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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
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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

*email: xyang@g.harvard.edu
Temail: blin@g.harvard.edu
temail: subhabratasen@fas.harvard.edu



the context of online social networks, one might observe interactions among individuals over pro-
fessional and personal social networks [Kiveld 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 (z,y,z2), where (i) x € {+1}* represents
a latent signal directly associated with the observed data, (ii) y € {#1}*! 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(z,y, z) on the variables (z,y, z). For the simplicity of presentation, we restrict ourselves to a



balanced setting in which marginals p (x(l)), P (y(ll)) are all uniform on {£1} under the prior. Our

observations are specified as follows—generate (X;,Y;, Z;) d p for i € [n]; then sample L random
graphs {GW" : ] € [L]} with adjacency matrix

. 0 )
GZ(-l])- 2 Bern <a> 1 {Xi(l) = X;l)} + Bern (b> 1 {XZ.(Z) # X](.l)} , Vi<i<ji<n. (11)
: n

n

The parameters a¥), b can depend on n—we suppress this dependence for notational convenience.
We observe the L graphs {G(®) : [ € [L]}; in addition, we also observe the Z; variable as side
information for each node ¢ € [n]. We seek to recover {(X;,Y;),i € [n]} jointly from G and
{Z;,1 € [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 pui(z,y) on {£1}E+ is specified as follows: first,
set y to be uniform py(y = £1) = % and then let (x(l), . ,x(L)) be conditionally independent,

(W =y)=1—p, puz® =—y)=p, 1elL].

In this example, y is called the global membership and (V) 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.

_ (aW—pD)2
T 4dD(1—d1) /n)

that /\7(1[) = A gsn— 00, Fiz0<p< 1/2. If d — oo, weak recovery of the global and layer-wise
memberships are possible if and only if

L
(1—2p)*A0
max{z1_(1_(1_2p)4))\(l),)\} > 1. (1.2)

=1

Conjecture 1.1. Set d® .= M and d = minj <<y, d® Define )\g) and assume

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 p = 0, the threshold reduces to Zlel AD > 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 A satisfying (1.2), provided the
minimum degree d is sufficiently large. Conversely, we establish that if d — oo, 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 Ly = 0 and Z = 0, (M, ..., 2" forms a time-homogeneous
Markov chain evolving from ppyn (m(l) =41) = % according to

prn(x(lJrl) = ‘T(l)) =1-—p, prn(m(l) = _‘T(lil)) =P, l e [L - 1]‘



We can allow V) = b) = 0—this corresponds to the setting where the I layer is invisible to the
statistician. See Figure 1b for a graphical illustration of ppyn.

As in the previous example, we set d) = (a(!) +5())/2 and AP = (D —bp®)2/(4d® (1 —d® /n).
We assume )\g) — A as n — co. We conjecture the following information theoretic threshold for

community detection in the Dynamic SBM in the special case A(!) = ... = A1),
Conjecture 1.2. Set d = minj<<y, “(l);rb(l) and assume that d — oo. In addition, assume that
A = = \D) =\ Fiz0< p < % In this setting, weak recovery is possible if and only if

1—2(1—-2p)?cosfy + (1 —2p)*

A
g I—(1—2p) |

(1.3)

where 0, € (0,7) is the minimum solution of equation
0 = sin[(L + 1)6.] — 2(1 — 2p)? sin[L6,] + (1 — 2p)*sin[(L — 1)6.].

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). Fiz ey,e_ € [0,1]. Then
plx=1)=plx=-1) = %, with z taking values in {1,%,—1},
pz=1llz=1)=1—-plz=*z=1)=¢e4, (1.4)
pz=—-1llz=-1)=1—-pz=xlzx=-1)=c_.

