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Abstract

Multi-view data arises frequently in modern network analysis e.g. relations of multiple

types among individuals in social network analysis, longitudinal measurements of interactions

among observational units, annotated networks with noisy partial labeling of vertices etc. We

study community detection in these disparate settings via a unified theoretical framework, and

investigate the fundamental thresholds for community recovery. We characterize the mutual

information between the data and the latent parameters, provided the degrees are sufficiently

large. Based on this general result, (i) we derive a sharp threshold for community detection in an

inhomogeneous multilayer block model [Chen et al., 2022], (ii) characterize a sharp threshold for

weak recovery in a dynamic stochastic block model [Matias and Miele, 2017], and (iii) identify

the limiting mutual information in an unbalanced partially labeled block model. Our first

two results are derived modulo coordinate-wise convexity assumptions on specific functions—

we provide extensive numerical evidence for their correctness. Finally, we introduce iterative

algorithms based on Approximate Message Passing for community detection in these problems.

1 Introduction

The discovery of latent communities is a fundamental task in modern network analysis. This

problem has attracted widespread attention in probability, statistics, computer science, statistical

physics and social sciences over the last three decades, leading to a detailed understanding of

the basic statistical thresholds for signal recovery, and the introduction of statistically optimal

algorithms for community detection. We refer the interested reader to Abbe [2017] for a survey of

the recent progress in this research endeavor.

Networks are traditionally used to represent pairwise relations among interacting units. How-

ever, modern network data is increasingly sophisticated. For example, one frequently observes

multiple types of relations among the observational units in modern networks. In particular, in
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the context of online social networks, one might observe interactions among individuals over pro-

fessional and personal social networks [Kivelä et al., 2014]. As a second prominent scenario, one

might observe the evolution of a network over time. Such data is valuable in biology [Bakken et al.,

2016], planning [Li et al., 2017], epidemiology [Masuda and Holme, 2017] etc. Finally, in addition

to the network, one often has access to the true community assignments for some vertices in the

network—this setting is common in recommendation systems [Shapira et al., 2013], the study of

co-citation networks [Ji et al., 2022], protein classification [Weston et al., 2003] etc. These di-

verse examples may be conceptually unified under the setting of “multi-view” network data. The

multi-view formalism has become increasingly important for supervised learning in genomics and

proteomics [Ding et al., 2022]; the network settings described above can be neatly merged through

this framework—indeed, in the multi-type application described above, each type represents an

independent view of the data. Similarly, in the temporal setting, the network observed at each

time point represents an additional view. Finally, for the partially labeled setting, one can concep-

tually decouple the data into two correlated views: the first view comprises the unlabeled network,

while the second view collects the noisy, incomplete vertex information. The community detection

problem remains vital in these multi-view network problems; however, our understanding of the

basic statistical limits of these problems are quite restrictive. We refer the interested reader to

Section 1.4 for a review of the current state-of-the-art.

The current paper introduces a general framework to study community detection in multi-view

network data. The present work has two main contributions:

(i) We derive the asymptotic per-vertex mutual information between the latent signal and the

observed data in the limit of large system size, under an additional diverging average degree

assumption.

(ii) We introduce a family of iterative algorithms based on Approximate Message Passing (AMP)

for signal recovery under our general framework.

Using the asymptotic mutual information, we conjecture a precise threshold for community detec-

tion in an inhomogeneous multi-layer stochastic block model Chen et al. [2022]. We also identify the

community detection threshold for temporal networks and observe an interesting dichotomy in this

setting—in one case, community detection is possible with enough temporal observations; in the

complementary regime, community detection is impossible, even with long term temporal observa-

tions of the networks. Finally, we characterize the limiting mutual information in an unbalanced

partially labeled block model.

1.1 A general model

We start with a general inference problem that will encompass the specific applications of interest.

To this end, we start with a latent vector of the form (x, y, z), where (i) x ∈ {±1}L represents

a latent signal directly associated with the observed data, (ii) y ∈ {±1}L1 represents an implicit

latent signal to be indirectly inferred from the data and (iii) z ∈ Z represents some observed side

information for each node.

We formulate our inference problem in the context of an explicit generative model: assume a

prior p(x, y, z) on the variables (x, y, z). For the simplicity of presentation, we restrict ourselves to a
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balanced setting in which marginals p
(
x(l)
)
, p
(
y(l1)

)
are all uniform on {±1} under the prior. Our

observations are specified as follows—generate (Xi, Yi, Zi)
ind∼ p for i ∈ [n]; then sample L random

graphs {G(l) : l ∈ [L]} with adjacency matrix

G
(l)
i,j

ind∼ Bern

(
a(l)

n

)
1

{
X

(l)
i = X

(l)
j

}
+ Bern

(
b(l)

n

)
1

{
X

(l)
i ̸= X

(l)
j

}
, ∀1 ≤ i < j ≤ n. (1.1)

The parameters a(l), b(l) can depend on n—we suppress this dependence for notational convenience.

We observe the L graphs {G(l) : l ∈ [L]}; in addition, we also observe the Zi variable as side

information for each node i ∈ [n]. We seek to recover {(Xi, Yi), i ∈ [n]} jointly from G and

{Zi, i ∈ [n]}. Three running examples of our framework are given below.

Example 1.1 (Inhomogeneous Multilayer SBM). Set L1 = 1 and Z = ∅ so that there is no per-

node side information. The prior distribution pML(x, y) on {±1}L+1 is specified as follows: first,

set y to be uniform pML(y = ±1) = 1
2 and then let (x(1), . . . , x(L)) be conditionally independent,

pML(x(l) = y) = 1− ρ, pML(x(l) = −y) = ρ, l ∈ [L].

In this example, y is called the global membership and x(l) is referred to as the individualized

membership of a certain layer. See Figure 1a for a graphical illustration of pML.

We refer the interested reader to Chen et al. [2022] for a survey of prior work and state-of-

the-art results in this model. Before proceeding further, we provide a quick glimpse into the

high-level takeaway messages from the analysis in this paper. As a concrete consequence of our

general investigations, we derive a sharp conjecture on the threshold for community detection in

this model.

Conjecture 1.1. Set d(l) := a(l)+b(l)

2 and d = min1≤l≤L d
(l). Define λ

(l)
n = (a(l)−b(l))2

4d(l)(1−d(l)/n)
and assume

that λ
(l)
n → λ(l) as n→∞. Fix 0 ≤ ρ < 1/2. If d→∞, weak recovery of the global and layer-wise

memberships are possible if and only if

max

{
L∑
l=1

(1− 2ρ)4λ(l)

1− (1− (1− 2ρ)4)λ(l)
,λ

}
> 1. (1.2)

Note that for L = 1, this threshold reduces to the celebrated threshold for community detection

in the Stochastic Block Model [Krzakala et al., 2013, Mossel et al., 2012, 2018, Bordenave et al.,

2015]. In addition, if ρ = 0, the threshold reduces to
∑L

l=1 λ
(l) > 1, recovering the threshold

established in Ma and Nandy [2023]. We provide a partial proof of this conjecture. We establish

that the latent communities can be recovered weakly for almost all λ satisfying (1.2), provided the

minimum degree d is sufficiently large. Conversely, we establish that if d → ∞, weak recovery is

impossible if (1.2) is violated under an additional convexity assumption (see Conjecture 2.1). We

provide strong numerical evidence for the veracity of this conjecture. We refer to Section 2 for

rigorous results and detailed discussions on this example.

Example 1.2 (Dynamic SBM). This example is popular in modeling networks observed over time

Matias and Miele [2017]. Setting L1 = 0 and Z = ∅, (x(1), . . . , x(L)) forms a time-homogeneous

Markov chain evolving from pDyn(x(1) = ±1) = 1
2 according to

pDyn(x(l+1) = x(l)) = 1− ρ, pDyn(x(l) = −x(l−1)) = ρ, l ∈ [L− 1].
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We can allow a(l) = b(l) = 0—this corresponds to the setting where the lth layer is invisible to the

statistician. See Figure 1b for a graphical illustration of pDyn.

As in the previous example, we set d(l) = (a(l) +b(l))/2 and λ
(l)
n = (a(l)−b(l))2/(4d(l)(1−d(l)/n).

We assume λ
(l)
n → λ(l) as n→∞. We conjecture the following information theoretic threshold for

community detection in the Dynamic SBM in the special case λ(1) = · · · = λ(L).

Conjecture 1.2. Set d = min1≤l≤L
a(l)+b(l)

2 and assume that d → ∞. In addition, assume that

λ(1) = · · · = λ(L) =: λ. Fix 0 ≤ ρ < 1
2 . In this setting, weak recovery is possible if and only if

λ >
1− 2(1− 2ρ)2 cos θ∗ + (1− 2ρ)4

1− (1− 2ρ)4
, (1.3)

where θ∗ ∈ (0, π) is the minimum solution of equation

0 = sin[(L+ 1)θ∗]− 2(1− 2ρ)2 sin[Lθ∗] + (1− 2ρ)4 sin[(L− 1)θ∗].

We provide a partial proof of this conjecture in this work. We refer to Section 2 for an in-depth

discussion of the our results.

Our final example focuses on community detection in partially labeled Stochastic Block Models

(SBM). Semi-supervised community detection has been investigated across diverse communities e.g.

statistics Cai et al. [2020], Jiang and Ke [2022], Leng and Ma [2019], information theory Kanade

et al. [2016], statistical physics Allahverdyan et al. [2010], Saade et al. [2018], Zhang et al. [2014]

etc. We focus on a SBM with unbalanced partially observed labels.

Example 1.3 (SBM with Unbalanced Partially Observed Labels). Fix ε+, ε− ∈ [0, 1]. Then

p(x = 1) = p(x = −1) = 1
2 , with z taking values in {1, ∗,−1},

p(z = 1|x = 1) = 1− p(z = ∗|x = 1) = ε+,

p(z = −1|x = −1) = 1− p(z = ∗|x = −1) = ε−.
(1.4)

The variable x represents the latent community assignment of a vertex. The variable z captures

the side information regarding the latent assignment—if {z = ∗}, the latent label is unobserved.

Otherwise, {z = x}, and the community assignment x is observed by the scientist. Parameters

ε+, ε− govern the proportion of labeled vertices within each community. Prior work in this area

focuses mainly on the setting ε+ = ε− i.e., vertices of both communities are equally likely to be

revealed to the observer. In contrast, our model allows ε+ ̸= ε−, which control the probability of

revealed labels in the two groups respectively. It is particularly interesting to study the unbalanced

setting ε+ ≪ ε− or ε+ ≫ ε−—in either case, the labeled vertices belong predominantly to one

of the communities. We characterize the limiting mutual information between the data and the

latent signal in this model in Section 2. In addition, we introduce a suitable algorithm based on

Approximate Message passing, and discuss its optimality from an information theoretic perspective.

A Spiked Matrix Surrogate: Denote d(l) := a(l)+b(l)

2 as the average degree for each layer. Using

the generative model (1.1), the adjacency matrices maybe decomposed as

G(l) − d(l)/n√
d(l)(1− d(l)/n)/n

=

√
λ
(l)
n

n
X(l)X(l)⊤ + H(l),

4
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X(1)

A(1)′

X(2)

A(2)′

X(3)

A(3)′

X(4)

A(4)′

X(5)

A(5)′

pML

(a) Illustration of pML with L = 5.

X(1) X(2) X(3) X(4) X(5)

A(1)′ A(2)′ A(3)′ A(4)′ A(5)′

pDyn

(b) Illustration of pDyn with L = 5.

Figure 1: Illustration of effective scalar channels (1.7) under inter-layer priors of multilayer and

dynamic SBMs respectively in Example 1.1 and 1.2.

with λ
(l)
n := (a(l)−b(l))2

4d(l)(1−d(l)/n)
being the effective SNR per layer. Conditioned on each X(l), the noise

matrix H(l) has independent off-diagonal entries satisfying that for each 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n,

E[H
(l)
i,j ] = 0, |H(l)

i,j | ≤
1√

d(l)(1− d(l)/n)/n
,

E[(H
(l)
i,j )2] ∈

{
a(l)(1− a(l)/n)

d(l)(1− d(l)/n)
,
b(l)(1− b(l)/n)

d(l)(1− d(l)/n)

}
. (1.5)

The parameters (d(l), λ
(l)
n ) provide a more useful parametrization of (a(l), b(l)) for our analysis.

Throughout this paper, we focus on an asymptotic setting where each λ
(l)
n → λ(l) has a finite limit

as n→∞. In our analysis, we focus initially on the following set of gaussian spike matrices

A(l) =

√
λ(l)

n
X(l)X(l)⊤ + W(l), (1.6)

with W(l) being sampled independently according to the Gaussian Orthogonal Ensemble, W
(l)
i,j ∼

N (0, 1 + 1{i = j}) for i < j. We will show that this gaussian model provides a tractable surrogate

for the inference problem introduced above, provided the average degrees d(l) are sufficiently large.

Our approach will generalize similar results in the context of the traditional community detection

problem Deshpande et al. [2017], Lelarge and Miolane [2019], Wang et al. [2022].

Effective Scalar Channel: In both (1.1) and (1.6), each observed entryG
(l)
i,j (orA

(l)
i,j) relates to two

independent realizations (Xi, Yi, Zi) and (Xj , Yj , Zj). We will show that the pairwise observation

model is asymptotically equivalent to the following scalar observation channel:

(X,Y, Z) ∼ p(·), A(l)′ =

√
λ(l)qlX

(l) +W (l)′, (1.7)

for l ∈ [L] and W (l)′ i.i.d.∼ N (0, 1), with a specific q = (q1, . . . , qL) ≥ 0. Within this channel, one

observes (A′, Z) and wants to infer (X,Y ). As a multivariate white noise additive channel, it has

been studied in-depth in information theory Guo et al. [2005]. See Figure 1 for a visualization of

the effective scalar channels under different inter-layer priors specified in Example 1.1 and 1.2.
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1.2 Main Results

For the spiked gaussian matrix model (1.6), the posterior distribution is given as

p(x,y|Z,A) ∝
n∏

i=1

p(xi, yi|Zi) · exp

−1

2

L∑
l=1

∑
i<j

(
A

(l)
i,j −

√
λ(l)

n
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j

)2
 ,

for x ∈ {±1}n×L,y ∈ {±1}n×L1 . In physics parlance, the posterior distribution corresponds to a

Boltzman Gibbs distribution p(x,y|Z,A) ∝
∏

i p(xi, yi|Zi) · eH(x) with Hamiltonian defined as

H(x) =
L∑
l=1

∑
i<j

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,jx

(l)
i x

(l)
j =

L∑
l=1

∑
i<j

√
λ(l)

n
W

(l)
i,j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j +

λ(l)

n
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j .

Set Zn(λ) =
∑

x,y

∏
i p(xi, yi|Zi) · eH(x) to be the normalizing constant of this Gibbs distribution.

The free energy of this matrix model is formally defined as

Fn(λ) =
1

n
E logZn(λ). (1.8)

For convenience, we also define the free energy of the scalar channel (1.7) as

F(λ,q) = E log

(∑
x,y

p(x, y|Z)e
∑L

l=1 λ
(l)qlX

(l)x(l)+
√

λ(l)qlW
(l)′x(l)

)
. (1.9)

We elaborate on the explicit structure of the scalar free energy F for the examples 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3

in Section 2. Our first result derives the limit of the free energy Fn(λ).

Proposition 1.1. For any λ ∈ [0,∞)L

lim
n→∞

Fn(λ) =

∑L
l=1 λ

(l)

4
+ sup

q≥0

[
F(λ,q)−

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]
. (1.10)

As a direct corollary of this proposition, we derive an asymptotic formula for the normalized

mutual information and translate it to the estimation error of co-membership matrices X(l)X(l)⊤

or Y(l1)Y(l1)⊤. The error is measured by MMSE (minimal mean squared squared error) defined

formally as

MMSE
(
X(l)X(l)⊤;A,Z

)
=

2

n(n− 1)

∑
i<j

E
(
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j − E

[
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j |A,Z

])2
. (1.11)

We define MMSE
(
Y(l1)Y(l1)⊤;A,Z

)
analogously.

Theorem 1.1. Let A be generated from the gaussian spiked matrix model (1.6).

(i) The normalized mutual information between latent variables (X,Y) and observed variables

(A,Z) has a finite limit,

lim
n→∞

1

n
I(X,Y;A,Z) = ip(x, y; z) +

∑
l λ

(l)

4
− sup

q≥0

[
F(λ,q)−

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]
, (1.12)

where ip(x, y; z) is the mutual information between (x, y) and z under prior p(·).
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(ii) There exists a set D ⊂ (0,+∞)L of Lebesgue measure zero such that for all λ ∈ (0,+∞)L \
D there exists a unique maximizer q∗ = (q∗1, . . . , q

∗
L) of the RHS in (1.12). Further, this

maximizer satisfies

lim
n→∞

MMSE
(
X(l)X(l)⊤;A,Z

)
= 1− (q∗l )2 , ∀ l ∈ [L]. (1.13)

(iii) For any λ ∈ (0,∞)L \D and l ∈ [L1], the optimal estimation error of Y(l1) converges to

lim
n→∞

MMSE
(
Y(l1)Y(l1)⊤;A,Z

)
= 1− E

[
Y (l)E

(
Y (l1)|Z,

√
λ⊙ q∗ ⊙X +W ′

)]2
. (1.14)

Our next result establishes universality for the limiting mutual information. Specifically, we

establish that the limiting mutual information in the gaussian spike matrix model (1.6) equals the

limiting mutual information in the random graph model (1.1), provided the average degrees diverge

to infinity.

Proposition 1.2. Fix λ ∈ [0,∞)L. Under the asymptotics that (i) λ
(l)
n → λ(l) for any l ∈ [L] and

(ii) minl d
(l)(1− d(l)/n)→∞ as n→∞,

lim
n→∞

1

n
I(X,Y;G,Z) = lim

n→∞

1

n
I(X,Y;A,Z),

where the RHS is given in Theorem 1.1.

We proceed to investigate Bayes optimal estimation of community memberships (X,Y) from

Z and the observed networks G. A core question is whether or not G contributes to the recovery

of X or Y. If not, a dummy constant estimator {E[Xi|Zi]}i∈[n] only based on Z would achieve the

following matrix mean squared error,

DMSE
(
X(l)X(l)⊤;Z

)
=

2

n(n− 1)

∑
i<j

E
(
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j − E

[
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j |Z

])2
= 1−

{
E
[
X(l)E

(
X(l)|Z

)]}2
:= DMSEl(p) (1.15)

which is fixed over different n and only depends on joint prior p(x, y, z). Mathematically, we seek

to determine whether inequalities

MMSE
(
X(l)X(l)⊤;A,Z

)
≤ DMSEl(p), MMSE

(
X(l)X(l)⊤;G,Z

)
≤ DMSEl(p),

are asymptotically tight. The next proposition establishes that the sharp threshold in terms of λ

is universal between the graph model (1.1) and its spiked matrix counterpart (1.6).

Proposition 1.3. Fix λ ∈ [0,∞)L. Under the asymptotics that (i) λn → λ and (ii) minl d
(l)(1−

d(l)/n)→∞ as n→∞, for any l ∈ [L],

lim
n→∞

MMSE
(
X(l)X(l)⊤;A,Z

)
< DMSEl(p),

if and only if

lim
n→∞

MMSE
(
X(l)X(l)⊤;G,Z

)
< DMSEl(p).

The same conclusion holds if we replace X(l) with any Y(l1).

Remark 1.1. The dummy mean squared error DMSEl(p) measures the contribution of per-vertex

side information Z. In the context of Example 1.2 and 1.1 where Z is absent and the prior on X(l)

is uniform, it holds that DMSEl(p) = 1.
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Algorithm 1 Coupled Approximate Message Passing

Require: a sequence of non-linear denoisers
{
Et : RL+L2 → RL

}
t≥0

, initialization m0 ∈ Rn×L.

for t ≥ 0 do

Update each coordinate l ∈ [L] and node i ∈ [n] by

mt+1
i,l =

n∑
k=1

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,kE

(l)
t (mt

k, Zk)− λ(l)d(l)t E
(l)
t−1(m

t−1
i , Zi), (1.16)

where the Onsager term per layer l ∈ [L] is given by

d
(l)
t =

1

n

n∑
k=1

∂lE
(l)
t (mt

k, Zk). (1.17)

end for

Stop at t∗ ∈ N, and output x̂t∗ = Et∗
(
mt∗ ,Z

)
.

1.3 Message Passing Algorithm

In this section, we turn to a study of algorithms for signal recovery in the general inference problem

(1.1). We devise signal recovery algorithms based on Approximate Message Passing (AMP). AMP

algorithms are a class of efficient iterative algorithms which involve matrix-vector products, fol-

lowed by element-wise non-linearities. These algorithms were originally introduced in the context

of compressed sensing Donoho et al. [2009], and have been applied widely over the past decade in

diverse inference problems Bayati and Montanari [2011], Lesieur et al. [2017], Richard and Monta-

nari [2014], Li et al. [2023]. We refer the interested reader to the recent surveys Feng et al. [2022],

Montanari and Sen [2022] for an in-depth discussion of these algorithms and their applications. We

present the relevant class of AMP algorithms in Algorithm 1, and present a heuristic derivation

of this algorithm in Section 5.1. The main power of AMP algorithms arise from their flexibility;

indeed, the scientist can choose the sequence of non-linear functions {Et : RL → RL} according to

the specific application, subject to minor restrictions on their regularity. In our discussion below,

we first introduce the AMP algorithm for the gaussian spiked matrix model (1.6); subsequently, we

establish that the performance of AMP algorithms on the original graph problem (1.1) match that

on the gaussian spiked model (1.6), provided the average degree is large enough. Our algorithmic

universality analysis slightly generalizes the framework introduced recently in Wang et al. [2022].

Finally, we establish that the proposed AMP algorithm is provably optimal (from an information

theoretic perspective) under very general conditions.

The main attraction of AMP algorithms stems from their analytic tractability. Specifically,

their performance can be rigorously described using a low-dimensional scalar recursion, referred to

as state evolution Donoho et al. [2009]. We present the state evolution for Algorithm 1.

Definition 1.1 (State evolution iterates). Suppose Et is Lipschitz continuous for t ≥ 0. The state

evolution iterates for Algorithm 1 corresponds to the bivariate sequence µt, κt ∈ RL, indexed by

8



t ≥ 0. The sequence is recursively defined as follows

µt+1
l = E

[
X(l)E(l)t

(
m̃t, Z

)]
, (1.18)

κt+1
l = E

[
E(l)t

(
m̃t, Z

)2]
, (1.19)

where (X,Y, Z) ∼ p(·) and m̃t =
(
m̃t

1, . . . , m̃
t
L

)
is an L-dim variable with m̃t

l |X
ind∼ N

(
λ(l)µtlX

(l), λ(l)κtl
)
.

Theorem 1.2 (State evolution). For any pseudo Lipschitz test function ψ : RL × {±1}L+L2 →
R, (m,X,Z)→ ψ(m,X,Z) as n→∞,

1

n

n∑
i=1

ψ(mt
i, Xi, Zi)

P→ E
[
ψ(m̃t, X, Z)

]
.

As evident from the SE recursions (1.18) and (1.19), the sequence µt measures the correlation

between mt and X while the sequence κt measures the conditional variance. Therefore, the Bayes

optimal choice of Et is given as

Et
(
m̃t, Z

)
= E

[
X|m̃t, Z

]
=

∑
x p(x|Z) exp

(∑L
l=1 m̃

t
lµ

t
lx

(l)/κtl

)
x∑

x p(x|Z) exp
(∑L

l=1 m̃
t
lµ

t
lx

(l)/κtl

) ,

where the joint distribution of (X,Y, Z, m̃t) is given in Definition 1.1. In this case, we further find

µt+1
l = κt+1

l for any t, l using Nishimori identities.In conclusion, we can use a single state evolution

iterate to describe the asymptotic distribution of this Bayes optimal coupled AMP algorithm,

qt+1
l = E

[
E
[
X(l) | m̃t, Z

]2]
= E

X(l)

∑
x p(x|Z) exp

(∑L
l=1 m̃

t
lx

(l)
)
x(l)∑

x p(x|Z) exp
(∑L

l=1 m̃
t
lx

(l)
)
 ,

where (X,Y, Z, m̃t) is jointly drawn from the effective scalar channel (1.7) with profile qt.

Corollary 1.1. For Bayes optimal AMP and any t ≥ 0, x̂t = E
[
X|mt, Z

]
has the following

asymptotic mean squared error,

MSEAMP(t, n,λ) :=
2

n(n− 1)

∑
i<j

E
(
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j − x̂

t(l)
i x̂

t(l)
j

)2
−→
n→∞

1−
(
qtl
)2
.

Moreover, if qt converges to the unique maximizer q∗ in (1.10) as t → ∞, the coupled AMP

algorithm is Bayes optimal.

Combined with Theorem 1.1, in some cases, Algorithm 1 provably achieves minimal MSE for the

spiked matrices model (1.6) as the number of iterations t→∞.

Algorithmic Universality. We translate the AMP algorithm and associated guarantees from

the gaussian spiked model (1.6) to the original random graph model (1.1) in this section. Upon

appropriate rescaling of the adjacency matrices,

Ḡ(l) :=
G(l) − d(l)/n√
d(l)(1− d(l)/n)/n

=

√
λ(l)

n
X(l)X(l)⊤ + H(l). (1.20)
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One can implement Algorithm 1 with the matrices Ḡ in place of the spiked gaussian matrix A.

