vector N = {NT }T∈χd

of non-negative integers counting the number of copies of
subtrees rooted at the offsprings of the root of N . One can equivalently introduce a real vector y = {yβ}β∈χd

which
is a centered, normalized and rotated version of N , namely

yβ =
1√
λ

∑

T

g
(d)
β (T )(NT − λP(d)

0 [T ]) . (A68)

The orthogonality properties of the eigenvectors g ensure the invertibility of this transformation, the coordinates of
N can be expressed in terms of those of y as (see [30] for more details):

NT = λP(d)
0 [T ] +

√
λP(d)

0 [T ]
∑

β

yβg
(d)
β (T ) . (A69)

The advantage of this representation in terms of y rather than in terms of N appears in the large λ limit: the
coordinates yβ remain indeed finite in this limit. Inserting (A69) in the expression (A1) of the recursion on the
eigenvectors and expanding in the limit λ→ ∞, one obtains after a short computation

g(d+1)
γ (y) =

√∏

β

γβ ![u
γ ] exp


−

√
λ
∑

β,T

uβP(d)
0 [T ]g

(d)
β (T ) (A70)

+
∑

T


λP(d)

0 [T ] +
√
λP(d)

0 [T ]
∑

β

yβg
(d)
β (T )


 ln


1 +

1√
λ

∑

β

uβg
(d)
β (T )






=

√∏

β

γβ ![u
γ ] exp


−1

2

∑

β

u2β +
∑

β

uβyβ +O

(
1√
λ

)
 (A71)

=
∏

β∈χd

Hγβ
(yβ)

(
1 +O

(
1√
λ

))
, (A72)

where we recognized in the last line the definition of the Hermite polynomials given in (A65). We can thus obtain
the large degree limit of the likelihood ratio between two trees of depth d + 1 by inserting this expression in the
diagonalization formula (10); keeping implicit the limit λ→ ∞, this gives:

L(d+1)(y, y′) =
∑

γ∈χd+1

s|γ|−1g(d+1)
γ (y)g(d+1)

γ (y′) (A73)

=
∏

β∈χd

∞∑

γβ=0

(s|β|)γβHγβ
(yβ)Hγβ

(y′β) (A74)

=
∏

β∈χd

LG
s|β|(yβ , y

′
β) , (A75)

using the expansion of the likelihood ratio for pairs of Gaussian established in (A62). The infinite dimensional
likelihood ratio for pairs of trees thus factorizes into a product of finite-dimensional objects; as a matter of fact it was

shown in [30] that the vector (y, y′) converges in law, in the large λ limit, to a Gaussian vector under both P(d+1)
1 and
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P(d+1)
0 ⊗ P(d+1)

0 , with such a block structure for its covariance matrix. This justifies the statement (21) made in the
main text, as a direct consequence of the factorization and of the property E1[lnL

G
w ] =

1
2 lnE1[L

G
w ] established above

by direct computations in the finite-dimensional Gaussian case.

Consider now the finite m situation and the large λ behavior of L̂(d+1); unfortunately we do not obtain a description

as simple as in the m = ∞ case. Inserting the large λ formula (A72) of g
(d+1)
γ in the definition (12) one obtains

L̂(d+1)(y, y′) =
∑

γ∈χ̂d+1

s|γ|−1
∏

β∈χ̂d

Hγβ
(yβ)Hγβ

(y′β) , (A76)

but the degree constraints in the definition of χ̂d+1 do not allow to fully perform the resummation as in (A75). A
compact expression can be obtained by using a variant of identity (A13) to perform the summation over χ̂d+1, yielding

L̂(d+1)(y, y′) =

m∑

p=0

[tp]
∏

β∈χ̂d

LG
ts|β|(yβ , y

′
β) , (A77)

but it remains quite a challenge to extract from this expression the typical behavior of L̂(d+1) under the law P(d+1)
1 .