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 = z}, and the community assignment z is observed by the scientist. Parameters
€y4,e_ govern the proportion of labeled vertices within each community. Prior work in this area
focuses mainly on the setting ey = ¢_ i.e., vertices of both communities are equally likely to be
revealed to the observer. In contrast, our model allows e, # _, which control the probability of
revealed labels in the two groups respectively. It is particularly interesting to study the unbalanced
setting €4 < e_ or €4 > ¢_—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(!) := M as the average degree for each layer. Using
the generative model (1.1), the adjacency matrices maybe decomposed as

l l O]
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(a) Hlustration of py. with L = 5. (b) Mlustration of ppy, 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.

it A0 . (a2
with Ay’ = o5

matrix H® has independent off-diagonal entries satisfying that for each 1 <1i < j < n,

being the effective SNR per layer. Conditioned on each X, the noise

1
e =0, |HY < :
1)) el < a7

a1 —a®/n) bO1 - b0 /n)
E[(Hi(,l]?)Q] € {d(l)(l —d0 /n)’ dO(1 — dO /n) } : (1.5)

The parameters (d(l),)\g)) provide a more useful parametrization of (a(l),b(l)) for our analysis.
) 5 A has a finite limit
as n — o0o. In our analysis, we focus initially on the following set of gaussian spike matrices

AD — /A;” XOKOT 4 Wi, (1.6)

0

eV

Throughout this paper, we focus on an asymptotic setting where each )\g

with W being sampled independently according to the Gaussian Orthogonal Ensemble, Wi
N(0,1+4 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¥) 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 entry Gl(l]) (or Agl])) relates to two
independent realizations (X;,Y;, Z;) and (Xj,Y}, Z;). We will show that the pairwise observation

model is asymptotically equivalent to the following scalar observation channel:
(X,Y,Z) ~p(), AW = /A0gx® 4+ WO (1.7)

for I € [L] and WO b N(0,1), with a specific ¢ = (¢1,...,qr) > 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.



1.2 Main Results

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

p(x,y\Z,A)ocﬁp(a:i,yi]Z -exp |— ZZ( F 0] (l)) ’
i=1

=1 i<y

for x € {£1}"*Ly € {£1}"*L1. In physics parlance, the posterior distribution corresponds to a
Boltzman Gibbs distribution p(x,y|Z, A) o [T, p(wi, yi| Z;) - e!®) with Hamiltonian defined as

AD A®
9= 33| A0 300 4 2000

=1 1<j =1 1<j

Set Zn(X) = >y i (i yil Zs) - e to be the normalizing constant of this Gibbs distribution.
The free energy of this matrix model is formally defined as

Fu(A) = %Elog Zo(N). (1.8)

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

F(A\q) =Elog (Z p(z,y|Z)eZh A”)qu“w“+W>mw<”'r<”) . (1.9)

m7y

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 F, ().

Proposition 1.1. For any X € [0, 00)”

L

A (g2 +2g
Fha) - Ao+ 2a)

L

A0
lim F,(A) = 2z A7 + sup 1
=1

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(OX®T
or Y YU)T - The error is measured by MMSE (minimal mean squared squared error) defined
formally as

MMSE (X(”X(’)T;A, z) Y ZE ( ~E[xVx ](.l)\A,ZDQ. (1.11)

We define MMSE (YWY ()T: A Z) analogously.
Theorem 1.1. Let A be generated from the gaussian spiked matriz model (1.6).

(i) The normalized mutual information between latent variables (X,Y) and observed variables
(A,Z) has a finite limit,

L

A (g} +2
— sup .F(A,q)—z(ql—+ql) . (1.12)

1 AD
lim L1(X,Y;A,Z) = ip(r, 5 2) + 2L :
=1

n—oo N 4 q>0

where i, (x,y; 2) is the mutual information between (x,y) and z under prior p(-).



(i) There exists a set D C (0,+00)* of Lebesque measure zero such that for all X € (0, +00)™ \
D there ezists a unique mazimizer q* = (qf,...,q}) of the RHS in (1.12). Further, this
maximizer satisfies

lim MMSE (X(l)X(l)T;A,Z) =1-(q)?, Viell) (1.13)

n—oo

(iii) For any X € (0,00)" \ D and | € [Ly], the optimal estimation error of Y1) converges to

lim MMSE (YUl)Y(ll)T; A, z) —1-F [Y(Z)E (Y(l1)|Z, VA ©X + W’)]Q. (1.14)

n—o0

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. Fiz X € [0,00)". Under the asymptotics that (i) A A0 for any l € [L] and
(i3) min; dV (1 — d® /n) — oo as n — oo,
1 1
lim —I(X,Y;G,Z)= lim —I(X,Y;A,7Z),
n—oo n n—oo N