Denote the recursive output as
(
m̄1, . . . , m̄t

)
. The next proposition asserts that the asymptotic

distribution of m̄ is still characterized by the prescribed state evolution iterates in Definition 1.1,

as long as average degrees d(l) are Ω(log n).

Proposition 1.4. Suppose that minl d
(l)(1−d(l)/n) ≥ C log n for some constant C > 0 independent

of n. Further let the non-linear denoisers used in Algorithm 1 be Lipschitz with polynomial growth

condition i.e., for some integer p ∈ N,

∥Et(m1, . . . ,mL, z)∥ ≤ C(1 + ∥(m1, . . . , xL, z)∥p2) for a constant C > 0. (1.21)

Consequently, for any pseudo Lipschitz test function ψ : RL × {±1}L+L2 → R, (m,X,Z) →
ψ(m,X,Z) as n→∞,

1

n

n∑
i=1

ψ(mt
i, Xi, Zi)−

1

n

n∑
i=1

ψ(m̄t
i, Xi, Zi)

P→ 0. (1.22)

Benefits and Novelty of Aggregating Information. The information-theoretic threshold for

recovering community memberships from a single stochastic block model has been characterized

rigorously in Mossel et al. [2012, 2018], Bordenave et al. [2015]. Based on a single A(l), one requires

λ(l) > 1 for weak recovery. Thus based on the marginal information, weak recovery is possible if

and only if maxl λ
(l) > 1.

Our Algorithm 1 is novel in that it aggregates all networks (spiked matrices) available from

multiple sources in a non trivial way tailored to the prior knowledge about relationships among

observed layers. To be precise, information is jointly extracted via recursive application of prior-

specific denoisers E onto
{
A(l), l ∈ [L]

}
. As shown in Section 2 for specific examples, Algorithm 1

can recover node memberships even when maxl λ
(l) ≤ 1. This algorithm is also Bayes optimal in

diverse settings—we verify this for our applications on a case by case basis. In the following, we

make comparisons to existing related AMP algorithms.

(i) Ma and Nandy [2023] proposed an AMP algorithm designed for a homogeneous multilayer

stochastic block model (a special case of Example 1.1 with ρ = 0), in which X(l) = Y always

holds. Their algorithm would sum up all observed networks and then run a single-layer AMP.

Algorithm 1 is more flexible in the sense that it allows across-layer node memberships to differ.

If one observes additional contextual side information in the form of gaussian mixtures as in

Deshpande et al. [2018], Lu and Sen [2023], Ma and Nandy [2023], one might also incorporate

an orchestrated version of Algorithm 1 to exploit this side information, in the same spirit as

Ma and Nandy [2023].

(ii) In Gerbelot and Berthier [2021], graph-based approximate message passing iterations are

proposed to unify recent advances Berthier et al. [2020], Manoel et al. [2017], Aubin et al.

[2018] in applying AMP to complicated hierarchical problems. In this class of iterations,

multiple observations are connected via rectangular sensing matrices. It is noteworthy that

Algorithm 1 is not included in this class, since we only get to observe symmetric sensing

matrices and the latent variables are connected via the prior. As detailed in Remark 5.1,

we are able to borrow an intermediate result of Gerbelot and Berthier [2021] to simplify the

proof of Theorem 1.2.
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(iii) We note that a very similar AMP algorithm has been proposed in the context of the Matrix

Tensor product model in Rossetti and Reeves [2023]. However, the authors focus explicitly

on the gaussian spike matrix setting in their work. In contrast, we are motivated by inference

problems on sparse networks, and first establish universality for these algorithms. Finally,

our work yields the sharp information theoretic thresholds for these problems, which has not

been explored in prior work.

1.4 Related Literature

We take this opportunity to survey the current state-of-the-art on our applications of interest.

Multilayer SBM: Community detection for multilayer networks has attracted considerable at-

tention recently. Most existing works model the observed networks using the multilayer Stochastic

Block Model (SBM). Most early works in the area assume that the community assignments are

constant across layers (see e.g. Bhattacharyya and Chatterjee [2020], Lei et al. [2020], Ma and

Nandy [2023] and references therein). As argued in Chen et al. [2022], this assumption is unre-

alistic in practice. In many applications, one assumes that the layerwise community assignments

are unequal, but correlated. Chen et al. [2022] introduces a tractable model for this setting, and

analyzes the performance of a two-step algorithm which employs spectral clustering followed by a

MAP refinement. We study the same model as Chen et al. [2022], but as remarked earlier, their

theoretical analysis focuses on the high SNR setting where exact recovery is possible. In contrast,

we focus on weak recovery, and study this problem in the low SNR regime. Our analysis is closest

in spirit to the one in Ma and Nandy [2023]. However, we go beyond the homogeneous community

assignment critical in this work. Finally, the recent work Lei et al. [2023] studies testing for latent

community structures in multilayer networks.

Dynamical SBM: The dynamical Stochastic Block Model (dynamical SBM) studied here was

introduced in Yang et al. [2011]. Several algorithms for community detection have been developed

in this context—Matias and Miele [2017], Longepierre and Matias [2019] introduce a variational

EM algorithm for community detection in this setting, while Keriven and Vaiter [2022], Pensky and

Zhang [2019] study spectral clustering for community recovery in this model. Finally Bhattacharjee

et al. [2020] studies change point detection in the setting of dynamic SBMs. In contrast to these

existing works, we focus on the sharp information theoretic threshold for weak recovery in the

dynamic SBM under a low SNR setting.

Semi-supervised Community Detection: In certain practical settings, the community assign-

ment of some vertices might be available a priori. Having access to the true community assignment

of a few vertices can be valuable in the context of community detection. For example, in the unla-

beled balanced community recovery problem, one can only hope to recover the latent communities

up to a global permutation. However, once some vertices are labeled, one can actually recover the

true labeling. In addition, the presence of the partial labeling shifts the threshold for weak recovery,

and promises to improve the performance of local algorithms. This has prompted a thorough in-

vestigation of semi-supervised community detection (see e.g. Cai et al. [2020], Jiang and Ke [2022],

Leng and Ma [2019], Kanade et al. [2016], Allahverdyan et al. [2010], Saade et al. [2018], Zhang
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et al. [2014] and references therein). Most prior work in this direction assumes that the true labels

of ϵ-fraction of the vertices are observed in addition to the network. Cai et al. [2020], Saade et al.

[2018], Zhang et al. [2014] analyze the performance of local algorithms such as belief propagation in

this setting. Kanade et al. [2016] formalizes several folklore conjectures in this area, and rigorously

establishes that one can improve over the Kesten-Stigum threshold with additional partial labels in

a setting with a large number of communities. Finally, we refer to Jiang and Ke [2022], Leng and

Ma [2019] for recent progress in analyzing these questions on more realistic models of real networks.

2 Implications for Representative Models

We discuss the applications of our general results to specific applications of interest in this Section.

To this end, we introduce the notion of weak recovery. Recall the inference problem (1.1). We

focus on a setting with no side information Z, and assume that the prior on X(l) is uniform under

the prior p.

Definition 2.1. For 1 ≤ l ≤ L, we say that X(l) ∈ {±1}n is weakly recoverable if there exists an

estimator X̂(l) := X̂(l)(G) ∈ {±1}n such that

lim inf
n→∞

E
[∣∣∣∣ 1n 〈X̂(l),X(l)

〉∣∣∣∣] > 0.

Weak recovery of Y(l), 1 ≤ l ≤ L1 is defined analogously.

The latent signal is weakly recoverable if it can be reconstructed better than random guessing.

Our definition of weak recovery is consistent with common notions of weak recovery (Definition

7 in Abbe [2017]). The following lemma relates weak recovery to the estimation of the n × n

co-membership matrix X(l)X(l)⊤.

Lemma 2.1 (Lemma 3.5, 3.6, Deshpande et al. [2017]). Weak recovery of X(l) is possible if and

only if there exists an estimator Ĉ(G) ∈ Rn×n such that

MSE(X(l)X(l)⊤, Ĉ) =
2

n(n− 1)

∑
i<j

E
(
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j − Ĉi,j

)2
< 1,

where RHS corresponds a random guess of the latent variables.

We are comparing MSE(X(l)X(l)⊤, Ĉ) against 1 as a random guess would yield a dummy mean

squared error of 1 i.e., the prior variance of every X
(l)
i X

(l)
j . Since we adopt mean squared error, the

best possible estimator would be posterior mean E
[
X(l)X(l)⊤|G

]
, whose error is studied in (1.13).

So we turn to study the minimal mean squared error of X(l)X(l)⊤ defined in (1.11).

Remark 2.1. At the end of Section 1.1, we investigate whether MMSE
(
X(l)X(l)⊤;G,Z

)
< DMSEl(p);

informally, one seeks to understand whether a combination of the networks G and side information

Z can strictly improve over the statistical performance of estimators derived solely based on the side

information Z. In the context of multilayer (Example 1.1) and dynamic SBMs (Example 1.2) where

no side information Z is available and the prior is marginally uniform, it holds that DMSEl(p) = 1.

Thus this threshold matches the one for weak recovery introduced in Definition 2.1.
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Theorem 1.1 part (ii) implies that for λ /∈ D the question of weak recovery boils down to

characterizing the behavior of the unique maximizer q∗l (1.12). For notational compactness, we

define (1.12) by

G(q) = F(λ,q)−
L∑
l=1

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4
, (2.1)

where F(λ,q) is the free energy function defined in (1.9). For this section only, for any function

f(x, y) on {±1}L+L1 , define

⟨f(x, y)⟩sc = E
[
f(X,Y ) | Z,

√
λ⊙ q⊙X +W ′

]
as posterior mean after observing (A′, Z) from the scalar channel (1.7). The next proposition

collects some analytic results on the objective function G; the proof of these identities are deferred

to Section 6.1. Finally, we derive first order conditions for any stationary point of G, and establish

that these conditions are satisfied by any maximizer, even at the boundary.

Proposition 2.1. (i) For any λ ∈ [0,∞)L,

∂lG(q) =
λ(l)

2
E
[〈
x(l)
〉2
sc

]
− λ(l)ql

2
,

∂l1∂l2G(q) =
λ(l1)λ(l2)

2
E
{(〈

x(l1)x(l2)
〉
sc
−
〈
x(l1)

〉
sc

〈
x(l2)

〉
sc

)2}
− λ(l1)

2
1{l1 = l2}.

Note that the RHS depends on q through the bracket ⟨·⟩sc.

(ii) Define a mapping T : [0,∞)L → [0,∞)L with l-th coordinate given by

Tl(γ) = E
[〈
x(l)
〉2
sc

]
= E

[
X(l)

∑
x,y p(x, y|Z)x(l)e

∑L
l=1 γlX

(l)x(l)+
√
γlW

(l)′x(l)∑
x,y p(x, y|Z)e

∑L
l=1 γlX

(l)x(l)+
√
γlW (l)′x(l)

]
. (2.2)

Any local maximizer q ∈ [0,∞)L of (2.1) satisfies the first order stationary point condition

T (λ⊙ q) = q.

Remark 2.2. We collect two immediate consequences of the above lemma.

1. For 1 ≤ l ≤ L, Tl is non-decreasing in each argument as for any l1, l2 ∈ [L], there holds

∂l2Tl1(γ) = E
[
Cov(X(l1), X(l2)

∣∣√γ ⊙X +W ′)2
]
≥ 0.

2. For any λ ∈ (0,+∞)L, global maximizers q∗ exist and are in a compact subset [0, 1]L. This

follows as ∂lG(q) ≤ λ(l)(1−ql)/2 < 0 as long as ql > 1. Consequently G(q) < maxq∈[0,1]L G(q)

whenever maxl ql > 1.

If the prior p(x, y, z) factorizes in special ways, it is possible that a certain layer X(l1) is weakly

recoverable while another layer X(l2) is not. However, this situation does not happen under the

applications of interest, as demonstrated in the following proposition.

Proposition 2.2. Suppose there is no side information Z and every pair of coordinates is correlated

in the prior p(x, y) and λ /∈ D. Then either all the layers can be weakly recovered, or none can be

recovered weakly.

Specifically, when ρ ̸= 1/2, inhomogeneous multilayer SBM (Example 1.1) and dynamic SBM

(Example 1.2) both satisfy the sufficient condition in Proposition 2.2.
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2.1 Applications to Inhomogeneous Multilayer SBM

In this section, we specialize our general results to the inhomogenous multilayer SBM. The per-

node prior p for this example is specified in Example 1.1 and admits a hierarchical structure

p(x, y) = p(y)
∏

l p
(
x(l)|y

)
. As far as the authors know, most existing works on multilayer net-

works Paul and Chen [2020], Bhattacharyya and Chatterjee [2020], Kivelä et al. [2014] assume the

underlying community structure to be homogeneous across layers. Relatively few existing works

Chen et al. [2022], Valles-Catala et al. [2016] address possible label corruptions for each layer. The

inhomogeneous model here is the same as that in Chen et al. [2022], but they focus on high SNR

settings where exact recovery is possible. They study community detection using spectral cluster-

ing, and analyze their method when the SNR parameters λ to diverge to infinity. Under this input

prior, the effective scalar channel in (1.7) reduces to

Y ∼ Unif {±1} , X(l) ind∼ BSCρ(Y ), A(l)′ ind∼
√
λ(l)qlX

(l) +N (0, 1) , (2.3)

where observations can be interpreted as L independent measurements of the composition of a

binary symmetric channel and a Gaussian channel. We recall the general free energy functional

(1.9) and note that in this special case, it reduces to

FML,ρ(λ,q) = E log

∑
y=±1

1

2

L∏
l=1

[
cosh

(
λ(l)ql +

√
λ(l)qlW

(l)′
)

+ (1− 2ρ) yX(l) sinh

(
λ(l)ql +

√
λ(l)qlW

(l)′
)]}

,

where the expectation is evaluated with respect to W (l)′ ind∼ N (0, 1). Consequently, Theorem 1.1

and Proposition 1.2 immediately identify the asymptotic normalized mutual information between

observed multilayer graph G and the underlying latent variables (X,Y).

Theorem 2.1. Under the asymptotics that (i) λn → λ and (ii) minl d
(l)(1 − d(l)/n) → ∞ as

n→∞, we have,

lim
n→∞

1

n
I(X,Y;G) = lim

n→∞

1

n
I(X,Y;A)

=

∑
l λ

(l)

4
− sup

q≥0

[
FML,ρ(λ,q)−

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]
, (2.4)

where we recall A to be the spiked gaussian matrices in (1.6).

In this specific setting, one might be interested in estimating the global membership Y or the local

membership X(l) of a specific layer. The next result answers this question. Our proof exploits the

hierarchical structure in the prior p, depicted in Figure 1a; we establish this result in Section 6.2.

Corollary 2.1. (i) For global estimation, define a free energy functional corresponding to the

estimation of X(l) from G(l) conditioned on Y,

F (l)
ML,ρ(λ(l), ql) = E log

{
cosh

(
λ(l)ql +

√
λ(l)qlW

(l)′
)

+ (1− 2ρ)B sinh

(
λ(l)ql +

√
λ(l)qlW

(l)′
)}

, (2.5)
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where the expectation is taken with respect to B ∼ 2Bern(ρ)− 1 and independent standard normal

W (l)′. Under the same asymptotics as Theorem 2.1, we have,

lim
n→∞

1

n
I(Y;G) =

L∑
l=1

sup
ql≥0

[
F (l)
ML,ρ(λ(l), ql)−

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]

− sup
q≥0

[
FML,ρ(λ,q)−

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]
. (2.6)

(ii) As for a specific individualized layer l ∈ [L], consider another free energy functional corre-

sponding to inferring (X(−l),Y) from G(−l) conditioned on X(l),

F̄ (l)
ML,ρ(λ(−l),q−l) = E log

∑
b=±1

p(b)

L∏
l1 ̸=l

[
cosh

(
λ(l1)ql1 +

√
λ(l1)ql1W

(l1)′
)

+ (1− 2ρ) bX(l)X(l1) sinh

(
λ(l1)ql1 +

√
λ(l1)ql1W

(l1)′
)]}

, (2.7)

where we take 1−p(b = 1) = p(b = −1) = ρ. The expectation is taken with respect to (X,Y ) ∼ pML

and independent standard normals W (l). Under the same asymptotics as Theorem 2.1, it follows

that

lim
n→∞

1

n
I(X(l);G) =

λ(l)

4
+ sup

q−l≥0

F̄ (l)
ML,ρ(λ(−l),q−l)−

∑
l1 ̸=l

λ(l1)(q2l1 + 2ql1)

4


− sup

q≥0

[
FML,ρ(λ,q)−

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]
. (2.8)

AMP Denoiser and State Evolution. After deducing the asymptotics of mutual information,

we turn to an investigation of the algorithmic questions related to community detection. We

describe the specializations of Algorithm 1 to this multilayer model. In the Bayes optimal setting,

given the state evolution iterates {qt}, the non-linear denoisers Et : RL → RL are chosen as

E(l)t (m1:L) = E
[
X(l)

∣∣∣∣√λ(l1)qtl1A(l1)′ = ml, ∀l1 ∈ [L]

]
for each l ∈ [L] in the spirit of optimizing the reconstruction accuracy. The following lemma

provides an explicit expression for this denoiser.

Lemma 2.2. For this multilayer model pML, denoisers admit such a closed-form expression

E(l)ML,ρ(m1:L) =
tanh (ml + ρ̄)

∏
l′ cosh (ml′ + ρ̄) + tanh (ml − ρ̄)

∏
l′ cosh (ml′ − ρ̄)∏

l′ cosh (ml′ + ρ̄) +
∏

l′ cosh (ml′ − ρ̄)
, (2.9)

with ρ̄ = 1
2 log

(
1−ρ
ρ

)
. Consequently, Bayes optimal AMP does not have to make denoisers vary

over iterations.
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Armed with this denoiser, we obtain an explicit representation SE parameters. Specifically,

{qt ∈ RL : t ∈ N} is recursively updated as

qt+1
l = E

[
X(l)E(l)ML,ρ(λ⊙ qt ⊙X +

√
λ⊙ qt ⊙W ′)

]
= TML

l (λ⊙ qt),

where TML is given in (2.2) by specifying the multilayer prior pML. As a result, by recursively

updating qt+1 ← TML(λ ⊙ qt), state evolution iterates qt would converge to a fixed point of

mapping q 7→ TML(λ⊙q). If in addition this fixed point is also the global unique global maximizer

of the free energy functional, our coupled AMP algorithm is indeed Bayes optimal.

Weak Recovery Thresholds. Denote D as the set of λ such that (2.1) does not have a unique

maximizer; Theorem 1.1 establishes that D has measure zero. For any λ /∈ D, write q∗(λ) as the

unique global maximizer. As a result, understanding whether q∗l (λ) = 0 or not determines whether

or not weak recovery is possible for the l-th layer for λ.

Proposition 2.2 identifies an all-or-nothing phenomenon across all individualized memberships

X(l) and the global membership Y. Thus we can focus on “the” threshold for weak recovery in this

example. We proceed to derive explicit conditions for weak recovery by checking whether or not 0 is

a global maximizer of (2.4). Since 0 is always a saddle point, we have to examine the second-order

properties of the functional at this point. The following theorem establishes a sufficient condition

for weak recovery by identifying the condition under which 0 is not even a local maximizer.

Proposition 2.3. Suppose all λ(l) ≤ 1 so that weak recovery is impossible based on any individual

layer. With 0 ≤ ρ < 1/2 and λ /∈ D, the origin 0 is not a local maximizer of (2.4) if and only if

L∑
l=1

(1− 2ρ)4λ(l)

1− (1− (1− 2ρ)4)λ(l)
> 1. (2.10)

Therefore, when (2.10) holds, weak recovery is (information-theoretically) possible for any individ-

ualized layer X(l) and global membership Y.

Subsequently, one may ask if (2.10) is a necessary condition for weak recovery. In terms of the

free energy functional, we wonder whether or not 0 is the global maximizer if it is already a local

one. After extensive numerical experiments, we make the following conjecture on the structure of

the map TML.

Conjecture 2.1. For the balanced binary multilayer prior pML with 0 ≤ ρ ≤ 1/2, every coordinate

γ 7→ TML
l (γ) of its state evolution mapping is strictly concave on every straight line passing through

0, i.e. t ∈ [0,+∞) 7→ TML
l (tγ) is strictly concave for every l ∈ [L] and non-zero γ ∈ [0,∞)L.

See Figure 3 for a numerical evaluation of the state evolution mappings we conjecture about.

In particular for the extremal cases ρ = 0 or ρ = 1/2, this multilayer model can both be reduced to

a single layer setting, thus Conjecture 2.1 is strictly proved in Deshpande et al. [2017]. As shown

by the numerical evaluations, we believe this phenomenon to be ubiquitous for every ρ ∈ [0, 1/2].

Our last proposition for this multilayer model is to prove necessity of our weak recovery threshold

and Bayes optimality of the coupled AMP algorithm.

Proposition 2.4. Suppose Conjecture 2.1 is true. Then the following holds.

(i) For any1 λ ∈ (0,∞)L, there exists a unique q∗ to the optimization problem (2.4) and (1.13)

1Compared to Theorem 1.1, this Conjecture 2.1 helps us rule out the bad set D of measure zero.
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Figure 2: Illustration of Weak Recovery Thresholds (2.10) for Multilayer Inhomogeneous SBM

holds.

(ii) If condition (2.10) fails, 0 would be a global maximizer to (2.4). Thus, weak recovery is

impossible.

(iii) If condition (2.10) holds, when running Algorithm 1, whenever initialization m0 is better than

random guessing, i.e.

lim
n→∞

1

n
E
[
X(l)⊤m0

·,l

]
> 0

for some l ∈ [L], state evolution iterates qt converges to q∗ exponentially. So the algorithm

is Bayes optimal and runs in polynomial time.

Figure 2a depicts the feasible region of (λ(1), λ(2)) in the context of a 2-layer model with varying

ρ. For each ρ, weak recovery is possible in the region above the curve. Figure 2b then displays

the threshold when λ(1) = λ(2) = · · · = λ(L). Given L of layers, weak recovery is (information-

theoretically) possible only when λ is above the curve. Before moving further, we collect some

other observations by considering special cases.

1. If ρ = 0, the model degenerates to a homogeneous multilayer setting studied in Ma and Nandy

[2023]. Our threshold reduces to
∑

l λ
(l) > 1, recovering the threshold derived in their work.

2. In (2.10), RHS decreases with respect to increasing ρ, and approaches 0 as ρ→ 1/2. In this

limit, different layers are uncorrelated, and no recovery should be possible since we already

set all λ(l) ≤ 1.
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Figure 3: This figure plots the mapping t ∈ [0, 2] 7→ TML,ρ
l (tγ) for four different choices of γ ∈

R3
+ and six different choices of ρ ∈ [0, 1/2], in the context of a 3-layer inhomogeneous SBM as

Example 1.1. Conjecture 2.1 claims these mappings to be concave all along t ∈ [0,∞), and is a key

condition to show the optimality of Algorithm 1 as in Proposition 2.4.

3. If we restrict to the case all λ(l) equal λ, then the threshold translates to λ > 1
1+(L−1)(1−2ρ)4

.

We interpret different layers as i.i.d. noisy observations on the global membership Y. No

matter how small effective SNR λ > 0, conducting enough experiments (i.e. letting L→∞)

eventually leads to weak recovery.

Simulation Studies. We close our discussion on this example with a simulation study on an

inhomogenous 2-layer model with fixed ρ = 0.1, as shown in Figure 4. Tested models include

the spiked matrix counterpart (1.6), a sparse graph setting with average degrees d = (20, 30)

and an extremely sprse one with d = (4, 6). We run Algorithm 1 with Bayes optimal denoisers

specified in Lemma 2.2 for 1600 different choices of (λ(1), λ(2)) ∈ [0, 2]2 and n = 10000 nodes.

For each configuration, the algorithm starts with a warm initialization2 m0 and proceeds by 100

iterations to output an estimate x̂ ∈ Rn×L for individualized memberships of all layers. For

each node, we then pass x̂i ∈ RL to another global denoiser to derive an estimate ŷi ∈ {±1}
2About 10% of {m0

i,l : i ∈ [n], l ∈ [L]} equal the underlying true community membership, with rest set to 0.
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Figure 4: Simulation results on an inhomogenous 2-layer model, formally defined in Example 1.1.

Algorithm 1 is tested on spiked matrices, sparse graphs with d = (20, 30) or d = (4, 6) respectively.

Color brightness reflect global membership recovery accuracy averaged over 10 repetitions. The

empirical feasibility boundary matches well with the theoretically predicted red curve. Although

our theory applies only to denser graphs with d → ∞ as n increases, the simulation suggests the

boundary to be critical even for extremely sparse graphs: d is set to ∼ 5 compared to n = 10000.

on the global community membership Yi. Lastly the performance is measured by the proportion
1
n |{i ∈ [n] : ŷi = Yi}| of accurately recovered nodes. A random guess should yield 50% accuracy,

while our warm initialization yields 10%/2 + 50% = 55% accuracy in signal recovery. Below

the detection threshold, the algorithm forgets leaked initialization information with increasing

iterations. Repeating the simulation process 10 times for each configuration of (λ(1), λ(2)), the

averaged recovery accuracy is reflected by color brightness in Figure 4.