Appendix B: Otter’s constants

We give in this Appendix some additional details on the enumeration of various families of trees, justifying part of
the results that were used in Sec. IV. We recall that

Ad,n = |{T ∈ χd, |T | = n}| (B1)

denotes the number of unlabeled rooted trees of depth at most d containing n vertices. For a fixed value of n this
quantity grows in a monotonous way with d, since increasing d corresponds to releasing a constraint (χd ⊂ χd+1). We
denote An its limit as d → ∞, which is actually reached for d ≥ n − 1, since a tree of n vertices has depth at most
n− 1. We introduce the associated generating functions,

ψd(x) =
∑

n≥1

Ad,nx
n−1 , ψ(x) =

∑

n≥1

Anx
n−1 , (B2)

which contain the same information than the sequences indexed by n, but can be manipulated in a more convenient
way. Let us derive indeed an induction relation between the ψd’s, recalling that a tree N ∈ χd+1 is specified by the
numbers {NT }T∈χd

of the copies of trees of depth at most d rooted at the offsprings of its root, and that in this
decomposition |N | = 1 +

∑
T |T |NT . This yields

ψd+1(x) =
∑

N∈χd+1

x|N |−1 =
∑

{NT≥0}T∈χd

∏

T∈χd

x|T |NT =
∏

T∈χd

1

1− x|T | (B3)

= exp


−

∑

T∈χd

log(1− x|T |)


 = exp




∞∑

j=1

1

j

∑

T∈χd

xj|T |


 (B4)

= exp




∞∑

j=1

1

j
xjψd(x

j)


 . (B5)

This functional recursion between ψd and ψd+1 implies, taking the limit d → ∞, the following functional fixed-point
equation on the generating function ψ(x) of the An:

ψ(x) = exp




∞∑

j=1

1

j
xjψ(xj)


 . (B6)

With more work [31] one can show that the radius of convergence of this power series is strictly positive and finite;
it is denoted α and called Otter’s constant. A numerical study [31] yields α ≈ 0.338. The value of the radius of
convergence of a power series is linked to the large n behavior of its coefficients, at the exponential scale. One can
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furthermore show that ψ(α) is finite, with a square root behavior as x → α−. This implies the following asymptotic
behavior for the An:

An ∼
n→∞

C

n3/2

(
1

α

)n

, (B7)

for some constant C.
Consider now the corresponding counting problem in the constrained set of trees χ̂d ⊂ χd where all vertices have

a number of offsprings smaller or equal to m. We denote Âd,n, Ân, ψ̂d and ψ̂ the quantities corresponding to Ad,n,
An, ψd and ψ with this additional constraint (they depend of course on m, even if the notation does not make this
explicit). One can amend the recursion on ψd, by imposing that the non-zero values of NT correspond to T ∈ χ̂d, and
enforcing the constraint

∑
T NT ≤ m. This is precisely the formula used in (A13), with s replaced by x, γ by N , and

h = 1. This gives:

ψ̂d+1(x) =

m∑

p=0

[tp]
∑

{NT≥0}T∈χ̂d

∏

T∈χ̂d

(tx|T |)NT =

m∑

p=0

[tp]
∏

T∈χ̂d

1

1− tx|T |

=

m∑

p=0

[tp] exp


−

∑

T∈χ̂d

log(1− tx|T |)


 =

m∑

p=0

[tp] exp




∞∑

j=1

1

j
tj
∑

T∈χ̂d

xj|T |




=

m∑

p=0

[tp] exp




∞∑

j=1

1

j
tjxjψ̂d(x

j)


 . (B8)

For m = 2, one can be more explicit and the last equation becomes:

ψ̂d+1(x) = 1 + xψ̂d(x) +
1

2
x2ψ̂d(x

2) +
1

2
x2ψ̂d(x)

2 . (B9)

This has a direct combinatorial interpretation: a tree in χ̂d+1 is either empty, or its root has degree 1 and its offspring
is the root of a tree in χ̂d, or its root has degree 2, with two subtrees T, T ′ ∈ χ̂d; in the latter case one has to be
careful in the counting of distinct trees, and in particular take into account whether T = T ′ or not. For m = 3 one
finds similarly

ψ̂d+1(x) = 1 + xψ̂d(x) +
1

2
x2ψ̂d(x

2) +
1

2
x2ψ̂d(x)

2 +
1

3
x3ψ̂d(x

3) +
1

2
x3ψ̂d(x)ψ̂d(x

2) +
1

6
x3ψ̂d(x)

3 . (B10)

Taking the limit d → ∞ (in (B8) for the generic m case, or in (B9,B10) for m = 2 and m = 3 respectively) yields

a functional fixed-point equation on ψ̂, the generating function of the Ân. The m-dependent Otter’s constant α̂ can

then be defined as the radius of convergence of ψ̂, or equivalently as the inverse of the exponential growth rate of the

Ân. These constants were evaluated numerically in [31] for m = 2 and m = 3, yielding respectively α̂ ≈ 0.403 and
α̂ ≈ 0.355. The α̂’s decrease monotonously towards α when m increases, since this modification of the parameter m
corresponds to the inclusion of more and more trees in the sets χ̂d.
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