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[X;|Zi]},c(, only based on Z would achieve the
following matrix mean squared error,

DMSE (XX, 7) = n(n2_1) SE(x"x{"-E [X§”X§”|z])2
1<j

—1- {E [X(Z)E (X(’MZN }2 .= DMSE;(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<Z>X(Z>T;A,z> < DMSE;(p), MMSE (X(l)X(l)T;G,Z> < DMSE;(p),

are asymptotically tight. The next proposition establishes that the sharp threshold in terms of A
is universal between the graph model (1.1) and its spiked matrix counterpart (1.6).

Proposition 1.3. Fiz A € [0,00)". Under the asymptotics that (i) A, — X and (ii) min; d¥ (1 —
dW /n) — 0o as n — oo, for any | € [L],

lim MMSE (X(l)X(l)T;A,Z) < DMSE,(p),

n—oo
if and only if
lim MMSE (X(l)X(l)T;G,Z> < DMSE;(p).

n—oo

The same conclusion holds if we replace XV with any Y&,

Remark 1.1. The dummy mean squared error DMSE;(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®
is uniform, it holds that DMSE;(p) = 1.



Algorithm 1 Coupled Approximate Message Passing

Require: a sequence of non-linear denoisers {Et cREHL2 RL} 4> Initialization m? € R*L,
for t > 0 do -
Update each coordinate [ € [L] and node i € [n] by

mitl = Z \/ j,lg Z) — A0dPDeD (mi~1, Z,), (1.16)

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

1 n
--> oM (mt, Z,). (1.17)
k=1

end for
Stop at t, € N, and output Xt* = &, (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 {& : R — R%} 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 & is Lipschitz continuous for t > 0. The state
evolution iterates for Algorithm 1 corresponds to the bivariate sequence pt,kt € RY, indexed by



t > 0. The sequence is recursively defined as follows
it =E [ X0 (', 7)., (1.18)

it =E g (', 2)°] (1.19)

where (X,Y, Z) ~ p(-) andm' = (m},...,m}) is an L-dim variable with m}| X '~ ! N (ADptX O NDgE.

Theorem 1.2 (State evolution). For any pseudo Lipschitz test function 1 : RF x {£1}+E2 —
R,(m,X,Z) = (m, X, Z) as n — o0,

72¢m X, Zi) B E[p(mt, X, 2)] .

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

t

between m? and X while the sequence x! measures the conditional variance. Therefore, the Bayes

optimal choice of &; is given as

S, p(@|Z) exp (Sf e ® k) ) @
2, P(2|Z) exp (Zlel ﬁlfﬂfﬂ”(l)//ﬁf)

& (mh2)=E[X|m', Z] =

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

/ﬂf“ = /<;l+1 for any t,! 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,

o Zop(alZ) e (S, ) o0
3 pla|Z) exp (L ifah)

where (X,Y,Z,m!) is jointly drawn from the effective scalar channel (1.7) with profile q’.

gt =E [IE [XU) Iﬁzt,zﬂ -

Corollary 1.1. For Bayes optimal AMP and any t > 0, X' = E [X|m’, Z] has the following
asymptotic mean squared error,

MSEanp (1,1, 2) = o= >oE(x"x - ~EORO) 1 (g,

n—00
z<]

Moreover, if q* converges to the unique mazimizer q* in (1.10) as t — oo, 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 — co.

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,

1) l
g .— GV -dV/n X(“X DT L HO. (1.20)
VdDO (1 —dD /n)/n




One can implement Algorithm 1 with the matrices G in place of the spiked gaussian matrix A.
Denote the recursive output as (rhl, e ﬁlt). The next proposition asserts that the asymptotic
distribution of m is still characterized by the prescribed state evolution iterates in Definition 1.1,

as long as average degrees d) are Q(logn).