2.2 Applications to Dynamic SBM

We now proceed to apply our results to dynamical stochastic block models, introduced in Exam-

ple 1.2. Under this input prior pDyn, the effective scalar channel (1.7) turns into a hidden Markov

model indexed by l ∈ [L] as demonstrated in Figure 1b, with binary discrete states X(1:L) and

Gaussian observations A(1:L)′:

X(1) ∼ Unif {±1} , A(1)′ ∼
√
λ(1)q1X

(1) +N (0, 1) ,

X(l) ∼ BSCρ

(
X(l−1)

)
, A(l)′ ∼

√
λ(l)qlX

(l) +N (0, 1) , 2 ≤ l ≤ L. (2.11)

As defined in (1.9), the free energy functional of this scalar channel is given by

FDyn,ρ(λ,q) = E log

 ∑
x∈{±1}L

1

2
exp

(
λ(1)q1X

(1)x(1) +

√
λ(1)q1W

(1)′x(1)
)

L∏
l=2

p
(
x(l)|x(l−1)

)
exp

(
λ(l)qlX

(l)x(l) +

√
λ(l)qlW

(l)′x(l)
)}

.
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This chain structure prevents us from deriving more explicit expression for the free energy func-

tional. We emphasize that this recursive summation can be evaluated in O(L) time, instead of

the worst case O(2L) time. Consequently, Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 1.2 immediately identify

the asymptotic normalized mutual information between observed graphs G and underlying latent

variables X.

Theorem 2.2. Under the asymptotics that (i) λn → λ and (ii) minl d
(l)(1 − d(l)/n) → ∞ as

n→∞, we have,

lim
n→∞

1

n
I(X;G) = lim

n→∞

1

n
I(X;A)

=

∑
l λ

(l)

4
− sup

q≥0

[
FDyn,ρ(λ,q)−

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]
, (2.12)

where we recall A to be the approximating spiked matrices in (1.6).

One might also be interested in inferring community labels X(l) at a certain moment l ∈ [L] only. A

direct corollary provides an exact formula for the limiting asymptotic mutual information between

X(l) and G.

Corollary 2.2. Due to the sequential structure depicted in Figure 1b, we denote X(>l) =
(
X(l+1), . . . ,X(L)

)
and X(<l) =

(
X(1), . . . ,X(l−1)

)
respectively. Then G(>l) and G(<l) follow naturally. Define free

energy functionals as

FDyn,ρ(λ(>l),q>l) = E log

{ ∑
x(>l)∈{±1}L−l

p
(
x(l+1)|X(l)

) L∏
l′=l+2

p
(
x(l

′)|x(l′−1)
)

L∏
l′=l+1

exp
(
λ(l

′)ql′X
(l′)x(l

′) +
√
λl′ql′W

(l′)′x(l
′)
)}

.

Moreover, FDyn,ρ(λ(<l),q<l) is defined analogously. Then under the same asymptotics as Theo-

rem 2.2, we have,

lim
n→∞

1

n
I(X(l);G) =

λ(l)

4
− sup

q≥0

[
FDyn,ρ(λ,q)−

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]

+ sup
q>l≥0

[
FDyn,ρ(λ(>l),q>l)−

∑
l′>l

λ(l
′)(q2l′ + 2ql′)

4

]

+ sup
q<l≥0

[
FDyn,ρ(λ(<l),q<l)−

∑
l′<l

λ(l
′)(q2l′ + 2ql′)

4

]
. (2.13)

AMP Denoiser and State Evolution. To implement our Algorithm 1, we have to specify the

denoisers. Similar to the previous example, given SE parameters qt, the Bayes optimal denoisers

should be chosen as

E(l)Dyn,ρ(m1:L) = E
[
X(l)

∣∣∣∣√λ(l)qtlA(l)′ = ml,∀l ∈ [L]

]
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Algorithm 2 Node-wise Denoiser for Dynamical SBM

Require: Sequence of estimates {m1:L} to be denoised, flipping rate ρ ∈ [0, 1/2].

Initialize table g1:L(±1) by g1(1) = 1
2 exp(m1) and g1(−1) = 1

2 exp(−m1).

for l = 2, . . . , L do

Recursively update table g by

gl(1) = (1− ρ) exp(ml)gl−1(1) + ρ exp(ml)gl−1(−1),

gl(−1) = ρ exp(−ml)gl−1(1) + (1− ρ) exp(−ml)gl−1(−1).

end for

Start constructing E ∈ RL by firstly setting E(L) = gL(1)−gL(−1)
gL(1)+gL(−1) .

for l = L− 1, . . . , 1 do

Recursively update E by

E(l) =
1 + E(l+1)

2
· (1− ρ) exp(ml+1)gl(1)− ρ exp(ml+1)gl(−1)

gl+1(1)

+
1− E(l+1)

2
· ρ exp(−ml+1)gl(1)− (1− ρ) exp(−ml+1)gl(−1)

gl+1(−1)
.

end for

Return EDyn,ρ(m) =
(
E(1), . . . , E(L)

)
.

for each l ∈ [L]. Under the chain structure of prior pDyn (Figure 1b), an explicit formula for denoisers

EDyn seems out of reach. However, the following lemma provides a dynamical programming approach

to efficiently evaluate the denoiser O(L) time. Our approach borrows the idea of a Kalman filter

Welch and Bishop [1995], developed originally for a continuous state space model with Gaussian

transition and observation.

Lemma 2.3. For dynamical model pDyn, denoisers EDyn,ρ can be explicitly evaluated by Algorithm 2.

Upon specifying the appropriate class of denoisers for the problem, we obtain an explicit update

scheme for the SE parameters. In particular, {qt ∈ RL : t ∈ N} is recursively given by

qt+1
l = E

[
X(l)E(l)Dyn,ρ(λ⊙ qt ⊙X +

√
λ⊙ qt ⊙W ′)

]
= TDyn

l (λ⊙ qt),

where TDyn is given in (2.2) by specifying dynamical prior pDyn. As a result, in an idealized setting,

by recursively updating qt+1 ← TDyn(λ⊙ qt), state evolution iterates qt would converge to a fixed

point of mapping q 7→ TDyn(λ⊙ q). If in addition this fixed point is also the global unique global

maximizer of the free energy functional, our coupled AMP algorithm is indeed Bayes optimal.

Weak Recovery Thresholds. We turn to a study of weak recovery thresholds in this example.

As before, we use D to denote the set of λ such that (2.1) does not have a unique maximizer.

Theorem 1.1 ensures that D has measure zero. For any λ /∈ D, define q∗(λ) to be the unique

global maximizer. As a result, weak recovery thresholds reduce to determining whether q∗l (λ) = 0

or not.
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Recall that an all-or-nothing phenomenon is also identified for the dynamical model when

ρ < 1/2 in Proposition 2.2. We can thus focus on determing “the” weak recovery threshold. To

this end, we proceed to derive explicit conditions for weak recovery by checking the global optimality

of 0 in (2.12). Since 0 is always a saddle point, we have to examine the second-order properties

of the functional at this point. By Proposition 2.1(i), the optimization objective in (2.12) has an

explicit form

∇2G(0) =
1

2


λ(1)2 − λ(1) λ(1)λ(2)(1− 2ρ)2 λ(1)λ(L)(1− 2ρ)2(L−1)

λ(1)λ(2)(1− 2ρ)2 λ(2)2 − λ(2) λ(2)λ(L)(1− 2ρ)2(L−2)

. . .

λ(1)λ(L)(1− 2ρ)2(L−1) λ(L)2 − λ(L)

 .

for its Hessian matrix at the origin 0. The following remark collects a condition under which 0 is

not even a local maximizer, as a sufficient condition for weak recovery.

Remark 2.3. Weak recovery for dynamic SBM is feasible if λ admits a vector v ∈ (0,∞)L such

that v⊤∇2G(0)v > 0.

For general λ, this condition can be efficiently checked by solving the above quadratic program-

ming problem using existing numerical packages. In the special case that all λ(l) = λ, the Hessian

matrix ∇2G(0) reduces to a Toeplitz matrix of a special form, referred to as the Kac-Murdock-

Szego matrices in the literature of quadratic forms Trench [2010], Grenander and Szegö [1958]. In

this case, one can derive an explicit formula for 0 to be a local maximizer.

Proposition 2.5. Assume d = min1≤l≤L
a(l)+b(l)

2 → ∞. If λ(1) = λ(2) = · · · = λ(L) := λ, then for

0 < ρ < 1/2, weak recovery is possible for the dynamic SBM if

λ >
1− 2(1− 2ρ)2 cos θ∗ + (1− 2ρ)4

1− (1− 2ρ)4
, (2.14)

where θ∗ ∈ (0, π) is the minimum solution of equation

0 = sin[(L+ 1)θ∗]− 2(1− 2ρ)2 sin[Lθ∗] + (1− 2ρ)4 sin[(L− 1)θ∗].

Corollary 2.3. Assume λ(1) = λ(2) = · · · = λ(L) := λ. Then for 0 < ρ < 1/2, as L → ∞, the

threshold converges to

λ >
1− (1− 2ρ)2

1 + (1− 2ρ)2
.

Proof. It is proved in Trench [2010], Grenander and Szegö [1958] that 0 < θ∗ < π/(L + 1) for

Kac-Murdock-Szego matrices. Therefore, as L → ∞, the minimal solution θ∗ → 0. In turn, the

threshold reduces to 1−(1−2ρ)2

1+(1−2ρ)2
.

In sharp contrast to inhomogeneous multilayer SBM, the requirement on λ does not vanish as

L→∞. Even if we get to observe infinite many networks at every moment l ∈ N, we still need the

signal strength to be larger than a threshold in order to weakly recover the community structure,

as shown in Figure 5.

Subsequently, one may wonder if Remark 2.3 provides a necessary condition for weak recovery.

In terms of free energy functional, this corresponds to the global optimality of 0. Based on extensive

numerical experiments, we come up with a relevant conjecture.
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Figure 5: Weak recovery thresholds of dynamic SBM when λ(1) = · · · = λ(L).

Conjecture 2.2. For this balanced binary multilayer prior pDyn with 0 ≤ ρ ≤ 1/2, every coordinate

γ 7→ TDyn
l (γ) of its state evolution mapping is strictly concave in every straight line passing 0, i.e.

t ∈ [0,+∞) 7→ TDyn
l (tγ) is strictly concave for every l ∈ [L] and non-zero γ ∈ [0,∞)L.

Our last proposition for this multilayer model is to prove necessity of our weak recovery threshold

and Bayes optimality of the coupled AMP algorithm.

Proposition 2.6. Suppose Conjecture 2.2 is true. Then we have,

(i) For any3 λ ∈ (0,∞)L, there exists a unique q∗ to the optimization problem (2.12) and (1.13)

holds.

(ii) If (2.14) fails, 0 would be a global maximizer to (2.12). Thus, weak recovery is impossible.

(iii) Assume that (2.14) holds and that the initialization m0 is better than random guessing, i.e.

lim
n→∞

1

n
E
[
X(l)⊤m0

·,l

]
> 0

for some l ∈ [L]. Assume that one implements Algorithm 1 with denoisers computed from

Algorithm 2. In this case, the state evolution iterates qt converge to q∗ exponentially. Thus

the algorithm is Bayes optimal and runs in polynomial time.

Simulation Studies. We close our discussion on this example with a simulation study on a

4-epoch dynamical model with varying λ := λ(1) = λ(2) = λ(3) = λ(4), as shown in Figure 7.

Tested models include the spiked matrix counterpart (1.6), a sparse graph setting with average

3Compared to Theorem 1.1, this Conjecture 2.2 helps us rule out the set D of measure zero.
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Figure 6: This figure plots the mapping t ∈ [0, 2] 7→ TDyn,ρ
l (tγ) for four different choices of γ ∈ R3

+

and six different choices of ρ ∈ [0, 1/2], in the context of a 3-epoch dynamical SBM (Example 1.2).

Conjecture 2.2 claims these mappings to be concave all along t ∈ [0,∞), and is a key condition to

show the optimality of Algorithm 1 in Proposition 2.6.

degrees d = (20, 30, 40, 50) and a very sparse setting with d = (3, 4, 5, 6). We run Algorithm 1

with Bayes optimal denoisers Algorithm 2 specified in Lemma 2.3 for over 1600 different choices

of (ρ, λ) ∈ [0, 0.5] × [0, 2] and n = 10000 nodes. For each configuration, the algorithm starts with

a warm initialization4 m0 and proceeds by 100 iterations to output an estimate m̂ ∈ Rn×L for

community memberships at all L = 4 moments. For each node, we then pass m̂i ∈ RL to denoiser

E(1)Dyn,ρ to derive an estimate x̂i ∈ {±1} on its community membership X
(1)
i at the first moment.

Lastly the performance is measured by the proportion 1
n |{i ∈ [n] : x̂i = X

(1)
i }| of accurately

recovered nodes. A random guess should yield 50% accuracy, while our warm initialization yields

10%/2+50% = 55% accuracy in signal recovery. When below the detection threshold, the algorithm

forgets leaked initial information with increasing iterations. Repeating the simulation process 10

times for each configuration of (ρ, λ), the averaged recovery accuracy is reflected by color brightness

in Figure 7.

4About 10% of {m0
i,l : i ∈ [n], l ∈ [L]} equal the underlying true community membership, with rest set to 0.
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Figure 7: Simulation results on a 4-epoch dynamical model, formally defined in Example 1.2.

Algorithm 1 is tested on spiked matrices, sparse graphs with d = (20, 30, 40, 50) or d = (3, 4, 5, 6)

respectively. Color brightness reflects first-moment membership recovery accuracy averaged over

10 repetitions. The empirical feasibility boundary matches well with the theoretically predicted

red curve. Although our theory applies only to denser graphs with growing d→∞ as n increases,

the simulation suggests the boundary to be critical even for extremely sparse graphs: d is set to

∼ 5 compared to n = 10000.

2.3 Semi-supervised Community Detection

We investigate community recovery in the context of the partially labeled block model (1.3). Note

that in contrast to most prior work, we allow unbalanced partial labelings i.e. the observed labels

might be predominantly from a specific community.

To make resulting formula more compact, we use ε = ε++ε−
2 and δ = ε−−ε+

2−2ε to reparametrize

prior pSemi in Example 1.3. Then ε governs the proportion of labeled vertices, and δ governs the un-

balance of revealed labels in two groups. As a direct application of Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 1.2
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we obtain

FSemi(λ, q) = E log

(∑
x

p(x|Z)eλqXx+
√
λqW ′x

)
= ελq + (1− ε)E

{
log
[
cosh

(
λqX +

√
λqW ′

)
+ δ sinh

(
λqX +

√
λqW ′

)] ∣∣∣Z = ∗
}

= ελq +
1− ε

2
E log

[
1 + (1− δ2) sinh2

(
λq +

√
λqW ′

)]
+

(1− ε)δ
2

E log

[
1 + δ tanh

(
λq +

√
λqW ′)

1− δ tanh
(
λq +

√
λqW ′

)] . (2.15)

Moreover, the mutual information between X and Z under pSemi can be computed by

ip(x; z) = ε log 2 +
1− ε

2
[(1 + δ) log(1 + δ) + (1− δ) log(1− δ)] .

Theorem 2.3. When the average degree dn = a+b
2 satisfies dn(1− dn/n)→∞,

lim
n→∞

1

n
I(X;G,Z) = lim

n→∞

1

n
I(X;A,Z) = ip(x; z) +

λ

4
− sup

q≥0

[
FSemi(λ, q)−

λ(q2 + 2q)

4

]
, (2.16)

where we recall A to be the approximating spiked matrices in (1.6).

Figure 8a below displays the curve λ 7→ lim I(X;G,Z)/n for 4 different choices of (ε+, ε−). We

next turn our attention to the algorithmic question of combining the network information with the

partial vertex labels. We note that this algorithmic question has motivated significant research

in the existing literature (see e.g. Kanade et al. [2016], Cai et al. [2020], Zhang et al. [2014],

Saade et al. [2018] and references therein). For sparse graphs, the main proposal has been to use

belief propagation style algorithms (or associated spectral algorithms based on the nonbacktracking

operator) to combine the graph information with the revealed vertex labels. Here we instead employ

an algorithm based on the AMP formalism. The main advantage of AMP based algorithms over

belief propagation stems from their tractability—in this case, we can rigorously analyze the signal

recovery performance of this algorithm using the state evolution framework.

AMP Denoiser and State Evolution. To implement our Algorithm 1 in this setting, we have

to specify the non-linear denoisers. We choose the Bayes optimal denoisers

ESemi(m, z) = E
[
X

∣∣∣∣√λqtA′ = m,Z = z

]
= z1{z ̸= ∗}+

tanh(m) + δ

1 + δ tanh(m)
1{z = ∗}. (2.17)

In turn, the state evolution parameters {qt : t ∈ N} evolve as

qt+1 = E
[
XESemi(λq

tX +
√
λqtW ′, Z)

]
= ε+ (1− ε)E

[
X

tanh(λqtX +
√
λqtW ′) + δ

1 + δ tanh(λqtX +
√
λqtW ′)

∣∣∣∣∣Z = ∗

]

= ε+ (1− ε)E

(1− δ2) tanh(λqt +
√
λqtW ′) + δ2

(
1− tanh2(λqt +

√
λqtW ′)

)
1− δ2 tanh2(λqt +

√
λqtW ′)

 = T Semi(λqt),
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Figure 8: Illustration of lim I(X;G,Z)/n and TSemi for SBM with Partially Observed Labels Ex-

ample 1.3. For each λ, the intersection of γ 7→ TSemi(γ) and straight line γ/λ measures the limiting

overlap between X and E(X|G,Z), as illustrated by colored dots in (b).

where T Semi is given in (2.2) by specifying prior pSemi. By recursively updating qt+1 ← T Semi(λqt),

the state evolution iterates qt usually converge to a fixed point of mapping q 7→ T Semi(λq). In

addition, if this fixed point is also the unique global maximizer of the free energy functional, our

coupled AMP algorithm is indeed Bayes optimal.

Optimal Recovery As shown in Figure 8b, the curve γ 7→ T Semi(γ) is increasing and seemingly

concave. Therefore, for each λ > 0, the straight line γ/λ has a unique intersection with this curve,

thus justifying Bayes optimality of our AMP algorithm.

Although the monotonicity of T Semi(γ) should hold generally, its concavity might not hold in

general. When ε+ = ε− (i.e. δ = 0), Deshpande et al. [2017] rigorously established the concavity

of this mapping. As demonstrated in Montanari and Venkataramanan [2021] and Figure 1 of

Guo et al. [2005], we anticipate T Semi(γ) to be convex near γ ≈ 0 if |δ| → 1. On the information-

theoretic side, the curvature of T Semi(γ) determines the optimal recovery performance achievable by

an algorithm. On an algorithmic side, this issue also determines the convergence of state evolution

iterates, thus deciding practical feasibility of optimal statistical recovery. We leave a careful study

of this phenomenon for future work.

Organization: The rest of the paper is structured as follows. We establish Proposition 1.1 in

Section 3. Armed with this result, we turn to a proof of Theorem 1.1, Proposition 1.2 and Propo-

sition 1.3 in Section 4. Section 5 focuses on the derivation and analysis of the general Approximate

Message Passing Algorithm (Algorithm 1). Finally, we establish Proposition 2.1, Proposition 2.2

and the results specific to the examples in Section 6.
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Notation: Usual Bachmann-Landau notation O(·), o(·),Θ(·) is used throughout the manuscript.

We use C to denote positive constants, and its dependence may differ across positions of appear-

ance. For any matrix A, ∥A∥ denotes its operator norm and Ai,j denotes a certain entry of it.

Throughout the paper, L always represents the number of networks we get to observe, and n is

the number of vertices. Capital English letters X,Y, Z,A,W, . . . denote random variables whose

dimension is finite (it could dependent on L, but remain fixed as n increases); while their boldface

version X,Y,Z,A,W, . . . denotes n or n2 repetitions depending on the context. Lowercase letters

x, y, z, . . . denote corresponding realizations of these random variables. We use superscripts X(l)

to refer to different layers and subscripts Xi to count though n units. Finally, we write
P→ for

convergence in probability and a⊙ b for coordinate-wise product of two vectors a, b ∈ RL.

3 Replica Symmetry of the limiting Free Energy

We establish Proposition 1.1 in this section. We establish the lower bound using Guerra’s interpo-

lation technique, while the upper bound is established using the Aizenman-Simms-Starr scheme.

This technique originated in the study of mean-field spin glasses (see e.g. Panchenko [2013]). In

the special setting of inference problems, our approach mirrors the one introduced in the seminal

work of Lelarge and Miolane [2019]. We note that alternative techniques e.g. the adaptive interpo-

lation techniques have been developed to derive limiting mutual information in Bayesian inference

problems Barbier and Macris [2019a,b]. One could, in principle, approach our problem using these

alternative techniques.

3.1 Lower Bound: Guerra’s Interpolation Technique

Fix ql ≥ 0, and introduce t ∈ [0, 1] to interpolate between the spiked matrix model and white noise

scalar channel, 
(Xi, Yi, Zi)

ind∼ p(·), 1 ≤ i ≤ n;

A
(l)
i,j =

√
λ(l)t

n
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j +W

(l)
i,j , 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n, 1 ≤ l ≤ L;

A
(l)′
i =

√
(1− t)λ(l)qlX

(l)
i +W

(l)′
i , 1 ≤ i ≤ n, 1 ≤ l ≤ L.

(3.1)

We define an intermediate Hamiltonian for any x ∈ {±1}n×L,

Hn(x, t) =
L∑
l=1

∑
i<j

√
λ(l)t

n
W

(l)
i,j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j +

λ(l)t

n
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j

+

L∑
l=1

n∑
i=1

√
(1− t)λ(l)qlW

(l)′
i x

(l)
i + (1− t)λ(l)qlX

(l)
i x

(l)
i .

(3.2)

We introduce the corresponding intermediate free energy at time t ∈ [0, 1] as

ψ(t) =
1

n
E

{
log

[∑
x,y

n∏
i=1

p(xi, yi|Zi) · exp (Hn(x, t))

]}
. (3.3)
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With this definition, one can directly verify that ψ(1) = Fn(λ) and ψ(0) corresponds exactly to

the scalar channel introduced in (1.7). Differentiating in t, we obtain

ψ′(t) =
1

n
E
〈
∂

∂t
Hn(x, t)

〉
(3.4)

=
1

n
E

〈
L∑
l=1

∑
i<j

1

2

√
λ(l)

nt
W

(l)
i,j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j +

λ(l)

n
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j

〉

− 1

n
E

〈
L∑
l=1

n∑
i=1

1

2

√
λ(l)ql
1− t

W
(l)′
i x

(l)
i + λ(l)qlX

(l)
i x

(l)
i

〉
. (3.5)

Gaussian integration by parts yields

EW (l)
i,j

〈
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j

〉
= E

∂

∂W
(l)
i,j

〈
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j

〉
=

√
λ(l)t

n
E
[〈
x
(l)2
i x

(l)2
j

〉
−
〈
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j

〉2]
.

Let (x,y) and (x̄, ȳ) be two independent configurations drawn from the Gibbs distribution. The

first term is trivial since x
(l)2
i = 1. The second term above can be re-expressed as

E
[〈
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j

〉2]
= E

[〈
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j x̄

(l)
i x̄

(l)
j

〉]
= E

[〈
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j X

(l)
i X

(l)
j

〉]
,

where the last equality follows by Nishimori identity. Therefore,

EW (l)
i,j

〈
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j

〉
=

√
λ(l)t

n

[
1− E

〈
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j

〉]
.

Similar computations yield

EW (l)′
i

〈
y
(l)
i

〉
=
√
λ(l)ql(1− t)

[
1− E

〈
X

(l)
i x

(l)
i

〉]
.

Plugging back into (3.5), we can provide a lower bound

ψ′(t) =
1

2n
E

〈 L∑
l=1

∑
i<j

λ(l)

n
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j −

L∑
l=1

n∑
i=1

λ(l)qlX
(l)
i x

(l)
i

〉+
L∑
l=1

λ(l)
(
n− 1

4n
− ql

2

)

=
1

4

L∑
l=1

E
[
λ(l)

〈(
x(l).X(l)

)2
− 2qlx

(l).X(l)

〉]
+

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(1− 2ql)

4
+ o(1)

=
1

4

L∑
l=1

E
[
λ(l)

〈(
x(l).X(l) − ql

)2〉]
+

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(1− 2ql − q2l )

4
+ o(1)

≥
L∑
l=1

λ(l)(1− 2ql − q2l )

4
+ o(1). (3.6)

where we define x(l).X(l) = 1
n

∑n
i=1 x

(l)
i X

(l)
i as the empirical overlap. Because t = 0 corresponds to

repeating channel (1.7) independently for n times,

ψ(0) = E log

 ∑
(x,y)∈{±1}L+L1

p(x, y|Z) exp

(
L∑
l=1

√
λ(l)qlA

(l)′x(l)

) .
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Figure 9: Factor graph of the observation model when n = 4.

Since Fn(λ) = ψ(0) +
∫ 1
0 ψ

′(t)dt and ψ′(t) is lower bounded in (3.6), we find

lim
n→∞

Fn(λ) ≥
∑L

l=1 λ
(l)

4
+ sup

q≥0

[
F(λ,q)−

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]
. (3.7)

3.2 Overlap Concentration via Perturbation by BEC

For the converse upper bound, it will be useful to establish concentration of the overlap in this

inference problem. To this end, inspired by the techniques introduced in Montanari [2008], Lelarge

and Miolane [2019], we add a small perturbation to the model via a binary erasure channel. This

will force correlation decay among the different coordinates in a sample. To set the stage of the

small perturbation, we introduce a factor graph (V, F, Z,E) of our observation model, which is

defined to be a bipartite graph. To be precise, |V | = n are vertices corresponding to variable

nodes, Vi = (Xi, Yi) for each i ∈ [n]; |F | = n(n − 1)/2 corresponds to function nodes standing for

memoryless observations, Fa = (A
(1)
i,j , . . . , A

(L)
i,j ) for each pair a = (i, j) with 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n. Edge

set E characterizes how each Fa depends on V , namely F(i,j) only connects to Vi and Vj . Moreover,

we also add nodes Zi corresponding to additionally observed side information. Each Zi connects

to Vi only. See Figure 9 for an illustration of this factor graph, where circles indicate observed

variables and squares indicate variables to be recovered.

Remark: Compared to the sparse graph in Montanari [2008], our bipartite graph has asignificantly

larger number of function nodes (n(n−1)/2 compared to the number n of variable nodes). However,

each function node’s signal strength λ
n decays with respect to n, thus facilitating applications of

lemmas from Montanari [2008].

We are now ready to formally define the perturbation in the form of erasure channels. Suppose

we additionally observe,

Vi(ϵ) = BECϵ(Vi) =

{
Vi with probability ϵ,

∗ otherwise.
(3.8)
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Upon observing this additional information, we first justify that the perturbed free energy does

not deviate too much from the original free energy. For any configuration v = (v1, . . . , vn) ∈
{±1}n×(L+L1), define ṽ = (ṽ1, . . . , ṽn) by

ṽi = vi1{Vi(ϵ) = ∗}+ Vi1{Vi(ϵ) ̸= ∗}.

This notion allows a very convenient expression for the normalizing constant Zn,ϵ of p(·|V(ϵ),Z,A),

Zn,ϵ :=
∑
v

p(v|V(ϵ),Z)eHn(v) =
∑
v

 ∏
i:Vi(ϵ)̸=∗

1{vi = Vi}

 ∏
i:Vi(ϵ)=∗

p(vi|Zi)

 eHn(v).

Denote I = {i ∈ [n] : Vi(ϵ) = ∗}, then we find

Zn,ϵ =
∑
vI

(∏
i∈I

p(vi|Zi)

)
eHn(vI⊕VIc )

=
∑
vI

(∑
vIc

∏
i/∈I

p(vi|Zi)

)(∏
i∈I

p(vi|Zi)

)
eHn(vI ,VIc )

=
∑
v

∏
i

p(vi|Zi)e
Hn(ṽ).

Proposition 3.1. Define pertubed normalized free energy as Fn,ϵ = 1
nE logZn,ϵ. This quantity is

Lipschitz in ϵ, i.e. there exists C > 0 (independent of n) such that for any ϵ, ϵ′ ∈ [0, 1], we have

|Fn,ϵ − Fn,ϵ′ | ≤ C|ϵ− ϵ′|.

Proof. To establish this result, we consider a more general setting in which revelation probabilities

for each Vi can be different: P(Vi(ϵ) = Vi) = ϵi. We can still define Fn,ϵ and Zn,ϵ. Using the law of

total probability,

Fn,ϵ =
ϵ1
n
E

[
log

(∑
v

p(v|Z)eHn(ṽ)

)∣∣∣∣V1(ϵ) ̸= ∗

]
+

1− ϵ1
n

E

[
log

(∑
v

p(v|Z)eHn(ṽ)

)∣∣∣∣V1(ϵ) = ∗

]

=
ϵ1
n
E

[
log

(∑
v

p(v|Z)eHn(V1,ṽ−1)

)]
+

1− ϵ1
n

E

[
log

(∑
v

p(v|Z)eHn(v1,ṽ−1)

)]
.

Consequently,

∂Fn,ϵ

∂ϵ1
=

1

n
E

[
log

(∑
v

p(v|Z)eHn(V1,ṽ−1)

)]
− 1

n
E

[
log

(∑
v

p(v|Z)eHn(v1,ṽ−1)

)]
.

Define a Hamiltonian H ′
n(v) =

∑
2≤i<j

∑L
l=1

√
λ(l)

n A
(l)
i,jx

(l)
i x

(l)
j and let ⟨·⟩ denote the expectation

with respect to the Gibbs measure corresponding to H ′
n. Then we can write

∂Fn,ϵ

∂ϵ1
=

1

n
E

log

〈
exp

∑
j≥2

L∑
l=1

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
1,jX

(l)
1 x̃

(l)
j

〉
− 1

n
E

log

〈∑
v1

p(v1|Z1) exp

∑
j≥2

L∑
l=1

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
1,jx

(l)
1 x̃

(l)
j

〉 =: T1 − T2.
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Let E1 represent taking expectation over (W1,j)j≥2 only. Since (W1,j)j≥2 is independent of H ′
n

defined above, E1 can be alternated with ⟨·⟩. In addition, applying Jenson’s inequality on log(·),
we have

T1 ≤
1

n
E

log

〈
E1 exp

∑
j≥2

L∑
l=1

λ(l)

n
X

(l)2
1 X

(l)
j x̃

(l)
j +

√
λ(l)

n
W

(l)
1,jX

(l)
1 x̃

(l)
j

〉
=

1

n
E

log

〈
exp

∑
j≥2

L∑
l=1

λ(l)

n
X

(l)
j x̃

(l)
j +

λ(l)

2n

〉 ≤ 3
∑

l λ
(l)

2n
.

On the other hand, applying Jenson’s inequality to the exp(·) function, we have

T1 ≥
1

n
E

∑
j≥2

L∑
l=1

λ(l)

n
X

(l)2
1 X

(l)
j

〈
x̃
(l)
j

〉
+

√
λ(l)

n
W

(l)
1,jX

(l)
1

〈
x̃
(l)
j

〉
=

1

n
E

∑
j≥2

L∑
l=1

λ(l)

n
X

(l)
j

〈
x̃
(l)
j

〉 ≥ ∑l λ
(l)

n
.

In the same way, we can also show |T2| is of order O(1/n). As a result, we would have
∣∣∣∂Fn,ϵ

∂ϵ1

∣∣∣ ≤ C
n .

We set ϵ1 = · · · = ϵn to conclude that
∣∣∣∂Fn,ϵ

∂ϵ

∣∣∣ ≤ C, thus finishing the proof.

This perturbation ensures decorrelation in the posterior distribution, as established in [Monta-

nari, 2008, Lemma 3.1]. We recall the result for the sake of completeness.

Lemma 3.1 (Montanari [2008]). Let ϵ ∼ U [0, n−1/2] independent of everything else, the expected

conditional mutual information between Vi and Vj decays in n. Formally, we have,

1√
n
Eϵ

 1

n2

∑
i,j

I(Vi;Vj |V(ϵ),Z,A)

 ≤ C

n
. (3.9)

We use this correlation decay to establish overlap concentration for the perturbed posterior. To

this end, we follow the strategy introduced in [Lelarge and Miolane, 2019, Proposition 24].

Lemma 3.2. Let v = (v1, . . . , vn) and v̄ = (v̄1, . . . , v̄n) denote two independent configurations

sampled from the posterior conditioned on (V(ϵ),Z,A), with each vi = (xi, yi) and v̄i = (x̄i, ȳi).

Denote the empirical overlap and its expectation (under the posterior) respectively as

v.v̄ =
1

n

n∑
i=1

viv̄
⊤
i , Q =

〈
1

n

n∑
i=1

viv̄
⊤
i

〉
.

Under the above mentioned perturbation,

EϵE
[〈
∥v.v̄ −Q∥2

〉]
−→
n→∞

0. (3.10)
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Proof. First, we expand the squared residual,〈
∥v.v̄ −Q∥2

〉
=
〈
∥v.v̄∥2

〉
− ∥⟨v.v̄⟩∥2

=

〈
1

n2

∑
i,j

Tr
(
viv̄

⊤
i vj v̄

⊤
j

)〉
− Tr

〈 1

n

∑
i

viv̄
⊤
i

〉〈
1

n

∑
j

vj v̄
⊤
j

〉
=

1

n2

∑
i,j

Tr

[〈
viv

⊤
j

〉2
−
(
⟨vi⟩ ⟨vj⟩⊤

)2]
.

Since every vi is bounded and Tr(A2 −B2) = Tr((A−B)(A+B)) for square matrices,〈
∥v.v̄ −Q∥2

〉
≤ C
n2

∑
i,j

∥∥∥〈viv⊤j 〉− ⟨vi⟩ ⟨vj⟩⊤∥∥∥
=
C

n2

∑
i,j

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑
vi,vj

viv
⊤
j

[
p(Vi = vi, Vj = vj

∣∣V(ϵ),Z,A)− p(Vi = vi
∣∣V(ϵ),Z,A)p(Vj = vj

∣∣V(ϵ),Z,A)
]∥∥∥∥∥∥

≤ C
n2

∑
i,j

∑
vi,vj

∣∣p(Vi = vi, Vj = vj
∣∣V(ϵ),Z,A)− p(Vi = vi

∣∣V(ϵ),Z,A)p(Vj = vj
∣∣V(ϵ),Z,A)

∣∣
≤ C
n2

∑
i,j

DTV(p(Vi, Vj
∣∣V(ϵ),Z,A), p(Vi

∣∣V(ϵ),Z,A)⊗ p(Vj
∣∣V(ϵ),Z,A)).

Applying Pinsker’s inequality,〈
∥v.v̄ −Q∥2

〉
≤ C
n2

∑
i,j

DTV(p(Vi, Vj
∣∣V(ϵ),Z,A), p(Vi

∣∣V(ϵ),Z,A)⊗ p(Vj
∣∣V(ϵ),Z,A))

≤ C
n2

∑
i,j

I (Vi;Vj |V(ϵ),Z,A) .

To finish this lemma, it suffices to take expectation and apply Lemma 3.1.

Finally, using Nishimori identity we have

EϵE
[〈
∥v.V −Q∥2

〉]
−→
n→∞

0. (3.11)

3.3 Upper Bound: Aizenman-Sims-Starr scheme

With the convention F0,ϵ0 = 0, we have Fn,ϵn = 1
n

∑n−1
k=0(k + 1)Fk+1,ϵk+1

− kFk,ϵk . Define

Bn =(n+ 1)Fn+1,ϵn+1 − nFn,ϵn = E logZn+1,ϵn+1 − E logZn,ϵn

=E log

 ∑
v,vn+1

p(v|Z)p(vn+1|Zn+1)e
Hn+1(ṽ,ṽn+1)

− E log

(∑
v

p(v|Z)eHn(ṽ)

)
, (3.12)
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in which v is the collection of first n variables. Now we turn to compare

Hn+1(x, xn+1) =
L∑
l=1

∑
i<j≤n+1

√
λ(l)

n+ 1
W

(l)
i,j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j +

λ(l)

n+ 1
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j

with Hn(x) =
∑L

l=1

∑
i<j

√
λ(l)

n W
(l)
i,j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j + λ(l)

n X
(l)
i X

(l)
j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j . In order to adjust the change

of denominator from n to n + 1 in the coefficients before {W (l)
i,j , i < j ≤ n}, let’s introduce

W̃
(l)
i,j

ind∼ N (0, 1) independent of everything else. Noting
√

1
nW

(l)
i,j

d
=
√

1
n+1W

(l)
i,j +

√
1

n(n+1)W̃
(l)
i,j

in the definition of Hn, we can decompose Hn+1 into

Hn+1(x, xn+1) = Hn(x)− δ(x) +
L∑
l=1

sl(x)x
(l)
n+1, sl(x) :=

n∑
i=1

√
λ(l)

n+ 1
A

(l)
i,n+1x

(l)
i , (3.13)

where sl(x) is used to characterize how x influences xn+1, while

δ(x) :=
L∑
l=1

∑
1≤i<j≤n

λ(l)

n(n+ 1)
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j +

√
λ(l)

n(n+ 1)
W̃

(l)
i,j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j

is a technical term to adjust changes in denominator from n to n + 1. From now on, we use ⟨·⟩
to denote the expectation over Gibbs distribution defined by Hamiltonian Hn. Therefore, (3.12)

becomes,

Bn = E log

〈∑
vn+1

p(vn+1|Zn+1)e
−δ(x̃)+

∑
l sl(x̃)x̃

(l)
n+1

〉
. (3.14)

Now we proceed by incorporating some intuitive mean field approximations, which will be rigorously

proved in the next subsection. Expanding their respective definitions,

sl(x)x
(l)
n+1 =

n∑
i=1

λ(l)

n+ 1
x
(l)
i X

(l)
i X

(l)
n+1x

(l)
n+1 +

√
λ(l)

n+ 1
W

(l)
i,n+1x

(l)
i x

(l)
n+1

is found to be approximated by s0l x
(l)
n+1 + λ(l)−λ(l)Ql

2 where

s0l := λ(l)QlX
(l)
n+1 +

n∑
i=1

√
λ(l)

n
W

(l)
i,n+1

〈
x
(l)
i

〉
.

Besides,

δ(x) =

L∑
l=1

λ(l)n

2(n+ 1)

(
x(l).X(l)

)2
− λ(l)

2(n+ 1)
+
∑
i<j

√
λ(l)

n(n+ 1)
W̃

(l)
i,j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j

will be approximated by

δ0 :=

L∑
l=1

λ(l)Q2
l + λ(l)

4
+

∑
1≤i<j≤n

√
λ(l)

n
W̃

(l)
i,j

〈
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j

〉 .
These intuitions build upon Lemma 3.2, as overlaps x(l).X(l) concentrate near Ql under ⟨·⟩. Proof

of the following lemma is postponed to next subsection.
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Lemma 3.3. Similar to the notion in (3.12), we write

B0
n := E log

∑
vn+1

p(vn+1|Zn+1)e
−δ0+

∑
l s

0
l x̃

(l)
n+1+

λ(l)−λ(l)Ql
2 .

Then we have Eϵ|Bn −B0
n| −→n→∞

0.

Proof of Proposition 1.1. Using Proposition 3.1 and Cesaro sum,

lim sup
n→∞

Fn ≤ lim sup
n→∞

Fn,ϵn ≤ lim sup
n→∞

Bn ≤ lim sup
n→∞

B0
n.

While for every n, since
∑n

i=1

√
λ(l)

n W
(l)
i,n+1

〈
x
(l)
i

〉
equals in law to

√
λ(l)QlN (0, 1), it holds

B0
n ≤ sup

q≥0
E log

 ∑
(x,y)∈{±1}L+L1

p(x, y|Z) exp

(
L∑
l=1

√
λ(l)qlA

(l)′x(l)

)+

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(1− 2ql − q2l )

4
.

Combined with the other bound (3.7) shown in Section 3.1, the proof of Proposition 1.1 is complete.

3.4 Proof of Lemma 3.3

Define respectively that

U1 =

〈∑
vn+1

p(vn+1|Zn+1)e
−δ(x̃)+

∑
l sl(x̃)x̃

(l)
n+1

〉
,

U2 =
∑
vn+1

p(vn+1|Zn+1)e
−δ0+

∑
l s

0
l x̃

(l)
n+1+

λ(l)−λ(l)Ql
2 .

As a result, Lemma 3.3 can be restated as Eϵ|E logU1 − E logU2| −→
n→∞

0.

Lemma 3.4. It holds that limn→ EϵE|U1 − U2|2 = 0.

Proof. Write E
W̃

as taking expectation over (W̃
(l)
i,j )1≤i<j≤n only, and EWn+1 as taking taking expec-

tation over (W
(l)
i,n+1)1≤i≤n only. We can exchange E

W̃
(or EWn+1) with ⟨·⟩ because these standard

normals are independent to ⟨·⟩. Plug MGF EetW = et
2/2 for standard normalW andQl = 1

n

〈
x
(l)
i

〉2
,

we first compute

EU2
2 =

∑
vn+1,v̄n+1

p(vn+1, v̄n+1|Zn+1)EW̃,Wn+1
e
−2δ0+

∑
l s

0
l

(
x̃
(l)
n+1+˜̄x(l)

n+1

)
+λ(l)−λ(l)Ql

=
∑

vn+1,v̄n+1

p(vn+1, v̄n+1|Zn+1)
∏
l

exp

{
λ(l) − λ(l)Q2

l

2
−
∑

i<j≤n

2λ(l)

n2

〈
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j

〉2
+ λ(l)Ql

(
X

(l)
n+1x̃

(l)
n+1 +X

(l)
n+1
˜̄x(l)n+1 + x̃

(l)
n+1
˜̄x(l)n+1

)}
.
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Moreover, since

∑
i<j≤n

2λ(l)

n2

〈
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j

〉2
= λ(l)

(
x(l).X(l)

)2
+ o(1) = λ(l)Q2

l + o(1),

we can further simplify

EU2
2 =

∑
vn+1,v̄n+1

p(vn+1, v̄n+1|Zn+1)e
∑

l

λ(l)−3λ(l)Q2
l

2
+λ(l)Ql

(
X

(l)
n+1x̃

(l)
n+1+X

(l)
n+1

˜̄x(l)
n+1+x̃

(l)
n+1

˜̄x(l)
n+1

)
+ o(1).

(3.15)

Now we use MGF again to find,

E
W̃

exp

√ λ(l)

n(n+ 1)
W̃

(l)
i,j

(
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j + x̄

(l)
i x̄

(l)
j

) = exp

[
λ(l)

n(n+ 1)

(
1 + x

(l)
i x

(l)
j x̄

(l)
i x̄

(l)
j

)]
,

EWn+1 exp

√ λ(l)

n+ 1
W

(l)
i,n+1

(
x
(l)
i x

(l)
n+1 + x̄

(l)
i x̄

(l)
n+1

) = exp

[
λ(l)

n+ 1

(
1 + x

(l)
i x

(l)
n+1x̄

(l)
i x̄

(l)
n+1

)]
.

Next, we compute

EU2
1 =

〈 ∑
vn+1,v̄n+1

p(vn+1, v̄n+1|Zn+1)EW̃,Wn+1
e−δ(x)−δ(x̄)+

∑
l sl(x)x̃

(l)
n+1+sl(x̄)˜̄x(l)

n+1

〉

=

〈 ∑
vn+1,v̄n+1

p(vn+1, v̄n+1|Zn+1)
∏
l

exp

{
λ(l)

2
− λ(l)

2

(
x(l).X(l)

)2
− λ(l)

2

(
x̄(l).X(l)

)2
− λ(l)

2

(
x(l).x̄(l)

)2
+ λ(l)

(
x(l).X(l)

)
X

(l)
n+1x̃

(l)
n+1 + λ(l)

(
x̄(l).X(l)

)
X

(l)
n+1
˜̄x(l)n+1

+ λ(l)
(
x(l).x̄(l)

)
x
(l)
n+1
˜̄x(l)n+1

}〉
+ o(1).

Define for any triple (r1, r2, r3) where rj = (r
(1)
j , . . . , r

(L)
j ) the following mapping,

f(r1, r2, r3) =
∑

vn+1,v̄n+1

p(vn+1, v̄n+1|Zn+1) exp

(
L∑
l=1

λ(l)

2
+ λ(l)r

(l)
1 X

(l)
n+1x̃

(l)
n+1

+ r
(l)
2 X

(l)
n+1
˜̄x(l)n+1 + r

(l)
3 x

(l)
n+1
˜̄x(l)n+1 −

λ(l)

2
(r

(l)2
1 + r

(l)2
2 + r

(l)2
3 )

)
.

Equipped with this notion, we have

EU2
2 =f(Q,Q,Q) + o(1),

EU2
1 = ⟨f(x.X, x̄.X,x.x̄)⟩+ o(1).

For each j ∈ [3] and l ∈ [L], it holds that

∣∣∣∣ ∂f

∂r
(l)
j

∣∣∣∣ is bounded by some positive constant only depending

on λ. Therefore, f is Lipschitz in each of its arguments. We conclude Eϵ

∣∣EU2
1 − EU2

2

∣∣ −→
n→∞

0 from
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Lemma 3.2. We can also compute

EU1U2 =

〈 ∑
vn+1,v̄n+1

p(vn+1, v̄n+1|Zn+1)EW̃,Wn+1
e−δ(x)−δ0+

∑
l sl(x)x̃

(l)
n+1+s0l ˜̄x(l)

n+1+
λ(l)−λ(l)Ql

2

〉
= ⟨f(x.X,b.X,x.b)⟩+ o(1),

where b
(l)
i =

〈
x
(l)
i

〉
, b(l).x(l) = 1

n

∑
i b

(l)
i x

(l)
i and b(l).X(l) = 1

n

∑
i b

(l)
i X

(l)
i . Once again, we would

conclude Eϵ

∣∣EU1U2 − EU2
2

∣∣ −→
n→∞

0 from Lemma 3.2 and Nishimori identity. The desired L2 con-

vergence now follows.

Lemma 3.5. There exists a constant C independent of n such that EU−2
1 + EU−2

2 ≤ C.

Proof. Using Jensen inequality,

U−2
1 ≤

∑
vn+1

p(vn+1|Zn+1)e
−⟨δ(x)⟩+

∑
l⟨sl(x)⟩x̃

(l)
n+1

−2

≤
∑
vn+1

p(vn+1|Zn+1)e
2⟨δ(x)⟩−2

∑
l⟨sl(x)⟩x̃

(l)
n+1 .

The random variable ⟨δ(x)⟩ −
∑

l ⟨sl(x)⟩ x̃(l)n+1 has the same law as

∑
l

λ(l)Q2
l

2
− λ(l)QlX

(l)
n+1x

(l)
n+1 +

√
3

2

∑
l

λ(l)QlN (0, 1).

Thus we have

EU−2
1 ≤ E

∑
vn+1

p(vn+1|Zn+1)Ee2⟨δ(x)⟩−2
∑

l⟨sl(x)⟩x̃
(l)
n+1 ≤ C.

The bound on EU−2
2 follows similarly.

Lastly, we use | logU1 − logU2| ≤ max(U−1
1 , U−2

2 )|U1 − U2| and Cauchy Schwarz inequality so

that

Eϵ|E logU1 − E logU2| ≤
√

EϵEU−2
1 + EϵEU−2

2

√
EϵE|U1 − U2|2 −→

n→∞
0,

where the final convergence is evident from Lemmas 3.4 and 3.5. The proof of Lemma 3.3 is now

complete.
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4 Proof of Theorem 1.1, Proposition 1.2 and Proposition 1.3

4.1 Asymptotic Normalized MI and MMSE

Proof of Theorem 1.1 (i). By definition,

1

n
I(X,Y;A|Z) =− 1

n
E log

[
p(A|Z)

p(A|X,Y,Z)

]
= − 1

n
E log

[∑
x,y p(x,y|Z)p(A|x)

p(A|X)

]

=− 1

n
E log

∑x,y p(x,y|Z) exp
(∑

l

∑
i<j

√
λ(l)/nA

(l)
i,jx

(l)
i x

(l)
j

)
exp

(∑
l

∑
i<j

√
λ(l)/nA

(l)
i,jX

(l)
i X

(l)
j

)


=
1

n
E

∑
l

∑
i<j

√
λ(l)/nA

(l)
i,jX

(l)
i X

(l)
j

− Fn(λ)

=
∑
l

(n− 1)λ(l)

2n
− Fn(λ).

Combined with Proposition 1.1, we can establish

lim
n→∞

1

n
I(X,Y;A|Z) =

∑
l λ

(l)

4
− sup

q≥0

[
F(λ,q)−

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]
. (4.1)

Subsequently, since (X,Y,Z) comprise n independent repetitions of the prior p(x, y, z),

1

n
I(X,Y;A,Z) =

1

n
I(X,Y;Z) +

1

n
I(X,Y;A|Z) = ip(x, y; z) +

1

n
I(X,Y;A|Z)

−→
n→∞

ip(x, y; z) +

∑
l λ

(l)

4
− sup

q≥0

[
F(λ,q)−

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]
,

confirming the first assertion (1.12) of this theorem, where ip(x, y; z) is the mutual information

between (x, y) and z under prior p(·).