Proposition 1.4. Suppose that min; dV(1—d" /n) > Clogn 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,

& (ma,...,mp, 2)]| < CQA+ |[(ma,...,z0,2)|[5) for a constant C > 0. (1.21)

Consequently, for any pseudo Lipschitz test function 1 : RV x {£1}F+tl2 - R (m, X, Z) —
Y(m, X, Z) as n — oo,

1 n .
— ; Xz,Z - — X“Z 0 1.22
n ZE 1 w(mz, g w ( )

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(!), one requires
AD > 1 for weak recovery. Thus based on the marginal information, weak recovery is possible if
and only if max; \D) > 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 £ onto {A(l),l € [L]} As shown in Section 2 for specific examples, Algorithm 1
can recover node memberships even when max; A() < 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 p = 0), in which X =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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(ili) 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 e-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 is uniform under
the prior p.

Definition 2.1. For 1 <[ < L, we say that X1 ¢ {£1}" is weakly recoverable if there exists an
estimator X := XW(G) € {£1}" such that

1 <§(<Z>, X(l)>” _

n

liminf E {

n—o0

Weak recovery of Y, 1 <1< Ly 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 x n
co-membership matrix X(OXOT,

Lemma 2.1 (Lemma 3.5, 3.6, Deshpande et al. [2017]). Weak recovery of XU is possible if and
only if there exists an estimator C(G) € R™ "™ such that

~ ~ 2
MSE(XXOT &)= 2 SE (Xf”X](” - Cm) <1,

where RHS corresponds a random guess of the latent variables.

We are comparing MSE(X(l)X(l)T, 6) against 1 as a random guess would yield a dummy mean
squared error of 1 i.e., the prior variance of every X,L.(l)X D Since we adopt mean squared error, the
best possible estimator would be posterior mean E [X(l X(Z)T]G], whose error is studied in (1.13).
So we turn to study the minimal mean squared error of XX ®T defined in (1.11).

Remark 2.1. At the end of Section 1.1, we investigate whether MMSE (X(Z)X(I)T; G, Z) < DMSE;(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 DMSE;(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 A ¢ D the question of weak recovery boils down to
characterizing the behavior of the unique maximizer ¢ (1.12). For notational compactness, we
define (1.12) by

2 + 2ql)

L A\®
Gla) = Frg) - 3 20, (21)
=1

where F (A, q) is the free energy function defined in (1.9). For this section only, for any function
f(z,y) on {£1}+L1 ) define

(Fa ) =E[f(X,Y) | ZV/AOqo 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 GG, and establish
that these conditions are satisfied by any maximizer, even at the boundary.

Proposition 2.1. (i) For any X € [0,00)%,

A0 2 A0
acta) = B | (). | -5

0,0, G(q) = WE { (=002t (a0} <x<zz>>sc)2} _ A(;)n{zl — ).

Note that the RHS depends on q through the bracket (-)sc.

(i) Define a mapping T : [0,00)% — [0, 00)L with I-th coordinate given by

O X Wa® W Oz ®)
Ty(v) =E <x(l)>2 —F XU)Z%yp(x’y'Z)x — . (2.2)
s Zxyp(:c,yIZ)eZzilwX<”m(”+ﬁW<”’w<“

Any local mazimizer q € [0,00)" of (2.1) satisfies the first order stationary point condition
TA©aq)=q.

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

1. For 1 <1< L, T is non-decreasing in each argument as for any l1,ls € [L], there holds

ATy, () = E |Cov(X™), X[y o X + W] > 0.

2. For any X € (0,400)%, global mazimizers q* exist and are in a compact subset [0,1]". This
follows as 9,G(q) < A (1—¢)/2 < 0 as long as q > 1. Consequently G(q) < maxgep,1r G(Q)
whenever max; q; > 1.

If the prior p(z,y, z) factorizes in special ways, it is possible that a certain layer X (1) ig weakly
recoverable while another layer X (2) 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(z,y) and X ¢ D. Then either all the layers can be weakly recovered, or none can be
recovered weakly.