Proof of Theorem 1.1 (ii). Recall the definition of the free energy from (1.8). By direct differenti-

ation, we obtain

∂

∂λ(l)
Fn(λ) =

1

n
E
∑

x,y

∏
i p(xi, yi|Zi) · exp (H(x)) ∂

∂λ(l)H(x)∑
x,y

∏
i p(xi, yi|Zi) · exp (H(x))

=
1

n
E

∑
x,y

∏
i p(xi, yi|Zi) · exp (H(x))

[∑
i<j

1
nX

(l)
i X

(l)
j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j + 1

2
√
nλ(l)

W
(l)
i,j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j

]
∑

x,y

∏
i p(xi, yi|Zi) · exp (H(x))

=
1

n
E

∑
x,y

∏
i p(xi, yi|Zi) · exp (H(x))

[∑
i<j

1
2nX

(l)
i X

(l)
j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j + 1

2n

]
∑

x,y

∏
i p(xi, yi|Zi) · exp (H(x))

=
1

2n2
E

∑
i<j

〈
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j

〉+
n− 1

4n
,
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where ⟨·⟩ refers to averages under the posterior. Note that we use Gaussian integration by parts in

the third step above. Second-order derivatives can be calculated as

∂2

∂λ(l1)∂λ(l2)
Fn(λ) =

1

2n2
E

 ∂

∂λ(l2)

∑
i<j

〈
X

(l1)
i X

(l1)
j x

(l1)
i x

(l1)
j

〉
=

1

2n2
E

∑
i2<j2

〈∑
i<j

X
(l1)
i X

(l1)
j x

(l1)
i x

(l1)
j

x
(l2)
i2
x
(l2)
j2

〉

−

〈∑
i<j

X
(l1)
i X

(l1)
j x

(l1)
i x

(l1)
j

〉〈
x
(l2)
i2
x
(l2)
j2

〉 · ( 1

n
X

(l2)
i2

X
(l2)
j2

+
1

2
√
nλ(l2)

W
(l2)
i2,j2

)
=

1

2n3
E

∑
i2<j2

〈∑
i<j

X
(l1)
i X

(l1)
j x

(l1)
i x

(l1)
j

x
(l2)
i2
x
(l2)
j2
X

(l2)
i2

X
(l2)
j2

〉

+

〈∑
i<j

X
(l1)
i X

(l1)
j x

(l1)
i x

(l1)
j

〉〈
x
(l2)
i2
x
(l2)
j2

〉2

−2

〈∑
i<j

X
(l1)
i X

(l1)
j x

(l1)
i x

(l1)
j

〉〈
x
(l2)
i2
x
(l2)
j2
X

(l2)
i2

X
(l2)
j2

〉
=

1

2n3
E

∑
i1<j1

∑
i2<j2

(〈
x
(l1)
i1
x
(l1)
j1
x
(l2)
i2
x
(l2)
j2

〉
−
〈
x
(l1)
i1
x
(l1)
j1

〉〈
x
(l2)
i2
x
(l2)
j2

〉)2 ,
where the third display follows from Gaussian integration by parts and the last equation follows

from the Nishimori identity. To simplify the notations, we write

ξ
(l)
i,j = x

(l)
i x

(l)
j −

〈
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j

〉
, i < j, l ∈ [L],

as a centered functional of any replica x drawn from ⟨·⟩. Moreover, denote

ξ̄
(l)
i,j = x̄

(l)
i x̄

(l)
j −

〈
x̄
(l)
i x̄

(l)
j

〉
,

when this functional is applied to another independent replica x̄. With this notion, we can simplify
∂2

∂λ(l1)∂λ(l2)
Fn(λ) to

∂2

∂λ(l1)∂λ(l2)
Fn(λ) =

1

2n3
E

∑
i1<j1

∑
i2<j2

〈
ξ
(l1)
i1,j1

ξ
(l2)
i2,j2

ξ̄
(l1)
i1,j1

ξ̄
(l2)
i2,j2

〉 .
For any (m1, . . . ,mL) ∈ RL,

∑
l1,l2

ml1ml2

∂2

∂λ(l1)∂λ(l2)
Fn(λ) =

1

2n3
E

〈 L∑
l=1

∑
i<j

mlξ
(l)
i,j ξ̄

(l)
i,j

2〉 ≥ 0.

In conclusion, Fn(λ) is jointly convex in λ. Using Proposition 1.1, this series of multivariate convex

functions converge pointwise to function

λ 7→
∑

l λ
(l)

4
+ sup

q≥0

[
F(λ,q)−

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]
, (4.2)
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as n→∞. Thus the limiting function is also convex. Set

D =

{
λ ∈ [0,∞)L : sup

q≥0

[
F(λ,q)−

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]
is not differentiable at λ

}
.

Theorem 6.7(i) in Evans [2018] implies that every multivariate convex function is locally Lipschitz

on an open subset of RL. Using Rademacher’s Theorem (Theorem 3.1 or Theorem 6.6 in Evans

[2018]), we have that any locally Lipschitz function is differentiable almost everywhere. Thus the

set D ⊂ [0,∞)L of bad points is of Lebesgue measure zero. Define γ =
(
λ(1)q1, . . . , λ

(L)qL
)
, then

we obtain

sup
q≥0

[
F(λ,q)−

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]
= sup

γ≥0

[
−

L∑
l=1

γ2l
4λ(l)

+ F̄(γ)

]
, (4.3)

F̄(γ) := E log

(∑
x,y

p(x, y|Z)e
∑L

l=1 γlX
(l)x(l)+

√
γlW

(l)′x(l)

)
−

L∑
l=1

γl
2

= F(λ,q)−
L∑
l=1

λ(l)ql
2

.

It is easy to see that ∂γlF̄(γ) ≤ 1/2 < γl/(2λ
(l)) if γl > λ(l), so we can restrict the domain γ ≥ 0 of

RHS in (4.3) onto a compact subset γ ∈ [0, λ(1)]× · · · × [0, λ(L)], thus enabling the use of envelope

theorems, Milgrom and Segal [2002]. For each l ∈ [L], apply the last argument [Milgrom and Segal,

2002, Corollary 4] on the functional

G : (λ(l),γ) 7→ −
L∑
l=1

γ2l
4λ(l)

+ F̄(γ),

to conclude: for λ such that supγ G(λ(l),γ) is differentiable in λ(l), there exists a unique maximizer

γ∗ to supγ G(λ(l),γ) and

∂

∂λ(l)

[
sup
γ
G(λ(l),γ)

]
=

∂G

∂λ(l)
(λ(l),γ∗) =

(γ∗l )2

4λ(l)2
.

Equivalently, we conclude that for any λ ∈ Dc, there exists a unique solution q∗ to the maximization

problem in functional (4.2) and its derivative is given by

∂

∂λ(l)

[
sup
q≥0

[
F(λ,q)−

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]]
=

(q∗l )2

4
. (4.4)

The next display provides a direct relation connecting the minimal mean squared error to first-

order derivatives ∂
∂λ(l)Fn(λ),

MMSE
(
X(l);A,Z

)
=

2

n(n− 1)

∑
i<j

E
(
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j − E

[
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j |A,Z

])2
=

2

n(n− 1)

∑
i<j

[
1− E

〈
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j

〉]

=1− 2

n(n− 1)
E

∑
i<j

〈
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j

〉
=2− 4n

n− 1

∂

∂λ(l)
Fn(λ).
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If λ /∈ D, the univariate function λ(l) 7→ limn→∞ Fn(λ) is differentiable at λ(l). By convexity in λ(l)

and pointwise convergence of Fn(λ), one can derive the convergence of first-order derivatives,

∂

∂λ(l)
Fn(λ) −→

n→∞

∂

∂λ(l)
lim
n→∞

Fn(λ) =
∂

∂λ(l)

{∑
l λ

(l)

4
+ sup

q≥0

[
F(λ,q)−

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]}
.

Using (4.4) we conclude

MMSE
(
X(l);A,Z

)
−→
n→∞

1− (q∗l )2 , ∀l ∈ [L]

for all λ ∈ Dc.

Proof of Theorem 1.1 (iii). We turn to optimal estimation of the implicit memberships Y(l1), l1 ∈
[L1] in this part. Fix λy ≥ 0 and assume that we observe an additional spiked matrix of the form

Ay =

√
λy

n
Y(l1)Y(l1)⊤ + Wy, (4.5)

where Wy is another independent GOE. Our framework can incorporate this additional observation,

and thus for any (λy,λ) ∈ [0,∞)L+1, (4.1) implies the conditional mutual information converges to

1

n
I(X,Y;A,Ay|Z) −→

n→∞
I(λy,λ),

with limiting functional given by

I(λy,λ) =
λy +

∑
l λ

(l)

4
− sup

qy ,q≥0

[
F(λy,λ, qy,q)−

λy(q2y + 2qy)

4
−

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]
,

where the augmented free energy functional is defined as

F(λy,λ, qy,q) = E log

(∑
x,y

p(x, y|Z)eλ
yqyY (l1)y(l1)+

√
λyqyW ′y(l1)+

∑L
l=1 λ

(l)qlX
(l)x(l)+

√
λ(l)qlW

(l)′x(l)

)
.

(4.6)

We fix λ ∈ (0,∞)L\D and vary λy. Since I(λy,λ) is concave in λy ∈ [0,∞), there exists be a

countable set Dy ⊂ R such that I(λy,λ) is continuously differentiable in λy ∈ (0,∞)\Dy. Using

the envelope theorem [Milgrom and Segal, 2002, Corollary 4] for λy ∈ (0,∞)\Dy, there exists a

unique maximizer (q∗y(λy),q∗(λy)) ∈ RL+1 and it satisfies

MMSE
(
Y(l1);A,Ay,Z

)
−→
n→∞

1− q∗y (λy)2 .

Lemma 4.1. Suppose λ ∈ [0,∞)L\D is fixed and denote the associated unique maximizer q∗ ∈
[0,∞)L (in the model without the augmented imaginary observation Ay in (4.5)). As λy ∈ (0,∞)\Dy

and λy → 0, we have

q∗y(λy)→ E
[
Y (l1)E

(
Y (l1)|

√
λ⊙ q∗ ⊙X +W ′

)]
.
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Proof. For λy ∈ (0,∞)\Dy and λy → 0, maximizers (q∗y(λy),q∗(λy)) are monotonic in λy and

bounded, therefore having a finite limit. The last assertion of Proposition 2.1 implies (q∗y(λy),q∗(λy))

satisfies a set of fixed point conditions,

q∗y(λy) = E
[
Y (l1)E

(
Y (l1)

∣∣√λyq∗y(λy)Y (l1) +W ′
y,

√
λ⊙ q∗(λy)⊙X +W ′

)]
, (4.7)

q∗l (λy) = E
[
X(l)E

(
X(l)

∣∣√λyq∗y(λy)Y (l1) +W ′
y,

√
λ⊙ q∗(λy)⊙X +W ′

)]
, l ∈ [L].

The functional

(λyqy, λ
(1)q1, . . . , λ

(L)qL) 7→ E
[
X(l)E

(
X(l)

∣∣√λyq∗y(λy)Y (l1) +W ′
y,

√
λ⊙ q∗(λy)⊙X +W ′

)]
is smooth, so that the finite limit limλy→0 q

∗(λy) solves

ql = E
[
X(l)E

(
X(l)

∣∣√λ⊙ q⊙X +W ′
)]
, l ∈ [L].

Recall that we set λ ∈ (0,∞)L\D, so this equation set only has at most two solutions. Using

continuity, we show that limλy→0 q
∗(λy) is a maximizer of the free energy functional. Therefore,

we must have limλy→0 q
∗(λy) = q∗. Lastly, take λy → 0 in (4.7) to conclude the desired result.

Equipped with this lemma, the lower bound of (1.14) is immediate,

lim inf
n→∞

MMSE
(
Y(l1);A,Z

)
≥ lim

λy /∈Dy ,λy→0+
lim
n→∞

MMSE
(
Y(l1);A,Ay,Z

)
= lim

λy /∈Dy ,λy→0+

[
1− q∗y (λy)2

]
= 1− E

[
Y (l1)E

(
Y (l1)|

√
λ⊙ q∗ ⊙X +W ′

)]2
.

Next, we turn to a matching upper bound.

Step 1. The first step is to interpolate the additional side information Ay, similar to Section 3.1,

finally deriving an upper bound on MMSE
(
Y(l1)Y(l1)⊤;A,Z

)
. For some λy, qy ≥ 0 and t ∈ [0, 1]

to be determined, let’s focus on an observation model as this,

(Xi, Yi, Zi)
ind∼ p(·), 1 ≤ i ≤ n;

A
(l)
i,j =

√
λ(l)

n
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j +W

(l)
i,j , 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n, 1 ≤ l ≤ L;

Ay
i,j =

√
λyt

n
Y

(l1)
i Y

(l1)⊤
j +W y

i,j , 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n;

Z ′
i =

√
(1− t)λyqyYi +W ′

i , 1 ≤ i ≤ n, 1 ≤ l ≤ L;

(4.8)

with every W being an independent standard normal. When t = 1, (4.8) corresponds to only

adding additional observed matrix Ay; when t = 0, it corresponds to only adding per-node side

information Z′. Abbreviate normalized mutual information by

In(λy, qy, t,λ)

=
1

n
I(X,Y;A,Ay,Z′|Z)

=
∑
l

(n− 1)λ(l)

2n
+

(n− 1)λyt

2n
+ (1− t)λyqy −

1

n
E log

[∑
x,y

p(x,y|Z)Hn(x,y, t)

]
,

42



where the Hamiltonian Hn(x,y, t) is given by

Hn(x,y, t) =
∑
l

∑
i<j

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,jx

(l)
i x

(l)
j +

∑
i<j

√
λyt

n
Ay

i,jyiyj +
∑
i

√
(1− t)λyqyyiZ ′

i.

Guerra’s interpolation technique, introduced in in Section 3.1, upper bounds the derivative of the

mutual information with respect to t by

∂

∂t
In(λy, qy, t,λ) ≤ λy

4
− λyqy

2
+
λyq2y

4
.

Compared to the derivation in Section 3.1, a o(1) term is made more explicit here as we want to

derive a non-asymptotic upper bound. Therefore, the following holds for any λy, qy ≥ 0,

In(λy, qy, 1,λ) = In(λy, qy, 0,λ) +

∫ 1

0

∂

∂t
In(λy, qy, t,λ)dt

≤ In(λy, qy, 0,λ) +
λy

4
− λyqy

2
+
λyq2y

4
.

As RHS equals LHS at λy = 0 and they are both continuously differentiable at this boundary for

any finite n, it must hold for any qy ≥ 0 that

∂

∂λy
In(λy, qy, 1,λ)

∣∣∣
λy=0+

≤ ∂

∂λy
In(λy, qy, 0,λ)

∣∣∣
λy=0+

+
1

4
(1− qy)2.

When t = 1, differentiating with respect to λy again gives the minimal mean squared error of

Y(l1)Y(l1)⊤ for any λy ≥ 0,

∂

∂λy
In(λy, qy, 1,λ) =

1

2(n− 1)2

∑
i<j

[
1− E

〈
Y

(l1)
i Y

(l1)
j y

(l1)
i y

(l1)
j

〉]
=

n

4(n− 1)
MMSE

(
Y(l1);A,Ay,Z

)
.

When t = 0, differentiating with respect to λy instead gives the minimal mean squared error of

Y(l1) for any λy ≥ 0,

∂

∂λy
In(λy, qy, 0,λ) =

qy
2n

n∑
i=1

[
1− E

〈
Y

(l1)
i y

(l1)
i

〉]
.

Therefore, take λy = 0 to derive

1

4
MMSE

(
Y(l1)Y(l1)⊤;A,Z

)
≤ qy

2
MMSE

(
Y(l1);A,Z

)
+

1

4
(1− qy)2

≤ 1

4
+
q2y
4
− qy

2
E
[
Y (l1)
n ⟨y(l1)n ⟩

]
. (4.9)

Step 2. Our second step is to conduct a rigorous cavity computation as in Sections 3.3 and 3.4.

Increasing n to n+ 1, we can decompose the Hamiltonian in the same way as Section 3.3,

Hn+1(x, xn+1) = Hn(x)− δ(x) +

L∑
l=1

sl(x)x
(l)
n+1,

sl(x) : =

n∑
i=1

λ(l)

n+ 1
x
(l)
i X

(l)
i X

(l)
n+1x

(l)
n+1 +

√
λ(l)

n+ 1
W

(l)
i,n+1x

(l)
i x

(l)
n+1,
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where x comprises the first n elements and sl(x) is used to characterize how x influences xn+1,

while

δ(x) =

L∑
l=1

λ(l)n

2(n+ 1)

(
x(l).X(l)

)2
− λ(l)

2(n+ 1)
+
∑
i<j

√
λ(l)

n(n+ 1)
W̃

(l)
i,j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j

is a term which adjusts changes in the denominator from n to n+ 1. We emphasize that ⟨·⟩n+1 (or

⟨·⟩n resp.) is used to denote expectation over Gibbs distribution defined by Hamiltonian Hn+1 (or

Hn resp.). Continued from (4.9) in Step 1, we are interested at the following quantity

〈
y
(l1)
n+1

〉
n+1

=

〈∑
xn+1,yn+1

y
(l1)
n+1p(xn+1, yn+1|Zn+1) exp

(
−δ(x) +

∑
l sl(x)x

(l)
n+1

)〉
n〈∑

xn+1,yn+1
p(xn+1, yn+1|Zn+1) exp

(
−δ(x) +

∑
l sl(x)x

(l)
n+1

)〉
n

:=
V1
U1
.

Lemma 4.2. For any λ ∈ (0,∞)L\D, suppose x, x̄ are drawn independently from ⟨·⟩n, then the

following overlap concentration holds,

E

〈[(
x(l).x̄(l)

)2
− (q∗l )2

]2〉
n

−→
n→∞

0, l ∈ [L]. (4.10)

Proof. In the process of proving the RS prediction on normalized free energy (Proposition 1.1),

Section 3.2 shows the overlap to concentrate under a small perturbation defined in (3.8). In this

case we start from Proposition 1.1 and thus we do not need to introduce the perturbation. The

proof is essentially the same as Section 4 in Lelarge and Miolane [2019], which is an adaptation of

the proof for Ghirlanda-Guerra identities from Section 3.7 in Panchenko [2013].

Setting ql,n = ⟨ 1n
∑n

i=1 x
(l)
i x̄

(l)
i ⟩n to denote the expected overlap, it follows that E |ql,n − q∗| −→

n→∞

0 from Lemma 4.2. Building upon this intuition, sl(x)x
(l)
n+1 will be well approximated by s0l x

(l)
n+1 +

λ(l)−λ(l)ql,n
2 where

s0l := λ(l)ql,nX
(l)
n+1 +

n∑
i=1

√
λ(l)

n
W

(l)
i,n+1

〈
x
(l)
i

〉
n
.

In addition, δ(x) will be approximated by

δ0 :=
L∑
l=1

λ(l)q2l,n + λ(l)

4
+

∑
1≤i<j≤n

√
λ(l)

n
W̃

(l)
i,j

〈
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j

〉
n

 .
Replacing (δ, sl) by their respective mean-field surrogates, we define

U2 =
∑

xn+1,yn+1

p(xn+1, yn+1|Zn+1)e
−δ0+

∑
l s

0
l x

(l)
n+1+

λ(l)−λ(l)ql,n
2 ,

V2 =
∑

xn+1,yn+1

y
(l1)
n+1p(xn+1, yn+1|Zn+1)e

−δ0+
∑

l s
0
l x

(l)
n+1+

λ(l)−λ(l)ql,n
2 .

Using Lemma 4.2, we can repeat the arguments in the proof of Lemma 3.4 to derive

E |U1 − U2|2 −→
n→∞

0, E |V1 − V2|2 −→
n→∞

0.

44



In addition, repeating Lemma 3.5, we also have EU−2
1 +EU−2

2 ≤ C for some C > 0 independent of

n. Note that by definition, |V1/U1| =
∣∣∣∣〈y(l1)n+1

〉
n+1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1. Thus we have,

E
∣∣∣∣V1U1
− V2
U2

∣∣∣∣ ≤ E
[
V1
U1
U−1
2 |U1 − U2|

]
+ EU−1

2 |V1 − V2|

≤
√
EU−2

2

√
E |U1 − U2|2 +

√
EU−2

2

√
E |V1 − V2|2 −→

n→∞
0,

which implies
∣∣∣E [Y (l1)

n+1⟨y
(l1)
n+1⟩

]
− EY (l1)

n+1V2/U2

∣∣∣ −→
n→∞

0. Lastly, since E |ql,n − q∗l | → 0, we conclude

E
[
Y

(l1)
n+1⟨y

(l1)
n+1⟩

]
→ E

[
Y (l)E

(
Y (l1)|Z,

√
λ⊙ q∗ ⊙X +W ′

)]
.

Consequently, using (4.9) we have,

lim sup
n→∞

MMSE
(
Y(l1);A,Z

)
≤ 1

4
+
q2y
4
− qy

2
E
[
Y (l)E

(
Y (l1)|Z,

√
λ⊙ q∗ ⊙X +W ′

)]
.

Finally, we set qy = E
[
Y (l)E

(
Y (l1)|Z,

√
λ⊙ q∗ ⊙X +W ′)] to conclude the proof.

4.2 Universality of Mutual Information

We turn to a proof of Proposition 1.2 in this section. Since I(X,Y;G,Z) (resp. I(X,Y;A,Z))

always differs from I(X,Y;G | Z) (resp. I(X,Y;A | Z)) with a fixed term nip(x, y; z), it suffices

to control the difference between the conditional mutual information in the graph problem (with

finite dn) and the mutual information in the spiked gaussian matrix problem.

Proposition 4.1. Under the asymptotics that (i) λ
(l)
n → λ(l) for any l ∈ [L] and (ii) minl d

(l)(1−
d(l)/n) → ∞, the following universality result holds in terms of mutual information for the graph

model (1.1) and its spiked matrix counterpart (1.6),∣∣∣∣ 1nI(X,Y;G | Z)− 1

n
I(X,Y;A | Z)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ O
(∑

l

|λ(l)n − λ(l)|+
∑
l

(λ(l))3/2√
d(l)(1− d(l)/n)

)
.

Our proof strategy mirrors the one used in [Deshpande et al., 2017, Proposition 4.1] and [Lelarge

and Miolane, 2019, Theorem 54]. To establish this proposition, we need two intermediate lemmas.

To this end, let

τl =
a(l) − b(l)

a(l) + b(l)
=

√
λ
(l)
n (1− d(l)/n)

d(l)

measure the discrepency of in-community connectivity and cross-community connectivity for layer

l. For any i < j, l ∈ [L], define

D
(l)
i,j :=

τl
1− d(l)/n

(
G

(l)
i,j − E

[
G

(l)
i,j | X

])
=

τl
1− d(l)/n

(
G

(l)
i,j −

d(l)

n
− d(l)τl

n
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j

)
. (4.11)

Our first lemma simplifies the definition of I(X,Y;G|Z) via Taylor expansion.
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Lemma 4.3. Under the same asymptotics as Proposition 4.1, the conditional mutual information

I(X,Y;G|Z) can be approximated by

J1 = −E log

[∑
x,y

p(x,y|Z)e
∑L

l=1

∑
i<j D

(l)
i,jx

(l)
i x

(l)
j +

λ
(l)
n
n

X
(l)
i X

(l)
j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j −λ

(l)
n
n

]
. (4.12)

in the sense that

lim sup
n→∞

1

n
|J1 − I(X,Y;G|Z)| ≤ O

(∑
l

(λ(l))3/2√
d(l)(1− d(l)/n)

)
.

Recall now the definition of I(X,Y;A|Z),

I(X,Y;A|Z) = −E log

[∑
x,y

p(x,y|Z)e
∑L

l=1

∑
i<j

√
λ(l)

n
W

(l)
i,j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j +λ(l)

n
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j −λ(l)

n

]
.

By direct comparison, we find that J1 differs from I(X,Y;A|Z) by replacing
√

λ(l)

n W
(l)
i,j by D

(l)
i,j and

λ(l) by λ
(l)
n . Our next lemma uses Lindeberg swapping to show that this change is asymptotically

negligible.

Lemma 4.4. Under the same asymptotics as Proposition 4.1, we have

lim sup
n→∞

1

n
|J1 − I(X,Y;A|Z)| ≤ O

(∑
l

|λ(l)n − λ(l)|+
(λ(l))3/2√

d(l)(1− d(l)/n)

)
.

Proposition 4.1 directly follows from combining Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4.

Taylor Expansion of Bernoulli p.m.f. We start with a Chernoff-style bound on the upper tail

of the total number of edges. The proof is standard, and thus omitted.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. By definition, I(X,Y;G|Z) = −E log p(G|Z)
p(G|X,Y,Z) . Thus

I(X,Y;G|Z) = −E log

∑
x,y p(x,y|Z)p(G|x,y)

p(G | X,Y)
. (4.13)

Recall that p(G|x,y) =
∏

l p(G
(l)|x(l),y(l)) with

p(G(l)|x(l),y(l)) =
∏
i<j

M(x
(l)
i , x

(l)
j )G

(l)
i,j

(
1−M(x

(l)
i , x

(l)
j )
)1−G

(l)
i,j

(4.14)

= exp

∑
i<j

G
(l)
i,j logM(x

(l)
i , x

(l)
j ) +

(
1−G(l)

i,j

)
log
(

1−M(x
(l)
i , x

(l)
j )
) (4.15)

where we set M(x
(l)
i , x

(l)
j ) = d(l)

n

(
1 + x

(l)
i x

(l)
j τl

)
. Equipped with this notation,

I(X,Y;G|Z) = −E log

[∑
x,y

p(x,y|Z) exp

(
L∑
l=1

∑
i<j

G
(l)
i,j log

(
M(x

(l)
i , x

(l)
j )

M(X
(l)
i , X

(l)
j )

)

+
(

1−G(l)
i,j

)
log

(
1−M(x

(l)
i , x

(l)
j )

1−M(X
(l)
i , X

(l)
j )

))]
.
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Note that log

(
M(x

(l)
i ,x

(l)
j )

M(X
(l)
i ,X

(l)
j )

)
= log

(
1+x

(l)
i x

(l)
j τl

1+X
(l)
i X

(l)
j τl

)
. By the Taylor-Lagrange inequality, there exists

a universal constant C > 0 such that, for τl small enough (i.e. for d large enough),∣∣∣∣∣log

(
1 + x

(l)
i x

(l)
j τl

1 +X
(l)
i X

(l)
j τl

)
− τl

(
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j −X

(l)
i X

(l)
j

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cτ3l .
Moreover, since log(c+ dx) = 1

2 log ((c+ d)(c− d)) + x
2 log c+d

c−d for any x ∈ {±1}, we find

log

(
1−M(x

(l)
i , x

(l)
j )

1−M(X
(l)
i , X

(l)
j )

)
=

1

2

(
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j −X

(l)
i X

(l)
j

)
log

1− d(l)/n− τld(l)/n
1− d(l)/n+ τld(l)/n

.

Taylor expansion also implies
∣∣∣12 log

(
1+z
1−z

)
− z
∣∣∣ ≤ z3, which further deduces

∣∣∣∣∣log

(
1−M(x

(l)
i , x

(l)
j )

1−M(X
(l)
i , X

(l)
j )

)
+

τld
(l)/n

1− d(l)/n

(
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j −X

(l)
i X

(l)
j

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C
(

τld
(l)/n

1− d(l)/n

)3

.

Summing over i < j and using triangle inequality, we have

∑
i<j

G
(l)
i,j log

(
M(x

(l)
i , x

(l)
j )

M(X
(l)
i , X

(l)
j )

)
+
(

1−G(l)
i,j

)
log

(
1−M(x

(l)
i , x

(l)
j )

1−M(X
(l)
i , X

(l)
j )

)

=
∑
i<j

(
τl

(
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j −X

(l)
i X

(l)
j

)
G

(l)
i,j −

(
1−G(l)

i,j

)(
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j −X

(l)
i X

(l)
j

) τld
(l)/n

1− d(l)/n

)
+ ∆(l)

n

=
∑
i<j

τl
1− d(l)/n

(
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j −X

(l)
i X

(l)
j

)(
G

(l)
i,j −

d(l)

n

)
+ ∆(l)

n

=
∑
i<j

((
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j −X

(l)
i X

(l)
j

)
D

(l)
i,j +

λ
(l)
n

n
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j X

(l)
i X

(l)
j −

λ
(l)
n

n

)
+ ∆(l)

n ,

where ∆
(l)
n is a residual term satisfying

∣∣∣∆(l)
n

∣∣∣ ≤ C
∑

i<j

G
(l)
i,jτ

3
l + (1−G(l)

i,j)

(
τld

(l)/n

1− d(l)/n

)3
 , (4.16)

where C > 0 is a universal constant. Consequently, we can express

I(X,Y;G|Z) =− E log

[∑
x,y

p(x,y|Z) exp

(
∆(l)

n

+
∑
l

∑
i<j

((
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j −X

(l)
i X

(l)
j

)
D

(l)
i,j +

λ
(l)
n

n
x
(l)
i x

(l)
j X

(l)
i X

(l)
j −

λ
(l)
n

n

)]
.

47



Define err = I(X,Y;G|Z) − J1 with J1 from (4.12). For any fixed realization (X,Y,Z,G), error

term
∣∣∣∆(l)

n

∣∣∣ has a uniform upper bound as shown in (4.16) for any possible (x,y), so it follows that

|err| ≤ CE

∑
l

∑
i<j

G
(l)
i,jτ

3
l + (1−G(l)

i,j)

(
τld

(l)/n

1− d(l)/n

)3
 ,

≤ O

∑
l

τ3l E
∑
i<j

G
(l)
i,j

+O

∑
l

(
τld

(l)/n

1− d(l)/n

)3

E
∑
i<j

(1−G(l)
i,j)


≤ O

(∑
l

n(λ
(l)
n )3/2(1− d(l)/n)3/2√

d(l)

)
+O

(∑
l

(λ
(l)
n )3/2(d(l))3/2

n
√

1− d(l)/n

)

≤ O

(
n
∑
l

(λ(l))3/2√
d(l)(1− d(l)/n)

)
.

where the third inequality uses the direct fact that,

E
∑
i<j

G
(l)
i,j ≤ Cnd

(l), E
∑
i<j

(
1−G(l)

i,j

)
≤ Cn2(1− d(l)/n);

while the final inequality uses λ
(l)
n → λ(l), d(l) ≤ n and 1 − d(l)/n ≤ 1. Until this end, we can

conclude Lemma 4.3.

Lindeberg Exchange The following generalization of Lindeberg’s theorem is adapted from [Ko-

rada and Montanari, 2011, Theorem 2].

Lemma 4.5 (Korada and Montanari [2011]). Let (Ui)1≤i≤n and (Vi)1≤i≤n be two collection of

random variables with independent components and f : Rn → R a C3 function. Denote ai =

|EUi − EVi| and bi =
∣∣EU2

i − EV 2
i

∣∣. Then

|Ef(U)− Ef(V )| ≤
n∑

i=1

(
aiE |∂if (U1:i−1, 0, Vi+1:n)|+ bi

2
E
∣∣∂2i f (U1:i−1, 0, Vi+1:n)

∣∣
+

1

2
E
∫ Ui

0

∣∣∂3i f (U1:i−1, 0, Vi+1:n)
∣∣ (Ui − s)2 ds+

1

2
E
∫ Vi

0

∣∣∂3i f (U1:i−1, 0, Vi+1:n)
∣∣ (Vi − s)2 ds) .

Proof of Lemma 4.4. Conditioned on (X,Y,Z), introduce the following function

Φ(u,λ) = − log

[∑
x,y

p(x,y|Z)e
∑L

l=1

∑
i<j u

(l)
i,jx

(l)
i x

(l)
j +λ(l)

n
X

(l)
i X

(l)
j x

(l)
i x

(l)
j −λ(l)

n

]

for each aggregation u =
{
u
(l)
i,j : l ∈ [L], i < j

}
and λ =

{
λ(l) : l ∈ [L]

}
. Function Φ(u,λ) is thus

C3 in u with bounded derivatives since the support of X and x are bounded. Notice that J1 =

EΦ(D,λn) and I(X,Y;A|Z) = EΦ

(√
λ
nW,λ

)
. We then proceed to compute the moments of

D
(l)
i,j whose definition is from (4.11), conditionally to X. Firstly, D

(l)
i,j is also of mean zero like√

λ(l)/nW
(l)
i,j ,

E
(
D

(l)
i,j | X

)
= E

(√
λ(l)/nW

(l)
i,j

)
= 0.
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Secondly, its second moment can be computed as

E
(
D

(l)2
i,j | X

)
=

τ2l
(1− d(l)/n)2

Var
(
G

(l)
i,j | X

)
=

λ
(l)
n /n

d(l)(1− d(l)/n)

[
a(l)(1− a(l)/n)1{X(l)

i = X
(l)
j }+ b(l)(1− b(l)/n)1{X(l)

i ̸= X
(l)
j }
]
,

while E
(√

λ(l)/nW
(l)
i,j

)2
= λ(l)/n. Under the asymptotics that (i) λ

(l)
n → λ(l) for any l ∈ [L] and

(ii) minl d
(l)(1− d(l)/n)→∞, we have∣∣∣∣∣a(l)(1− a(l)/n)

d(l)(1− d(l)/n)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C
√

λ(l)

d(l)(1− d(l)/n)
;

and the same holds as well when a(l) is replaced by b(l). Consequently, differences in the second

moments can be controlled by∣∣∣∣∣E(D(l)2
i,j | X

)
− λ(l)

n

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ |λ(l)n − λ(l)|n
+
C

n

(λ(l))3/2√
d(l)(1− d(l)/n)

.

The third moments is also bounded by E
(
D

(l)3
i,j | X

)
= O

(
1
n

(λ(l))3/2√
d(l)(1−d(l)/n)

)
. From Lemma 4.5 we

obtain ∣∣∣∣∣J1 − EΦ

(√
λ

n
W,λn

)∣∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣EΦ (D,λn)− EΦ

(√
λ

n
W,λn

)∣∣∣∣∣
≤
∑
l

∑
i<j

O

(
|λ(l)n − λ(l)|

n
+

1

n

(λ(l))3/2√
d(l)(1− d(l)/n)

)

= O

(
n
∑
l

|λ(l)n − λ(l)|+ n
∑
l

(λ(l))3/2√
d(l)(1− d(l)/n)

)
.

The last step is to note that |∂λ(l)Φ(u,λ)| ≤ Cn always holds for some universal constant C > 0

since X,x are bounded. Followed by∣∣∣∣∣EΦ

(√
λ

n
W,λ

)
− EΦ

(√
λ

n
W,λn

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ O
(
n
∑
l

|λ(l)n − λ(l)|

)
,

Lemma 4.4 is finally established.

4.3 Universality of Minimal MSE

We establish Proposition 1.3 in this section. To this end, the following lemma connects the graph

models minimal MSE to the derivative of the mutual information.

Lemma 4.6. There exists a universal constant C > 0 such that: for any fixed λ0, there exists

n0(λ0) such that for all 0 < λ(l) ≤ λ0, and n ≥ n0(λ0),∣∣∣∣ 1n ∂I(X,Y;G | Z)

∂λ(l)
− 1

4
MMSE

(
X(l)X(l)⊤;G,Z

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ C
(√

λ(l)

d(l)(1− d(l)/n)
∨ 1

n

)
.
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This lemma is in the same spirit as [Deshpande et al., 2017, Lemma 7.2] and [Lelarge and

Miolane, 2019, Proposition 62]. Consequently, we omit the proof. In the following, to emphasize

the dependence on λ(l), we write

MMSEG
l (λ(l), n) = MMSE

(
X(l)X(l)⊤;G,Z

)
,

Φ(λ(l)) = ip(x, y; z)+

∑
l′ λ

(l′)

4
− sup

q≥0

[
F(λ,q)−

L∑
l′=1

λ(l
′)(q2l′ + 2ql′)

4

]
,

where the last term appears in (1.12). As defined in (1.15), we are comparing MMSEl(λ
(l)) with

the best possible estimate only from per-vertex side information Z,

DMSEl(p) : = 1−
{
E
[
X(l)E

(
X(l)|Z

)]}2
,

which only depends on the prior p and is irrelevant of n. As the free energy is convex in λ(l), using

Theorem 1.1, for all but countably many λ(l),

Φ′(λ(l)) = lim
n→∞

1

4
MMSE

(
X(l)X(l)⊤;A,Z

)
.

Using Lemma 4.6, under the asymptotics that λn → λ and d(l)(1− d(l)/n)→∞, we have

lim sup
n→∞

∣∣∣∣∣14
∫ λ(l)

0
MMSEG

l (λ′, n)dλ′ − Φ(λ(l))

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ lim sup

n→∞

∣∣∣∣∣14
∫ λ(l)

0
MMSEG

l (λ′, n)dλ′ − 1

n
I(X,Y;G | Z)

∣∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣ 1nI(X,Y;G | Z)− Φ(λ(l))

∣∣∣∣
≤ O

(
|λ(l)n − λ(l)|+

(λ(l))3/2√
d(l)(1− d(l)/n)

∨ 1

n

)
, (4.17)

where for last inequality we also use Proposition 1.2 to upper bound
∣∣ 1
nI(X,Y;G | Z)− Φ(λ(l))

∣∣.
Proof of Proposition 1.3. (i) If λ is below the weak recovery threshold for the graph model, such

that

lim
n→∞

MMSEG
l (λ(l), n) = DMSEl(p),

it follows from monotonicity that MMSEG
l (λ′, n) = DMSEl(p) remains constant for any 0 ≤ λ′ ≤ λ(l).

Thereafter, (4.17) deduces Φ(λ′) = λ′

4 DMSEl(p) to be linear in 0 ≤ λ′ ≤ λ(l). It follows

lim
n→∞

1

4
MMSE

(
X(l)X(l)⊤;A,Z

)
= Φ′(λ(l)) = DMSEl(p).

Consequently, λ is also below the weak recovery threshold for the spiked matrix model. (ii) On the

other hand, if λ is above the weak recovery threshold for the graph model, such that

lim
n→∞

MMSEG
l (λ(l), n) < DMSEl(p). (4.18)

We then proceed by contradiction. Suppose λ is below the weak recovery threshold for the spiked

matrix model, i.e.

lim sup
n→∞

MMSE
(
X(l)X(l)⊤;A,Z

)
= DMSEl(p).
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By definition, we must know Φ(λ′) = λ′

4 DMSEl(p) to be linear in 0 ≤ λ′ ≤ λ(l). But instead,

(4.18) and (4.17) together suggest Φ(λ(l)) < λ(l)

4 DMSEl(p), resulting in a contradiction. Therefore,

we must find λ above the weak recovery threshold for the spiked matrix model. Combining these

two assertions yields the weak recovery thresholds to be universal from spiked matrices to random

graphs, thereby proving Proposition 1.3.

5 Approximate Message Passing

We derive the AMP algorithm (Algorithm 1) in Section 5.1. Subsequently, we characterize the

state evolution behavior of this algorithm in Section 5.2. Finally, we establish the universality of

the AMP algorithm in Section 5.3.

5.1 Heuristic Derivations

To simplify notations, we omit the dependence of the posterior on (Z,A) for this subsection.

Specifically, we use

pi(xi, yi) := p(xi, yi|Zi),

and denote the joint posterior p(x,y|Z,A) by

µ(x,y) ∝
∏
i

pi(xi, yi) · exp

{
L∑
l=1

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,jx

(l)
i x

(l)
j

}
.

With a factorized base measure ⊗ipi on (x,y), the posterior is a Gibbs measure with Hamiltonian

H(x) :=
∑

i<j

∑L
l=1

√
λ(l)

n A
(l)
i,jx

(l)
i x

(l)
j .

We treat each (xi, yi) jointly as a spin variable, and each marginal is denoted as µi. For any

disjoint A,B ⊂ [n], we set νA→B(xA,yA) as the marginal distribution of (xA,yA) with (xB,yB)

removed. Due to the separability of H(x), we have,

µi (xi, yi) /pi(xi, yi)

∝
∑

x[n]\i,y[n]\i

∏
k ̸=i

pi(xk, yk) · exp

 ∑
k<j:k,j∈[n]\i

L∑
l=1

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
k,jx

(l)
k x

(l)
j +

∑
j∈[n]\i

L∑
l=1

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,jx

(l)
i x

(l)
j


∝

∑
x[n]\i,y[n]\i

ν[n]\i→i(x[n]\i,y[n]\i) · exp

 ∑
j∈[n]\i

L∑
l=1

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,jx

(l)
i x

(l)
j

 .

We invoke the replica symmetry assumption to continue our derivation : cavity distribution

ν[n]\i→i(x[n]\i,y[n]\i) is approximately independent across the spins, namely ν[n]\i→i(x[n]\i,y[n]\i) =∏
j∈[n]\i νj→i(xj , yj) + o(1). In turn, this implies

µi (xi, yi) ∝ pi (xi, yi)
∑

x[n]\i,y[n]\i

∏
j∈[n]\i

νj→i(xj , yj) exp

{
L∑
l=1

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,jx

(l)
i x

(l)
j

}
+ o(1). (5.1)
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Parametrization. To proceed, we need a simple parametrization for any distribution on (x, y) ∈
{±1}L+L1 . Inspired by synchronization problems on unitary groups Perry et al. [2018] and Boolean

analysis O’Donnell [2014], we consider the following 2L+L1 different functions on {±1}L+L1 , which

are indexed by each subset I ⊂ [L+ L1],

RI(u(1), . . . , u(L+L1)) =
∏
l∈I

u(l), ∀u(l) = ±1.

For the rest of this section, we view {±1}L+L1 as a discrete Abelian group. Consequently, these

functions turn out to be all the irreducible group representations.

Fact 1. Our Hamiltonian can be well encoded into this set of representations {RI}. Specifically,

we focus on RI when I is a singleton subset of [L]. For simplicity, denote function Rl(u) = u(l) for

each l ∈ [L]. It follows that x
(l)
i x

(l)
j = Rl

(
(xi, yi)(xj , yj)

−1
)
. Consequently, we have

H (x,y) =
∑
i<j

L∑
l=1

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,jRl

(
(xi, yi)(xj , yj)

−1
)
.

Fact 2. Placing a uniform measure on {±1}L+L1 , {2−
L+L1

2 RI : I ⊂ [L + L1]} readily forms an

orthonormal basis for the space L2({±1}L+L1) of square integrable functions. Therefore, any log

probability mass function log π(x, y) on {±1}L+L1 can be parametrized by its coefficients when

expanded onto this basis,

log π(x, y) =
∑
I

rIRI(x, y).

In conclusion, any distribution on {±1}L+L1 , is parametrized by 2L+L1 real numbers {rI} plus

one normalizing constraint
∑

u∈{±1}L+L1 exp [
∑

I rIRI(u)] = 1. Due to the orthonomality of these

functions, each coefficient admits a simple expression

rI =
1

2L+L1

∑
x,y

RI(x, y) log π(x, y).

For each log prior distribution log pi on (xi, yi) ∈ {±1}L+L1 , it is convenient to record its coefficients

by rpiI = 2−L−L1
∑

xi,yi
RI(xi, yi) log pi(xi, yi) for each I. For example, in the multilayer inhomoge-

neous SBM from Example 1.1, every pi = p is the same because there is no side information Z in

this model. In this case, we find

rp{l,L+1} =
1

2
log

(
1− ρ
ρ

)
, ∀ l ∈ [L],

and rpI = 0 for any other I. Similarly, for the dynamic SBM introduced in Example 1.2, every

pi = p. In this case, we find

rp{l,l+1} =
1

2
log

(
1− ρ
ρ

)
, ∀l ∈ [L− 1],

and rpI = 0 for other I.
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Most Parameters are Redundant. Returning to (5.1), we parametrize the cavity distributions

by logµi =
∑

I ri,IRI and log νi→j =
∑

I ri→j,IRI . For any I ̸= ∅, we compute coefficient ri,I of

logµi from (5.1),

ri,I =
∑
xi,yi

RI(xi, yi)

2L+L1
logµi(xi, yi)

=
∑
xi,yi

RI(xi, yi)

2L+L1

log pi(xi, yi) +
∑
j ̸=i

log

∑
xj ,yj

νj→i(xj , yj) exp

[
L∑
l=1

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,jx

(l)
i x

(l)
j

]


=rpiI +
∑
j ̸=i

∑
xi,yi

RI(xi, yi)

2L+L1
log

1 +
∑
xj ,yj

νj→i(xj , yj)

L∑
l=1

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,jx

(l)
i x

(l)
j + o

( 1

n

)
=rpiI +

∑
j ̸=i

∑
xi,yi

RI(xi, yi)

2L+L1

∑
xj ,yj

νj→i(xj , yj)

L∑
l=1

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,jx

(l)
i x

(l)
j + o(1)

=rpiI +
∑
j ̸=i

L∑
l=1

1I={l}

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,j

∑
xj ,yj

νj→i(xj , yj)x
(l)
j

+ o(1).

The first equation is due to the orthonormality of {2−
L+L1

2 RI : I ⊂ {0, 1, . . . , L}} under uniform

measure. The second equation follows by plugging in (5.1). Since we set I ̸= ∅,
∑

xi,yi
RI(xi, yi) = 0

and thus the normalizing constant in (5.1) can be ignored. The third display follows from exp(x) =

1 + x + o(x2), while the forth display uses log(1 + x) = x + o(1). The last equation also uses

orthogonality, ∑
xi,yi

RI(xi, yi)

2L+1
x
(l)
i =

∑
xi,yi

RI(xi, yi)Rl(xi, yi)

2L+1
= 1I={l}.

As a result, once I ̸= ∅, {1}, . . . , {L}, corresponding coefficient ri,I = rpiI +o(1) is approximately

constant. On the other hand, for I = {l} we have

ri,l = rpil +
∑
j ̸=i

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,j

∑
xj ,yj

νj→i(xj , yj)x
(l)
j

+ o(1). (5.2)

Lastly, ri,∅ adjusts automatically to normalize the distribution.

Linearized Belief Propagation. Leaving out one more spin in previous equations, one can

derive for any i ̸= j that

ri→j,l = rpil +
∑
k ̸=i,j

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,k

[∑
xk,yk

νk→i(xk, yk)x
(l)
k

]
+ o(1),

and ri→j,I = rpiI + o(1) with any I ̸= ∅, {1}, . . . , {L}. Therefore, to implement our message-passing

algorithm, we assume ri→j,I = rpiI exactly for any I ̸= ∅, {1}, . . . , {L} and only iteratively update

ri→j,l by

rt+1
i→j,l = rpil +

∑
k ̸=i,j

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,k

[∑
xk,yk

νtk→i(xk, yk)x
(l)
k

]
,∀i ̸= j, l ∈ [L], (5.3)
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where νtk→i is determined by rtk→i. After omitting the o(1) term, every cavity field is given by

νtk→i(xk, yk) =
1

Zt
k→i

exp

∑
l∈[L]

rtk→i,lx
(l)
k +

∑
|I|>1

rpkI RI(xk, yk)

 ,
so
∑

xk,yk
νtk→i(xk, yk)x

(l)
k only depends on {rti→j,l : i ̸= j} across iterations. This fact motivates us

to record it as a non-linear denoiser defined by

E(l)(r1:L; p) =

∑
x,y x

(l) exp
[∑

l′∈[L] r
t
k→i,l′x

(l′) +
∑

|I|>1 r
p
IRI(x, y)

]
∑

x,y exp
[∑

l′∈[L] r
t
k→i,l′x

(l′) +
∑

|I|>1 r
p
IRI(x, y)

]
for any r ∈ RL and distribution p on {±1}L+L1 . Thereafter, recursions (5.3) are simplified to

rt+1
i→j,l = rpil +

∑
k ̸=i,j

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,kE

(l)(rtk→i; pk),∀i ̸= j, l ∈ [L].

For the three representative models we start from, E admits much more concise formalization.

• In the Example 1.1 of inhomogeneous multilayer SBM, there is no node-wise side information,

so every node admits the same prior pk = pML and we suppress the dependency of E(l)(r; p)
on prior distribution p. Lemma 2.2 presents a closed form for E(r)

E(l)ML,ρ(r1:L) =
tanh (rl + ρ̄)

∏
l′ cosh (rl′ + ρ̄) + tanh (rl − ρ̄)

∏
l′ cosh (rl′ − ρ̄)∏

l′ cosh (rl′ + ρ̄) +
∏

l′ cosh (rl′ − ρ̄)
.

• In the Example 1.2 of dynamical SBM, there is no node-wise side information as well, so

every node admits the same prior pk = pDyn and we suppress the dependency of E(l)(r; p) on

prior distribution p. Lemma 2.3 provides an efficient Algorithm 2 for E(l)Dyn,ρ(r1:L) which runs

in O(L) time.

• In the Example 1.3 of a graph model with partially observed labels, each pk is specified to Zk

so E(l) has to depend on Zk. Equation (2.17) provides a closed form,

ESemi(r, z) = z1{z ̸= ∗}+
tanh(r) + δ

1 + δ tanh(r)
1{z = ∗}.

Approximate Message Passing. Now we complete the derivation of coupled AMP algorithms

by replacing the non-backtracking nature with an Onsager term, following Bayati and Montanari

[2011]. Write

rt+1
i→j,l = rpil +

∑
k ̸=i,j

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,kE

(l)(rtk→i) = rt+1
i→j,l + δt+1

i→j,l,
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where δt+1
i→j,l =

√
λ(l)

n A
(l)
i,jE(l)(rtj→i). Now use rtk→i = rtk − δtk→i and expand E to its first derivative,

to find

rt+1
i→j,l =rpil +

∑
k ̸=i

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,kE

(l)(rtk→i)

≈rpil +
∑
k ̸=i

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,kE

(l)(rtk)−
√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,k∂lE

(l)(rtk)δtk→i,l

=rpil +
∑
k ̸=i

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,kE

(l)(rtk)− λ(l)

n
A

(l)2
i,k ∂lE

(l)(rtk)E(l)(rt−1
i→k).

Now we approximate rt−1
i→k ≈ r

t−1
i to get

rt+1
i,l ≈ r

pi
l +

∑
k ̸=i

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,kE

(l)(rtk)− λ(l)
∑

k ̸=i

A
(l)2
i,k

n
∂lE(l)(rtk)

 E(l)(rt−1
i ).

We assume that A
(l)2
i,k well concentrates around 1 in the previous equation. Then the subtracted

term becomes the empirical Onsager term

∑
k ̸=i

A
(l)2
i,k

n
∂lE(l)(rtk) ≈ 1

n

∑
k ̸=i

∂lE(l)(rtk).