Specifically, when p # 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(z,y) = py) [[;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], Kiveld 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 A to diverge to infinity. Under this input
prior, the effective scalar channel in (1.7) reduces to

Y ~ Unif{£1}, XORBSC,(v), AO\/A0qxD + A (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

L
FumLpe(A,q) = Elog Z %H [cosh <)\(l)ql + )\(l)qlw(l)/>
y==+1 =1

+(1—2p) yX ¥ sinh <)\(l)ql + )\(l)qlW(l)')] } ,

where the expectation is evaluated with respect to W’ A (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) Ay, — X and (ii) min;dD(1 — d®/n) — oo as
n — oo, we have,

1 1
lim —I(X,Y;G) = lim —I(X,Y;A)

n—oo n n—oo N
A®D L A\ (g2 492
= Z:l4 — sup fML,p()‘vq) - Z (QZ4QZ) ) (24)
q>0

=1

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&) of a specific layer. The next result answers this question. Our proof exploits the
hierarchical structure in the prior p, depicted in Figure la; 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 XU from GO conditioned on'Y,

f's/'l)hpo‘(l)a q) = Elog {cosh ()\(l)qz + )\(l)(JlW(l)/>

+ (1 — 2p) Bsinh <)\(l)ql + )\(l)qlW(l)’) } , (2.5)
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where the expectation is taken with respect to B ~ 2Bern(p) — 1 and independent standard normal
WO Under the same asymptotics as Theorem 2.1, we have,

L
|
lim —I(Y;G) = sup [ﬂ‘,l,{,p(k(”,q;) -

n—oo N -1 @>0

AD(g? + 2q1)
1

MO (g2 +2
— sup []:ML,p(Avq) - E (ql4 2)
a=0 =1

(2.6)

(i) As for a specific individualized layer | € [L], consider another free energy functional corre-
sponding to inferring (XD, Y) from GV conditioned on X1,

L
Fa,A D a ) =Elog{ > po) [] [COSh <)\(ll)% + )\(ll)QhW(ll)/>
b=t1 L

+ (1 —2p) bXD X ") sinh (A(ll)qll + /\(ll)qllW(ll)’>] } . (27)

where we take 1 —p(b = 1) = p(b = —1) = p. The expectation is taken with respect to (X,Y) ~ pmL
and independent standard normals W\ . Under the same asymptotics as Theorem 2.1, it follows
that

) _
im L7(X0;G) = 2 4 sup P, A q ) =S

n—oo N, q—lZO ll?él

L
A (g? +2
— sup []‘—ML,p(A, q) - Z ((114%)

a=0 I=1

A(ll) (ql21 + 2qll )
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 {q'}, the non-linear denoisers & : R¥ — R” are chosen as

VA g AW =y Vi € (L]

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

£ ms) = | X0

provides an explicit expression for this denoiser.

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

e _ tanh (my + p) [ ], cosh (my + p) + tanh (my — p) I, cosh (my — p) 9.9
ML,p<m1:L) = - — , (2.9)
1, cosh (my + p) + [ 1, cosh (my — p)
with p = %log (1;/)p>. 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,
{q’ € R” : t € N} is recursively updated as

¢ =E XVl AodoX+VA0q o W’)} =TM Ao q)),

where TML is given in (2.2) by specifying the multilayer prior pyi. As a result, by recursively
updating qt! < TML(A @ q'), state evolution iterates q' would converge to a fixed point of
mapping q — TML()\Q 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 A such that (2.1) does not have a unique
maximizer; Theorem 1.1 establishes that D has measure zero. For any A ¢ D, write q*(\) as the
unique global maximizer. As a result, understanding whether ¢;'(X) = 0 or not determines whether
or not weak recovery is possible for the I-th layer for A.

Proposition 2.2 identifies an all-or-nothing phenomenon across all individualized memberships
X® 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 \) < 1 so that weak recovery is impossible based on any individual
layer. With 0 < p < 1/2 and X ¢ D, the origin 0 is not a local maximizer of (2.4) if and only if

L

(1-2p)"A0
; =1 —(1-20))0 (2:10)

Therefore, when (2.10) holds, weak recovery is (information-theoretically) possible for any individ-
ualized layer X® 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 pm with 0 < p < 1/2, every coordinate
~ TZML('y) of its state evolution mapping is strictly concave on every straight line passing through
0, i.e. t € [0,+00) — TML(ty) is strictly concave for every | € [L] and non-zero ~ € [0, 00)~.