To generalize our iterative scheme, we allow the use of time dependent nonlinear mappings Et. We

put these elements together to conclude

rt+1
i,l =rpil +

∑
k ̸=i

√
λ(l)

n
A

(l)
i,kE

(l)
t (rtk)− λ(l)d(l)t E

(l)
t−1(r

t−1
i ), (5.4)

d
(l)
t =

1

n

∑
k ̸=i

∂lE
(l)
t (rtk). (5.5)

Finally, we choose mt+1
i,l := rt+1

i,l − r
pi
l so that the algorithm only depends on pi through the non-

linearity Et. Moreover, diagonal terms A
(l)
i,i are independent of the signal under detection, and

their effect is negligible compared to off-diagonal terms. This completes the heuristic derivation of

Algorithm 1.

5.2 State Evolution

The core strategy in establishing state evolution is to reduce Algorithm 1 to an AMP algorithm

with a single sensing matrix and non-separable denoising functions.
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Reduction to Single Symmetric AMP. Let us consider an abstract class of AMP recursions,

and make a remark about Gerbelot and Berthier [2021] before moving on.

Mt+1 = ĀX̂t − X̂t−1(bt)⊤ ∈ RnL×L , (5.6)

X̂t = f t(Mt) ∈ RnL×L , (5.7)

bt =
1

nL

nL∑
i=1

∂f ti
∂Mi

(Mt) ∈ RL×L . (5.8)

Remark 5.1. As an intermediate step, Gerbelot and Berthier [2021] adapt the results in Berthier

et al. [2020] and provide Lemma 13 to address the state evolution of recursions (5.6)-(5.8), which

is restated as Lemma 5.2 in our manuscript later. Both Algorithm 1 and their algorithm can be

embedded onto the abstract class of recursions (5.6)-(5.8), so their intermediate result (Lemma 5.2)

greatly simplifies our derivation of state evolution, Theorem 1.2. But it is noteworthy that Algo-

rithm 1 is not included in the framework proposed by Gerbelot and Berthier [2021], since we only

get to observe symmetric sensing matrices and prior knowledge connect all these observations.

For our setting, we define

Ā =


√

1
nLA

(1) ∗
. . .

∗
√

1
nLA

(L)

 ∈ RnL×nL,

where ∗ denotes additional independent standard normal variables. Later, we will realize Ā as a

rescaled GOE plus a low rank signal component. Initialization M0 is then given by

M0 =


m0

·,1 ⋆

m0
·,2

. . .

⋆ m0
·,L

 ∈ RnL×L, m0
·,l =


m0

1,l

m0
2,l

· · ·
m0

n,l

 ∈ Rn×1, (5.9)

where ⋆ indicates entries whose values do not influence the output of the algorithm. Finally, we

absorb different SNRs across layers into the definitions of non-linear denoisers,

f t



m1,1

m2,1

· · · ⋆

mn,1

. . .

m1,L

m2,L

⋆ · · ·
mn,L


=



√
λ(1)LE(1)t (m1, Z1)√
λ(1)LE(1)t (m2, Z2)

· · · 0√
λ(1)LE(1)t (mn, Zn)

. . . √
λ(L)LE(L)t (m1, Z1)√
λ(L)LE(L)t (m2, Z2)

0 · · ·√
λ(L)LE(L)t (mn, Zn)


∈ RnL×L, (5.10)

where mi = (mi,1, . . . ,mi,L) indicates all variables corresponding to node i across all layers. The

following lemma formalizes this reduction.
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Lemma 5.1. With initialization and non-linearities specified as above, iterations (5.6)-(5.8) pro-

duce the same sequence as our original multilayer AMP Algorithm 1, i.e.

Mt =


mt

·,1 ⋆

mt
·,2

. . .

⋆ mt
·,L

 ∈ RnL×L, mt
·,l =


mt

1,l

mt
2,l

· · ·
mt

n,l

 ∈ Rn×1. (5.11)

Proof. This reduction can be verified via induction. The conclusion holds automatically for t = 0.

Suppose the reduction holds until iterate t ∈ N.

We need to verify that the Onsager terms arising from the two algorithms ((1.17) and (5.8))

are, in fact, the same. By definition bt = 1
nL

∑nL
i=1

∂f t
i

∂Mi
(Mt) ∈ RL×L, each f ti and Mi are row

vectors of dimension 1× L. Therefore, for l1, l2 ∈ [L],

bt[l1, l2] =
1

nL

n∑
i=1

L∑
l′=1

∂f ti−n+nl′ [l1]

∂Mi−n+nl′ [l2]
(Mt).

If l′ = l1, we have f ti−n+nl′ [l1](M
t) =

√
λ(l1)LE(l1)t (mt

i, Zi) =
√
λ(l1)LE(l1)t (mt

i,1, . . . ,m
t
i,L, Zi); oth-

erwise f ti−n+nl′ [l1] = 0. As for the second coordinate, if l′ = l2, we have ∂Mt
i−n+nl′ [l2] = mt

i,l′ ;

otherwise, ∂Mt
i−n+nl′ [l2] would be denoted as ⋆, implying that it wouldn’t be used in later itera-

tions and thus irrelevant. As a result, for any l1 ̸= l2, we directly have bt[l1, l2] = 0. While for

diagonal terms, it holds

bt[l, l] =
1

nL

n∑
i=1

L∑
l=1

∂f ti−n+nl[l]

∂Mi−n+nl[l]
(Mt) =

√
λ(l)

n
√
L

n∑
i=1

∂lE
(l)
t (mt

i, Zi) =

√
λ(l)

L
d
(l)
t

matching exactly with (1.17).

Now we will further employ the block structure in (5.6)-(5.8),

ĀX̂t = Āf t(Mt) =


√

λ(1)

n A(1)E(1)t (mt,Z) ⋆

. . .

⋆
√

λ(l)

n A(L)E(L)t (mt,Z)


and

X̂t−1(bt)⊤ =


λ(1)d

(1)
t E

(1)
t−1(m

t−1,Z) ⋆
. . .

⋆ λ(L)d
(L)
t E

(L)
t−1(m

t−1,Z)

 .

By subtracting these two matrices, we find (5.11) to hold for t+ 1.

SE with Non-separable Denoisers. Arrange the signal matrix to be detected by

V0 =


4
√
Lλ(1)X(1) 0

4
√
Lλ(2)X(2)

. . .

0
4
√
Lλ(L)X(L)

 ∈ RnL×L, X(l) =


X

(l)
1

X
(l)
2

· · ·
X

(l)
n

 ∈ Rn×1.

(5.12)
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Decompose the sensing matrices into A = 1
nLV0V

⊤
0 + W̄, where W̄ is defined by

W̄ =


√

1
nLW

(1) ∗
. . .

∗
√

1
nLW

(L)

 ∈ RnL×nL,

with W(1), . . . ,W(L) introduced in (1.6) as GOEs. Therefore, W̄ is itself a rescaled GOE of

dimension nL.

Definition 5.1 (state evolution iterates). For a biased sensing matrix, the state evolution iterates

are composed of two components: one infinite-dimensional array {µ̄t ∈ RL×L}t>0 denoting the bias

coefficient; and an infinite-dimensional two-way array {κ̄s,r ∈ RL×L}r,s>0 denoting covariances.

These two arrays are generated as follows. Define the first state evolution iterate

µ̄1 = lim
n→∞

1

nL
E
[
V⊤

0 f
0(M0)

]
∈ RL×L, (5.13)

κ̄1,1 = lim
n→∞

1

nL
E
[
f0(M0)⊤f0(M0)

]
∈ RL×L. (5.14)

Recursively, once {κ̄s,r}s,r≤t and {µ̄s}s≤t are defined for some t ≥ 1, take (N1, . . . ,Nt) ∈ (RnL×L)t

a centered Gaussian vector of covariance (κ̄s,r)s,r⩽t⊗ InL and N0 = M0. We then define new state

evolution iterates by

µ̄t+1 = lim
n→∞

1

nL
E
[
V⊤

0 f
t(V0µ̄

t + Nt)
]
, (5.15)

κ̄t+1,s+1 = κ̄s+1,t+1 = lim
n→∞

1

nL
E
[
fs(V0µ̄

s + Ns)⊤f t(V0µ̄
t + Nt)

]
, s ∈ {0, . . . , t} . (5.16)

Given all these definitions, [Gerbelot and Berthier, 2021, Lemma 13] can be stated as below.

Lemma 5.2. Assume the same conditions as [Gerbelot and Berthier, 2021, Lemma 13] which

mainly address the regularity of adopted denoisers. Define, as above, (N1, . . . ,Nt) ∈ (RnL×L)t a

centered Gaussian vector of covariance (κ̄s,r)s,r⩽t ⊗ InL and N0 = M0. Then for any sequence

ϕn : (RnL×L)t+1 → R of pseudo-Lipschitz functions,

ϕn
(
M0,M1, ...,Mt

)
− E

[
ϕn
(
N0,V0µ̄

1 + N1, ...,V0µ̄
t + Nt

)] P→ 0,

Proof Outline. This theorem starts from a symmetric AMP algorithm with a mean-zero sensing

matrix W̄. Specifically, define a bias-corrected sequence by

St+1 = W̄Tt −Tt−1(b̃t)⊤ ∈ RnL×L , (5.17)

Tt = f̂ t(V0µ̄
t + St) ∈ RnL×L , (5.18)

b̃t =
1

nL

nL∑
i=1

∂f ti
∂Mi

(V0µ̄
t + St) ∈ RL×L . (5.19)

Subsequently, [Gerbelot and Berthier, 2021, Theorem 2] would yield that

ϕn
(
S0,S1, . . . ,St

)
− E

[
ϕn
(
N0,N1, . . . ,Nt

)] P→ 0.
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Lastly, following the techniques developed in [Gerbelot and Berthier, 2021, Section D.1], [Deshpande

et al., 2017, Section B.4] and [Feng et al., 2022, Section 6.8], we should choose a specific f̂ t in (5.17)-

(5.19) based on those denoisers f t used in (5.6)-(5.8). In this way, we are able to upper bound

∥V0µ̄
t + St −Mt∥ to conclude the whole theorem.

Back to Coupled AMP. Primarily, we need to make sure that state evolution iterates are

identical under two different settings.

Lemma 5.3. Comparing Definitions 1.1 and 5.1, it holds that µ̄t
l,l = λ(l) 34

L
1
4
µtl and κ̄t,t

l,l = λ(l)κtl .

Proof. First, since f t and V0 are both constructed into a block diagonal form as (5.10) and (5.12)

respectively, one would conclude V⊤
0 f

t(V0µ̄
t +Nt) to be diagonal. It then follows from (5.13) and

(5.15) that all matrices µ̄t, t ≥ 1 are diagonal. Therefore, V0µ̄
t can be written as

V0µ̄
t = diag

(
µ̄t
1,1

(
λ(1)L

) 1
4
X(1), . . . , µ̄t

L,L

(
λ(L)L

) 1
4
X(L)

)
.

Secondly, implied by the construction of f t in (5.10), later iterations in (5.15) and (5.16) only

depend on the joint asymptotic distribution of certain entries of V0µ̄
t + Nt, not all. Specifically,

for each row (indexed by i−n+nl with i ∈ [n], l ∈ [L]) in V0µ̄
t +Nt, only the entry in l-th column

really matters and its distribution is N
(
µ̄t
l,l

(
λ(l)L

) 1
4 X

(l)
i , κ̄t,t

l,l

)
. In conclusion, (diag(κ̄s,r))s,r>0

suffices to describe the selected entries.

Lastly, since we do not care about the correlation between iterations, it suffices to only study

(diag(κ̄t,t))t>0. The whole state evolution iterates boil down to only diagonal entries:

µ̄t+1
l,l = lim

n→∞

λ(l)
3
4

nL
1
4

E

[
n∑

i=1

X
(l)
i E

(l)
t

(
m̃t

i, Zi

)]
, (5.20)

κ̄t+1,t+1
l,l = lim

n→∞

λ(l)

n
E

[
n∑

i=1

E(l)t

(
m̃t

i, Zi

)⊤ E(l)t

(
m̃t

i, Zi

)]
. (5.21)

where m̃t
1, . . . , m̃

t
n are independent duplications of m̃t from Definition 1.1. Since (m̃t

i, Zi) are all

i.i.d., we can get rid of the summation over i ∈ [n] and conclude this lemma.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. This theorem follows from using Lemmas 5.1 and 5.3, and choosing specific

separable test function ϕn in Lemma 5.2.

5.3 Algorithmic Universality

Recall the low-rank component extracted from adjacency matrices,

G(l) − d(l)/n√
d(l)(1− d(l)/n)/n

=

√
λ(l)

n
X(l)X(l)⊤ + H(l),
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with λ
(l)
n = n(a(l)−b(l))2

4d(l)(1−d(l)/n)
being effective SNR in layer l. Conditioned on each X(l), the noise matrix

H(l) has independent off-diagonal entries satisfying that for each 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n,

E
[
H

(l)
i,j

]
= 0,

∣∣∣H(l)
i,j

∣∣∣ ≤ 1√
d(l)(1− d(l)/n)/n

,

E
[
H

(l)2
i,j

]
∈

{
a(l)(1− a(l)/n)

d(l)(1− d(l)/n)
,
b(l)(1− b(l)/n)

d(l)(1− d(l)/n)

}
.

Under the assumption that d(l)(1−d(l)/n)→∞, effective SNR λ
(l)
n → λ(l) and S

(l)
i,j = E

[
H

(l)2
i,j

]
→ 1.

This implies every H(l)/
√
n is a generalized Wigner matrix in the sense of Definition 2.3 of Wang

et al. [2022]. Moreover since minl d
(l)(1 − d(l)/n) ≥ C log n/n for some C > 0, we can show using

Theorem 2.7 of Benaych-Georges et al. [2020] and (2.4) of Wang et al. [2022] that ∥H(l)∥op ≤ C
√
n

almost surely for large n, p. Hence, the formal proof of Proposition 1.4 is a combination of the

proof techniques of Theorem 2.4 in Wang et al. [2022] and those of Theorem 1.2.

Reformulation of AMP Iterates and Universality Class. We begin with defining an aux-

iliary bias-corrected AMP iterates with mean-zero sensing matrices H given in (1.20)

ut+1
k,l = U (l)

t (stk, Xk, Yk, Zk), (5.22)

st+1
i,l =

∑
k

√
λ(l)

n
H

(l)
i,ku

t+1
k,l − λ

(l)b
(l)
t u

t
i,l, (5.23)

where we take the non-linear denoisers as

U (l)
t (st, X, Y, Z) = E(l)t (st + λ⊙ µt ⊙X,Z).

Different from Algorithm 1, we adopt a constant coefficient before the Onsager terms, which is

given jointly with the state evolution iterates in the following recursive way

b
(l)
t = E

[
∂lU

(l)
t (nt, X, Y, Z)

]
, (5.24)

Σ
(l)
t+1 = E

[
U (l)
t (nt, X, Y, Z)2

]
, (5.25)

where nt ∼ N
(

0,diag(Σ
(1)
t , . . . ,Σ

(L)
t )
)

is an L-dimensional Gaussian vector independent of the law

of (X,Y, Z). This recursion starts from Σ
(l)
0 = E

[(
S0
l

)2]
, where S0 is the limit of initialization s0.

When examining the Onsager coefficients at time t, the empirical mean in (1.17) concentrates

near its population mean when conditioning on previous iterates m0:t when n→∞. As suggested

by Corollary 2 in Berthier et al. [2020] and Remark 2.9 in Wang et al. [2022], as long as the

adopted Onsager coefficient is a consistent estimator of this constant version, the state evolution

results would not change. So we adopt an empirical mean as Onsager coefficients in presenting

Algorithm 1 as it is easier to implement, but turn to use its expectation for proving universality.

By slightly adapting techniques in Section B.4 of Deshpande et al. [2017], we find this sequence

of bias-corrected AMP iterates is close to the output of Algorithm 1 in the sense that m̄t
l ≈

λ(l)µtlXl + stl . Therefore, it suffices to establish the universality of sequence (5.22)-(5.23) in which

(X,Y, Z) is treated as some side information. Some necessary conditions in this regard are collected

below.
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Assumption 5.1. As n→∞, the empirical distribution of (s0,X,Y,Z) converges in Wasserstein

distance to some distribution (S0, X, Y, Z) with finite moments of all orders. This means, for any

polynomially bounded continuous function f ,

1

n

n∑
i=1

f(s0i , Xi, Yi, Zi)→ E
[
f(S0, X, Y, Z)

]
. (5.26)

Furthermore, multivariate polynomials are dense in the real L2-space of functions f : RL × V → R
with inner-product

(f, g) 7→ E[f(S0, X, Y, Z)g(S0, X, Y, Z)].

Tensor Network and its Universality. For every t ∈ N, suppose Ũt : RL × Z → RL is a

reasonable polynomial approximation of Ut. Then we replace all Ut in (5.22)-(5.23) with Ũt and

output another approximating sequence below

ũt+1
k,l = Ũ (l)

t (s̃tk, Xk, Yk, Zk), s̃t+1
i,l =

∑
k

√
λ(l)

n
H

(l)
i,k ũ

t+1
k,l − λ

(l)b̃
(l)
t ũ

t
i,l. (5.27)

For sequence {ũ1, s̃1, . . . , ũt, s̃t}, the Onsager coefficients and state evolution iterates are respec-

tively given as

Σ̃
(l)
t+1 = E

[
Ũ (l)
t (nt, X, Y, Z)2

]
, b̃

(l)
t = E

[
∂lŨ

(l)
t (nt, X, Y, Z)

]
, (5.28)

in which nt ∼ N
(

0, diag(Σ̃
(1:L)
t )

)
. In the following, we introduce the notion of tensor networks.

Definition 5.2. A diagonal tensor network T = (V, E ,L, {qv}v∈V) in k variables is an undirected

tree graph with vertices V and edges E ⊂ V×V labeled by L[u, v] ∈ [L] for any (u, v) ∈ E. Moreover,

each vertex v ∈ V is also labeled by a polynomial function qv : Rk → R. The value of T on L different

symmetric matrices
{
H(l) ∈ Rn×n : l ∈ [L]

}
and vectors x1, . . . ,xk ∈ Rn is

valT (H;x1, . . . ,xk) =
1

n

∑
i∈[n]V

qi|T ·Hi|T

where, for each index tuple i = (iv : v ∈ V) ∈ [n]V , we set

qi|T =
∏
v∈V

qv(x1[iv], . . . , xk[iv]), Hi|T =
∏

(u,v)∈E

H
(L[u,v])
iu,iv

=
∏
l

∏
(u,v)∈E:L[u,v]=l

H
(l)
iu,iv

.

Remark 5.2. Compared to the original notion in Definition 2.11 in Wang et al. [2022], our

definition extends to a case where we have multiple sensing matrices. Tensor networks can be

understood as iteratively contracting all tensor-matrix-tensor products represented by the edges of

the tree.

Lemma 5.4. Fix any t ≥ 1. Let (s̃0, ũ1, s̃1, . . . , s̃t, ũt) be the iterates given in (5.27), where

Onsager coefficients b̃
(1:L)
1:t are scalar constants given in (5.28). Suppose all non-linear denois-

ers Ũt+1 are polynomial functions applied row-wise. Then for any polynomial test function p :

R(2t+1)L × {±1}L+L0 ×Z → R, there holds

1

n

n∑
i=1

p(s̃0i , . . . , s̃
t
i, ũ

1
i , . . . , ũ

t
i, Xi, Yi, Zi) =

∑
T∈F

valT (H/
√
n; s̃0,X,Y,Z).

for some finite set F of diagonal tensor networks in k + 1 variables.
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Proof. Begin with exploiting p being a polynomial,

1

n

n∑
i=1

p(s̃0:ti , ũ1:ti , Zi) = valT
(
H/
√
n; s̃0:t, ũ1:t,Z

)
.

where T is a tensor network with only one vertex v whose associated polynomial is qv = p. We

claim that given any tensor network T = (V, E ,L, {qv}v∈V) in the variables (s̃0:t, ũ1:t, X, Y, Z), we

can decompose

valT
(
H/
√
n; s̃0:t, ũ1:t,X,Y,Z

)
=
∑
T ′∈F

valT ′

(
H/
√
n; s̃0:(t−1), ũ1:t,X,Y,Z

)
(5.29)

where F is a finite set of tensor networks in the variables (s̃0:(t−1), ũ1:t, X, Y, Z). To show this,

recall that

valT
(
H/
√
n; s̃0:t, ũ1:t,X,Y,Z

)
=

1

n

∑
i∈[n]V

∏
v∈V

qv(s̃0:tiv , ũ
1:t
iv , Ziv) ·Hi|T .

Subsequently expand each qv in terms of a polynomial in s̃t, where the dependence on (s̃0:(t−1), ũ1:t,X,Y,Z)

is absorbed in coefficients. Then plug in s̃t·,l =
√
λ(l)/nH(l)ũt

·,l − λ(l)b̃
(l)
t−1ũ

t−1
·,l to rearrange the pre-

vious expansion in terms of every H(l)ũt
·,l,

qv(s̃1:tiv , ũ
1:t
iv , Ziv) =

∑
θ∈Θv

qv,θ(s̃
0:(t−1)
iv

, ũ1:tiv , Ziv) ·
L∏
l=1

( n∑
j=1

H
(l)
iv ,j
ũtj/
√
n

)θl

where Θv ⊂ NL is a finite set of index tuples corresponding to qv in m̃t, and {qv,θ : θ ∈ Θv} are all

polynomials that depend on qv and d̃. Therefore

valT
(
H/
√
n; s̃0:t, ũ1:t,X,Y,Z

)
=

1

n

∑
θ∈

∏
v∈V Θv

∑
i∈[n]V

∏
v∈V

qv,θv(s̃
0:(t−1)
iv

, ũ1:tiv , Ziv) ·
L∏
l=1

( n∑
j=1

H
(l)
iv ,j√
n
ũtj,l

)θv,l
(
H√
n

)
i|T

=
1

n

∑
θ∈

∏
v∈V Θv

∑
i∈[n]V

∏
v∈V

qv,θv(s̃
0:(t−1)
iv

, ũ1:tiv , Ziv) ·
L∏
l=1

( n∑
j=1

H
(l)
iv ,j√
n
ũtj,l

)θv,l ∏
(u,v)∈E:L[u,v]=l

H
(l)
iu,iv√
n

 .
For each θ ∈

∏
v∈V Θv, we define a new tensor network Tθ from T as follows: (1) for each v ∈ V,

replace the associated polynomial qv by qv,θv ; (2) for each v ∈ V and l ∈ [L], connect v with θv,l
new vertices, where the associated polynomial for each new vertex is q(s̃0:(t−1), ũ1:t, Z) = ũtl and

newly added edges are labeled with l. Then the above is precisely

valT
(
H/
√
n; s̃0:t, ũ1:t,X,Y,Z

)
=

∑
θ∈

∏
v∈V Θv

valTθ

(
H/
√
n; s̃0:(t−1), ũ1:t,X,Y,Z

)
which shows the claim (5.29). We next claim that for any tensor network T in the variables

(s̃1:(t−1), ũ1:t, X, Y, Z), we have

valT

(
H/
√
n; s̃0:(t−1), ũ1:t,X,Y,Z

)
= valT ′

(
H/
√
n; s̃0:(t−1), ũ0:(t−1),X,Y,Z

)
(5.30)
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for a tensor network T ′ in the variables (s̃0:(t−1), ũ1:(t−1), X, Y, Z). This holds because ũt =

Ũt
(
s̃t−1,X,Y,Z

)
is itself a polynomial of (s̃0:(t−1), ũ0:(t−1),X,Y,Z), so for each vertex v of T ,

we may write

qv

(
s̃0:(t−1), ũ0:(t−1), Ũt

(
s̃t−1,X,Y,Z

)
,X,Y,Z

)
= q̃v

(
s̃0:(t−1), ũ0:(t−1),X,Y,Z

)
for some polynomial q̃v. Then we can define T ′ by replacing each polynomial qv with q̃v and

preserving all other structures of T .

Having shown the reductions (5.29) and (5.30), the proof is completed by recursively applying

these reductions for t, t− 1, t− 2, . . . , 1.

We introduce another lemma below which addresses universality for tensor networks. Since the

notion of tensor networks are generalized to multiple independent sensing matrices, this lemma is

a trivial extension of Lemma 2.13 in Wang et al. [2022]. Interested readers should consult Section

3.1 in Wang et al. [2022] for a self-contained proof.

Lemma 5.5. Let x1, . . . ,xk ∈ Rn be (random or deterministic) vectors and let (X1, . . . , Xk) have

finite moments of all orders, such that almost surely as n→∞,

(x1, . . . ,xk)
W→ (X1, . . . , Xk). (5.31)

Suppose that for some constant C > 0, there holds minl d
(l) ≥ C log n. Then for any diagonal

tensor network T in k variables, there is a deterministic value lim-valT (X1, . . . , Xk) depending only

on T and the joint law of (X1, . . . , Xk) such that almost surely,

lim
n→∞

valT (H/
√
n;x1, . . . ,xk)

= lim
n→∞

valT (W/
√
n;x1, . . . ,xk)

= lim-valT (X1, . . . , Xk)

where W is the collection L independent GOE(n) matrices in (1.6).

Universality of AMP Iterates.

Proof of Proposition 1.4. Recall the sequence
(
s0, . . . , st

)
defined in (5.22)-(5.23), with respect to

a collection of mean-zero sensing matrices H. When replacing H with W in (5.22)-(5.23), we can

define another auxiliary AMP iterates by

ǔt+1
k,l = U (l)

t (štk, Xk, Yk, Zk), št+1
i,l =

∑
k

√
λ(l)

n
W

(l)
i,k ǔ

t+1
k,l − λ

(l)b
(l)
t ǔ

t
i,l, (5.32)

where Onsager coefficients and state evolution iterates are both unchanged. Finally, by setting

minl d
(l) ≥ C log n, Benaych-Georges et al. [2020] implies maxl ∥H(l)/

√
n∥ ≤ C with high proba-

bility. Therefore, equipped with the polynomial approximation technique detailed in Section 3.3

of Wang et al. [2022] enabled by the polynomial growth condition (1.21), we are able to apply

Lemmas 5.4 and 5.5 to fully conclude the universality of AMP iterates,

1

n

n∑
i=1

ψ(š0:ti , Xi, Yi, Zi)−
1

n

n∑
i=1

ψ(s0:ti , Xi, Yi, Zi)
P→ 0,
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for any pseudo-Lipschitz test function ψ.

By slightly adopting the techniques in Section B.4 of Deshpande et al. [2017] or Theorem 7.2 of

Ma and Nandy [2023], we find this sequence of bias-corrected AMP iterates is close to the output of

Algorithm 1 in the sense that m̄t
l ≈ λ(l)µtlXl + stl . Similarly, we get mt

l ≈ λ(l)µtlXl + štl . Therefore,

this universality result holds as well for the original sequences with biased sensing matrices, i.e.

(1.22) holds.

6 Regularity of the limiting free energy, and analysis of examples

We prove Propositions 2.1 and 2.2 in Section 6.1. The remaining subsections establish the remaining

results for the specific examples.

6.1 Proof of Propositions 2.1 and 2.2

Proof of Proposition 2.1. (i) Since F(λ,q) depends on (λ,q) only jointly through λ ⊙ q, it is

reasonable and convenient to use a reparametrization γ =
(
λ(1)q1, . . . , λ

(L)qL
)
. Denoting

F̄(γ) := E log

(∑
x,y

p(x, y|Z)e
∑L

l=1 γlX
(l)x(l)+

√
γlW

(l)′x(l)

)
−

L∑
l=1

γl
2

= F(λ,q)−
L∑
l=1

λ(l)ql
2

,

the optimization objective is then restated as

sup
q≥0

[
F(λ,q)−

L∑
l=1

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]
= sup

γ≥0

[
F̄(γ)−

L∑
l=1

γ2l
4λ(l)

]
.

In the definition of F̄ , every (x, y) is weighted by e
∑L

l=1 γlX
(l)x(l)+

√
γlW

(l)′x(l)
, so we introduce the

notation

⟨f(x, y)⟩ =

∑
x,y p(x, y|Z)e

∑L
l=1 γlX

(l)x(l)+
√
γlW

(l)′x(l)
f(x, y)∑

x,y p(x, y|Z)e
∑L

l=1 γlX
(l)x(l)+

√
γlW (l)′x(l)

.

Consequently, it yields the first-order derivative of F̄ ,

∂lF̄(γ) = E
[〈
X(l)x(l) +

1

2

√
1

γl
W (l)′x(l)

〉]
− 1

2
.

We use Gaussian integration by parts to find that

E
[
W (l)′

〈
x(l)
〉]

= E
[

∂

∂W (l)′

〈
x(l)
〉]

=
√
γl

(
1− E

[〈
x(l)
〉2])

.

Since Nishimori identity (tower property) implies E
[
X(l)

〈
x(l)
〉]

= E
[〈
x(l)
〉2]

, we further derive

∂lF̄(γ) =
1

2
E
[
X(l)

〈
x(l)
〉]
.

Lastly, since G(q) = F̄(λ⊙ q)−
∑L

l=1
λ(l)2q2l
4λ(l) , we know

∂lG(q) =
λ(l)

2
E
[〈
x(l)
〉2]
− λ(l)ql

2
.
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Then we continue to calculate the second-order derivatives,

∂l2∂l1F̄(γ) =
1

2
E
[
X(l1) ∂

∂γl2

〈
x(l1)

〉]
.

First it follows from chain rule that

∂

∂γl2

〈
x(l1)

〉
=
(〈
x(l1)x(l2)

〉
−
〈
x(l1)

〉〈
x(l2)

〉)(
X(l2) +

1

2

√
1

γl2
W (l2)′

)
.

Again by Gaussian integration by parts, we have

E
[
W (l2)′X(l1)

(〈
x(l1)x(l2)

〉
−
〈
x(l1)

〉〈
x(l2)

〉)]
=E

[
X(l1) ∂

∂W (l2)′

(〈
x(l1)x(l2)

〉
−
〈
x(l1)

〉〈
x(l2)

〉)]
=2
√
γl2 · E

[
X(l1)

(〈
x(l1)

〉〈
x(l2)

〉2
−
〈
x(l1)x(l2)

〉〈
x(l2)

〉)]
.

Putting together, we would finally arrive at

∂l2∂l1F̄(γ) =
1

2
E
[(〈

x(l1)x(l2)
〉
−
〈
x(l1)

〉〈
x(l2)

〉)2]
.

It follows from rescaling that

∂l2∂l1G(γ) =
1

2
E
[(〈

x(l1)x(l2)
〉
−
〈
x(l1)

〉〈
x(l2)

〉)2]
− 1

2λ(l1)
1{l1 = l2}.

(ii) If γ ∈ (0,∞)L is not on the boundary, the conclusion follows naturally. Since 0 is also a

solution to T (γ) = γ, it suffices to deal with the case that there is a proper subset S ⊂ [L] such

that γS = 0, γSc > 0.

For any j /∈ S, by the Lagrange condition, we must have ∂jG(γ) = 0 leading to Tj(γ) = γj > 0.

For any j ∈ S, the optimality condition at boundaries imply ∂jG(γ) ≤ 0. But by its definition,

∂jG(γ) = Tj(γ)− γj = Tj(γ) ≥ 0. So we also have Tj(γ) = γj = 0 for each j ∈ S.

Proof of Proposition 2.2. For simplicity of proof presentation, we only consider the spiked matrices

model (1.6), as our universality results Propositions 1.2 and 1.3 allow us to translate the results to

the original graph model (1.1).

Since λ /∈ D, denote q∗ as the unique maximizer. The last assertion of Proposition 2.1 estab-

lishes that q∗ to solves a fixed point equation q∗ = T (λ⊙ q∗). Now suppose a certain layer X(l) is

weakly recoverable. Then Theorem 1.1 and Lemma 2.1 together imply q∗l > 0. As a result, in the

effective scalar channel (1.7), only A(l)′ suffices to weakly recover X(l), since

E
[
X(l)E

(
X(l)|A(l)′

)]
= E

[
tanh

(
λ(l)q∗

l +
√
λ(l)q∗

lN (0, 1)

)]
> 0,

as long as λ(l)q∗
l > 0. For any other l′ ∈ [L], since X(l) and X(l′) are correlated under p,

q∗l′ = E
[
X(l′)E

(
X(l′)|A′

)]
≥
∣∣∣E [X(l′)E

(
X(l)|A(l)′

)]∣∣∣
=
∣∣∣E [X(l)X(l′)

]∣∣∣ · E [X(l)E
(
X(l)|A(l)′

)]
> 0.
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This guarantees the weak recovery feasibility of X(l′) by Theorem 1.1(ii). In the same way, for any

l1 ∈ [L1], we also know

E
[
Y (l1)E

(
X(l′)|A′

)]
> 0

which guarantees the weak recovery feasibility of Y(l1) by Theorem 1.1(iii). To complete the proof,

it suffices to show nothing can be weakly recovered if q∗ = 0. And this is immediately true due to

Theorem 1.1(ii),(iii).

6.2 Proofs for Multilayer SBM

Proof of Corollary 2.1. (i) By the definition of conditional mutual information, we know

I(Y;G) = I(X,Y;G)− I(X;G|Y) = I(X,Y;G)−
∑
l

I(X(l);G(l)|Y),

where the first term I(X,Y;G) is already derived in Theorem 2.1. The second term I(X;G|Y) is

easily decoupled by conditional independence. Now we can treat Y as node-wise independent side

information in the general framework presented in Section 1.1, and we are only given one graph

G(l) to make inference on X(l). The free energy functional of this channel is given in (2.5). Again,

Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 1.2 together imply

lim
d(l)→∞

lim
n→∞

1

n
I(X(l);G(l)|Y) = lim

n→∞

1

n
I(X(l);A(l)|Y)

=
λ(l)

4
− sup

ql≥0

[
F (l)
ML,ρ(λ(l), ql)−

λ(l)(q2l + 2ql)

4

]
.

Finally (2.6) follows from plugging these expressions.

(ii) As for each individualized layer X(l), it holds that

I(X(l);G) = I(X,Y;G)− I(X(−l),Y;G(−l)|X(l)).

To deal with the second term, we treat X(l) as node-wise independent side information in the general

framework presented in Section 1.1. Conditioned on X(l), we want to infer (X(−l),Y) from G(−l).

This input prior corresponds to energy functional defined in (2.7). Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 1.2

together imply

lim
d(l)→∞

lim
n→∞

1

n
I(X(−l),Y;G(−l)|X(l)) = lim

n→∞

1

n
I(X(−l),Y;A(−l)|X(l))

=
∑
l1 ̸=l

λ(l1)

4
− sup

q−l≥0

F̄ (l)
ML,ρ(λ(−l),q−l)−

∑
l1 ̸=l

λ(l1)(q2l1 + 2ql1)

4

 .
We plug in this expression to finally get (2.8).

Proof of Lemma 2.2. By reparametrizing ρ into ρ̄, we know pML(x|y) ∝
∏

l exp
(
ρ̄yx(l)

)
. The like-

lihood also satisfies a similar form p(ml|x(l)) ∝ exp(mlx
(l)), mainly due to the fact that x(l)2 = 1.

Therefore, after observing
√
λ(l)qtlA

(l)′ = ml, ∀l ∈ [L], the joint posterior can be denoted as

p(x, y|m) ∝ p(m|x)pML(x|y) ∝ exp

(∑
l

mlx
(l) + ρ̄yx(l)

)
.
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Consequently, we can compute the marginals by

p(x(l) = 1|m) ∝
∑

y,x(−l)

exp

(∑
l

mlx
(l) + ρ̄yx(l)

)

∝
∑
y

exp (ml + ρ̄y)
∏
l′ ̸=l

cosh(ml′ + ρ̄y).

Similarly, we would have p(x(l) = −1|m) ∝
∑

y exp (−ml − ρ̄y)
∏

l′ ̸=l cosh(ml′ + ρ̄y). As a result,

E(l)t (m1:L) = p(x(l) = 1|m)− p(x(l) = −1|m)

=

∑
y exp (ml + ρ̄y)

∏
l′ ̸=l cosh(ml′ + ρ̄y)−

∑
y exp (−ml − ρ̄y)

∏
l′ ̸=l cosh(ml′ + ρ̄y)∑

y exp (ml + ρ̄y)
∏

l′ ̸=l cosh(ml′ + ρ̄y) +
∑

y exp (−ml − ρ̄y)
∏

l′ ̸=l cosh(ml′ + ρ̄y)

=

∏
l′ ̸=l cosh (ml′ + ρ̄) sinh (ml + ρ̄) +

∏
l′ ̸=l cosh (ml′ − ρ̄) sinh (ml − ρ̄)∏

l′ cosh (ml′ + ρ̄) +
∏

l′ cosh (ml′ − ρ̄)
.

coinciding with (2.9).

Proof of Proposition 2.3. Note that for almost all λ except for a set of measure zero, the maximizer

q∗ of RHS in (1.12) is unique.

Note that the Hessian matrix ∇2G(0) is

1

2


λ(1)2 − λ(1) λ(1)λ(2)(1− 2ρ)4 λ(1)λ(L)(1− 2ρ)4

λ(1)λ(2)(1− 2ρ)4 λ(2)2 − λ(2) λ(2)λ(L)(1− 2ρ)4

. . .

λ(1)λ(L)(1− 2ρ)4 λ(L)2 − λ(L)

 ,

which can be rewritten as:

(1− 2ρ)4

2


λ(1)

λ(2)

...

λ(L)


⊺ (
λ(1) λ(2) . . . λ(L)

)
− 1

2
diag(λ(l) − (1− (1− 2ρ)4)λ(l)2)

Denote the maximum eigenvector of ∇2G(0) as v = (v1, . . . , vL)⊺. We first note that all entries of

v must either be non-negative or non-positive. To see this, we note

v⊺∇2G(0)v =
(1− 2ρ)4

2

(
L∑
l=1

λ(l)vl

)2

− 1

2

L∑
l=1

(λ(l) − (1− (1− 2ρ)4)λ(l))v2l .

Without loss of generality, we assume
∑L

l=1 λ
(l)vl > 0, then we can flip the sign of any negative

vl to increase
∑L

l=1 λ
(l)vl while keeping

∑L
l=1(λ

(l) − (1− (1− 2ρ)4)λ(l))v2l and
∑L

l=1 v
2
l fixed, thus

increasing v⊺∇2G(0)v. This contradicts the fact that v is the leading eigenvector and establishes

the claim.

By direct computation,

|∇2G(0)| =
(
−1

2

)L
(

1−
L∑
l=1

(1− 2ρ)4λ(l)

1− (1− (1− 2ρ)4)λ(l)

)
. (6.1)
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Thus if (2.10) holds, the leading eigenvalue for ∇2G(0) must be larger than 0. The previous

observation indicates that the leading eigenvector must point to the first quadrant, which suggests

that 0 is only a saddle point and that q∗ ̸= 0. Note that q∗ enjoys an “all-or-nothing” behavior in

the sense that q∗l ’s are either all equal to zero or none of them equal to zero. Thus if (2.10) holds,

we achieve simultaneous weak recovery for all X(l)’s as well as Y.

We now turn to the converse assertion: if

L∑
l=1

(1− 2ρ)4λ(l)

1− (1− (1− 2ρ)4)λ(l)
< 1, (6.2)

0 is a local optimizer. Note that ∇2G(0) is a negative definite matrix perturbed by a rank one ma-

trix, thus it admits at most one positive eigenvalue. Thus if
∑L

l=1
(1−2ρ)4λ(l)

1−(1−(1−2ρ)4)λ(l) < 1, |∇2G(0)| < 0

when L is odd and |∇2G(0)| > 0 when L is even. Then the largest eigenvalue of ∇2G(0) is negative,

the proof is thus completed.

Proof of Proposition 2.4. Recall that we are solving q = TML(λ⊙ q) to find the maximizer of free

energy functional. All we need here for TML is the monotonicity and the conjectured weakened

notion of strict concavity. In fact, this type of mappings actually has a name “standard interference

mapping”, and is already widely studied in the context of communication systems Yates [1995],

Cavalcante et al. [2015, 2019], Piotrowski and Cavalcante [2022].

(i) Suppose q 7→ TML(λ⊙q) has two distinct non-zero fixed points q,q′ ∈ [0,+∞)L. As suggested

by Proposition 2.2, all coordinates of q,q′ should be positive. Without loss of generality, there

exists some j0 such that qj0 < q′j0 . Hence, there exists a t > 1 such that tq ≥ q′ and tqj = q′j
for some j. Then monotonicity and concavity together imply

q′j = TML
j (λ⊙ q′) ≤ TML

j (tλ⊙ q) < tTML
j (λ⊙ q) = tqj ,

contradicting to tqj = q′
j . Therefore, q = TML(λ⊙q) only has at most one non-zero solution.

When there is no non-zero solution, then origin 0 becomes unique maximizer of (2.4). If there

is indeed a non-zero fixed point q∗, there must be

TML
j (αλ⊙ q∗) > αTML

j (λ⊙ q∗) = αq∗
j , ∀j ∈ [L], 0 < α < 1.

Since TML(λ⊙ q)− q is the gradient of the free energy functional, the functional must have

a strict bigger value at q∗ than 0. So q∗ would be the unique maximizer.

(ii) If condition (2.10) fails, 0 must be a local maximizer to (2.4). Continued from the previous

argument, if q 7→ TML(λ ⊙ q) has one additional non-zero fixed point q∗, TML(λ ⊙ q) < q

must hold along the segment connecting 0 and q∗. Then 0 cannot be a local maximizer,

contradiction! So 0 is the only fixed point, thus the global maximizer.

(iii) If condition (2.10) holds, as established in Piotrowski and Cavalcante [2022], state evolution

iterates converge to q∗ geometrically, as long as the initialization q0 ̸= 0.
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6.3 Proofs for Dynamic SBM

Proof of Corollary 2.2. By the definition of conditional mutual information, we know

I(X(l);G) = I(X;G)− I(X(<l),X(>l);G|X(l))

= I(X,Y;G)− I(X(<l);G(<l)|X(l))− I(X(>l);G(>l)|X(l)),

where the first term I(X;G) is already derived in Theorem 2.2. The last two terms can both be

put into our general model easily. Now for I(X(>l);G(>l)|X(l)), we can treat X(l) as node-wise

independent known side information in the general framework presented in Section 1.1, and we are

only given graphs G(>l) to make inference on X(>l). Corresponding free energy functionals are

given in the corollary statement. Again, Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 1.2 together imply

lim
n→∞

1

n
I(X(>l);G(>l)|X(l)) = lim

n→∞

1

n
I(X(>l);A(>l)|X(l))

=

∑
l′>l λ

l′

4
− sup

q>l≥0

[
FDyn,ρ(λ(>l),q>l)−

∑
l′>l

λ(l
′)(q2l′ + 2ql′)

4

]
.

Similar limiting formula holds for I(X(<l);G(<l)|X(l))/n as well. Finally (2.13) follows from plug-

ging these expressions.

Proof of Lemma 2.3. Focus on the scalar channel (2.11) with input distribution pDyn. And input

m1:L of this algorithm satisfies ml =
√
λ(l)qtlA

(l)′. Then the likelihood function corresponding to

each ml is

p
(
ml|X(l) = x(l)

)
∝ exp(mlx

(l)) =: ql

(
x(l)
)
.

Therefore, the forward recursion is initialized by

g1(1) = p(X(1) = 1)q1(1) ∝ p(X(1) = 1|m1),

g1(−1) = p(X(1) = −1)q1(−1) ∝ p(X(1) = −1|m1).

and proceeds by computing for each x(l) ∈ {±1},

gl(x
(l)) =

∑
x(l−1)

p(X(l) = x(l)|X(l−1) = x(l−1)) exp(mlx
(l−1))gl−1

(
x(l−1)

)

=
∑
x(1)

p(X(1) = x(1))q1(x
(1))

∑
x(2)

p(X(2) = x(2)|X(1) = x(1))q2(x
(2))

∑
x(3)

· · ·


∝ p(X(l) = x(l)|m1:l).

for each l = 2, . . . , L. Henceforth, the backward recursion starts with

E(L) =
gL(1)− gL(−1)

gL(1) + gL(−1)
= p(X(L) = 1|m1:L)− p(X(L) = −1|m1:L)

= E
[
X(L)

∣∣∣∣√λ(l)qtlA(l)′ = ml, ∀l ∈ [L]

]
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and then proceeds by

E(l) =
∑

x(l),x(l+1)

x(l)
1 + x(l+1)E(l+1)

2
·
gl(x

(l))
[
(1− ρ)1(x(l+1) = x(l)) + ρ1(x(l+1) ̸= x(l))

]
exp

(
ml+1x

(l+1)
)

gl+1(x(l+1))

=
∑

x(l),x(l+1)

x(l)p(X(l+1) = x(l+1)|m1:L)
p(X(l) = x(l), X(l+1) = x(l+1)|m1:(l+1))

p(X(l+1) = x(l+1)|m1:(l+1))

=
∑

x(l),x(l+1)

x(l)p(X(l+1) = x(l+1)|m1:L)p(X(l) = x(l)|X(l+1) = x(l+1),m1:(l+1))

=
∑
x(l)

x(l)p(X(l) = x(l)|m1:L)

= E
[
X(L)

∣∣∣∣√λ(l)qtlA(l)′ = ml, ∀l ∈ [L]

]
,

for l going from L− 1 down to 1. Therefore, Algorithm 2 outputs an exact posterior mean of the

scalar channel. Consisting of two recursions, this algorithm runs efficiently in O(L) time.

Proof of Proposition 2.5. Note that if λ(1) = λ(2) = · · · = λ(L) = λ, the Hessian matrix ∇2G(0) is

1

2


λ2 − λ λ2(1− 2ρ)2 λ2(1− 2ρ)2(L−1)

λ2(1− 2ρ)2 λ2 − λ λ2(1− 2ρ)2(L−2)

. . .

λ2(1− 2ρ)2(L−1) λ2 − λ

 .

Define the Toeplitz matrix K as

K =
(

(1− 2ρ)2|r−s|
)L
r,s=1

,

then ∇2G(0) can be rewritten as
λ2

2
K − λ

2
I,

where I is the identity matrix.

Note that K belongs to the family of Kac-Murdock-Szego matrices, and thus its largest eigen-

value is [Trench, 2010, Grenander and Szegö, 1958]

λmax(K) =
1− (1− 2ρ)4

1− 2(1− 2ρ)2 cos θ∗ + (1− 2ρ)4
,

where θ∗ ∈ (0, π) is the minimum solution of equation

0 = sin[(L+ 1)θ∗]− 2(1− 2ρ)2 sin[Lθ∗] + (1− 2ρ)4 sin[(L− 1)θ∗].

Furthermore, setting the largest eigenvector of K as v = (v1, . . . , vL)⊺,

vr = cos
(L− 2r + 1)θ∗

2
, 1 ≤ r ≤ L.

It is proved in Trench [2010] and Grenander and Szegö [1958] that 0 < θ∗ < π/(L+ 1), thus vr > 0

for 1 ≤ r ≤ L. Note that v is also the largest eigenvector of ∇2G(0). Thus if λ2λmax(K)−λ > 0, or

equivalently λ > 1/λmax(K), there exists v ∈ (0,∞)L, such that v⊺∇2G(0)v > 0. This completes

the proof.
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Proof of Proposition 2.6. This proof is essentially the same as that of Proposition 2.4, and is thus

omitted.
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committee machine: Computational to statistical gaps in learning a two-layers neural network.

Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 31, 2018.

Trygve E Bakken, Jeremy A Miller, Song-Lin Ding, Susan M Sunkin, Kimberly A Smith, Lydia

Ng, Aaron Szafer, Rachel A Dalley, Joshua J Royall, Tracy Lemon, et al. A comprehensive

transcriptional map of primate brain development. Nature, 535(7612):367–375, 2016.

Jean Barbier and Nicolas Macris. The adaptive interpolation method: a simple scheme to prove

replica formulas in bayesian inference. Probability theory and related fields, 174:1133–1185, 2019a.

Jean Barbier and Nicolas Macris. The adaptive interpolation method for proving replica formulas.

applications to the curie–weiss and wigner spike models. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical

and Theoretical, 52(29):294002, 2019b.

Mohsen Bayati and Andrea Montanari. The dynamics of message passing on dense graphs, with

applications to compressed sensing. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 57(2):764–785,

2011.

Florent Benaych-Georges, Charles Bordenave, and Antti Knowles. Spectral radii of sparse random

matrices. In Annales de l’Institut Henri Poincaré-Probabilités et Statistiques, volume 56, pages
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linear estimation. In 2017 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), pages

2098–2102. IEEE, 2017.

Naoki Masuda and Petter Holme. Introduction to temporal network epidemiology. Springer, 2017.

Catherine Matias and Vincent Miele. Statistical clustering of temporal networks through a dynamic

stochastic block model. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B: Statistical Methodology,

79(4):1119–1141, 2017.

Paul Milgrom and Ilya Segal. Envelope theorems for arbitrary choice sets. Econometrica, 70(2):

583–601, 2002.

Andrea Montanari. Estimating random variables from random sparse observations. European

Transactions on Telecommunications, 19(4):385–403, 2008.

Andrea Montanari and Subhabrata Sen. A short tutorial on mean-field spin glass techniques for

non-physicists. arXiv preprint arXiv:2204.02909, 2022.

Andrea Montanari and Ramji Venkataramanan. Estimation of low-rank matrices via approximate

message passing. The Annals of Statistics, 49(1), 2021.

Elchanan Mossel, Joe Neeman, and Allan Sly. Stochastic block models and reconstruction. arXiv

preprint arXiv:1202.1499, 2012.

Elchanan Mossel, Joe Neeman, and Allan Sly. A proof of the block model threshold conjecture.

Combinatorica, 38(3):665–708, 2018.

Ryan O’Donnell. Analysis of boolean functions. Cambridge University Press, 2014.

Dmitry Panchenko. The sherrington-kirkpatrick model. Springer Science & Business Media, 2013.

Subhadeep Paul and Yuguo Chen. Spectral and matrix factorization methods for consistent com-

munity detection in multi-layer networks. The Annals of Statistics, 48(1), 2020.

Marianna Pensky and Teng Zhang. Spectral clustering in the dynamic stochastic block model.

Electronic Journal of Statistics, 13:678–709, 2019.

Amelia Perry, Alexander S Wein, Afonso S Bandeira, and Ankur Moitra. Message-passing algo-

rithms for synchronization problems over compact groups. Communications on Pure and Applied

Mathematics, 71(11):2275–2322, 2018.
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