See Figure 3 for a numerical evaluation of the state evolution mappings we conjecture about.
In particular for the extremal cases p = 0 or p = 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 p € [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 any' X € (0,00)%, there exists a unique q* to the optimization problem (2.4) and (1.13)

!Compared 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: Tllustration of Weak Recovery Thresholds (2.10) for Multilayer Inhomogeneous SBM

holds.

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

(i4i) If condition (2.10) holds, when running Algorithm 1, whenever initialization m® is better than

random guessing, i.e.
1
lim ~E |XOTm’| >0

n—oo N

for some | € [L], state evolution iterates q' converges to q* exponentially. So the algorithm
is Bayes optimal and runs in polynomial time.

Figure 2a depicts the feasible region of ()\(1), )\(2)) in the context of a 2-layer model with varying
p. For each p, weak recovery is possible in the region above the curve. Figure 2b then displays
the threshold when A = X&) = ... = X\(l)_ Given L of layers, weak recovery is (information-
theoretically) possible only when X is above the curve. Before moving further, we collect some
other observations by considering special cases.

1. If p = 0, the model degenerates to a homogeneous multilayer setting studied in Ma and Nandy
[2023]. Our threshold reduces to °; AY) > 1, recovering the threshold derived in their work.

2. In (2.10), RHS decreases with respect to increasing p, and approaches 0 as p — 1/2. In this
limit, different layers are uncorrelated, and no recovery should be possible since we already
set all A <1.
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Figure 3: This figure plots the mapping ¢ € [0,2] — TlML’p (tv) for four different choices of v €
R3 and six different choices of p € [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 ¢ € [0, 00), 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 \().equal \, then the threshold translates to A > m.

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

matter how small effective SNR A > 0, conducting enough experiments (i.e. letting L — o)

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 p = 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 (A, A\2)) € [0,2]? and n = 10000 nodes.
For each configuration, the algorithm starts with a warm initialization? m® and proceeds by 100
iterations to output an estimate x € R™*! for individualized memberships of all layers. For
each node, we then pass #; € R” to another global denoiser to derive an estimate ¢; € {41}

*About 10% of {m{, : 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 — oo 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 Y;. Lastly the performance is measured by the proportion
L1{i € [n] : §; = V;}| 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 ()\(1),)\(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 ppyn, the effective scalar channel (1.7) turns into a hidden Markov
model indexed by | € [L] as demonstrated in Figure 1b, with binary discrete states X (%) and
Gaussian observations AL

XD~ Unif{£1}, AV ~ /A0 XD 4+ N (0,1),
x® ~ BSC, (X(l_l)) , AL L A0 x O £ A (0,1), 2<i<L. (2.11)
As defined in (1.9), the free energy functional of this scalar channel is given by

1
Fbyn,p(A,q) = Elog Z o &P (Ml)th(l)ﬂl) + Ml)f]lw(l)/x(l))
ze{+1}L

L
[1# (291 D) exp ( AD g x 00 ¢ Amqlwmfxm) } '
=2
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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(2%) 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) A, — X and (ii) min;dV (1 — d®/n) = oo as
n — oo, we have,

lim —I(X;G) = lim —I(X;A)
n—oo n n—oo n
AD LD (g2 +2
_ 214 —sup | Foyn (A, q) - ql a) (2.12)
q=

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

One might also be interested in inferring community labels X() at a certain moment [ € [L] only. A
direct corollary provides an exact formula for the limiting asymptotic mutual information between
X® and G.

Corollary 2.2. Due to the sequential structure depicted in Figure 1b, we denote XD = (X(l“), . ,X(L))
and X< = (X(l),...,X(lfl)) respectively. Then GEY and G<D follow naturally. Define free
energy functionals as

L
nyn,p(}\(>l), g>;) = Elog { Z D (:c(l+1)|X(l)> H P <x(l/)|x(l/_1)>

z(>De{£1}L-1 I'=1+2
L
I exp (NOaXOatt) 4 /3w s }
I'=l+1

Moreover, nyn,p()\(<l),q<l) is defined analogously. Then under the same asymptotics as Theo-
rem 2.2, we have,

1 A0
lim —I(XY;G) = Z— —sup

n—oo N q>

)\(l/) 2/—|-2 /
+ sup []:Dyn,p()‘(>l)7q>l) - Z M

q>1>0

nynp)‘q

A (g2 + 2q
+ sup []:Dyn,p(A(<l)7q<l) - Z M (2‘13)

q<;>0 <l 4

AMP Denoiser and State Evolution. To implement our Algorithm 1, we have to specify the
denoisers. Similar to the previous example, given SE parameters q', the Bayes optimal denoisers
should be chosen as

c0

Dyn, p(mlzL) =E [X(l)

ADGAD =y Vi € [L]]
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Algorithm 2 Node-wise Denoiser for Dynamical SBM

Require: Sequence of estimates {m.;.} to be denoised, flipping rate p € [0,1/2].
Initialize table g1. (1) by g1(1) = 1 exp(m1) and g1(—1) = 3 exp(—mq).
for!=2,...,L do

Recursively update table g by

gi(1) = (1 — p) exp(my)gi—1(1) + pexp(my)gi—1(—1),
gi(—1) = pexp(—my)gi-1(1) + (1 — p) exp(—my)gi—1(—1).

end for
Start constructing £ € R” by firstly setting £ = %.
forl=L—-1,...,1do

Recursively update £ by

e _ 1HEMY (1= p)exp(mu)gi(1) — pexp(mig)g(-1)

2 gi+1(1)
1= MY pexp(—my1)ai(1) — (1= p) exp(—mu11)gu(—1)
2 g+1(—1)

end for
Return Epyn p(m) = (5(1), . ,E(L)).

for each [ € [L]. Under the chain structure of prior ppyn (Figure 1b), an explicit formula for denoisers
Epyn 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 ppyn, denoisers Epyn , 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, {q’ € R” : ¢t € N} is recursively given by

¢ =E[x0)) AodoX+VAodo W')} =T"(Aod),

where TPY" is given in (2.2) by specifying dynamical prior Pbyn- As aresult, in an idealized setting,
by recursively updating q‘*! < TDY”()\ ©® q'), state evolution iterates q° would converge to a fixed
point of mapping q — T®Y"(A ® 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 A such that (2.1) does not have a unique maximizer.
Theorem 1.1 ensures that D has measure zero. For any A ¢ D, define q*(A) to be the unique
global maximizer. As a result, weak recovery thresholds reduce to determining whether ¢;(X) =0
or not.
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Recall that an all-or-nothing phenomenon is also identified for the dynamical model when
p < 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 O 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

AM2 (1) )\(1))\(2)(1 — 2p)? A(l))\(L)(l — 2[,)2(#1)
1 /\(1))\(2)(1 — 2p)? A(2)2 _ )\ (2) )\(2))\(/3)(1 — 2p)2(L—2)
2 i
V°G(0) = 5 .
MDA (1 = 2p)2(L-1) A2 _ (D)

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 X admits a vector v € (0,00)" such
that v V2G(0)v > 0.

For general A, this condition can be efficiently checked by solving the above quadratic program-
ming problem using existing numerical packages. In the special case that all \() = X\, the Hessian
matrix V2G(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 Szeg6 [1958]. In
this case, one can derive an explicit formula for 0 to be a local maximizer.

Proposition 2.5. Assume d = minj<;<y, M —oo. If XD =X = ... = \(I) .= X then for
0 < p < 1/2, weak recovery is possible for the dynamic SBM if

1—2(1—2p)2?cos by + (1 —2p)*

A > 1= (1—2p) , (2.14)
where 0, € (0,7) is the minimum solution of equation
0 = sin[(L + 1)6,] — 2(1 — 2p)? sin[L6,] + (1 — 2p)*sin[(L — 1)6.].
Corollary 2.3. Assume AV = \®) = ... = AXI) .= X\ Then for 0 < p < 1/2, as L — oo, the
threshold converges to L (1= 2
A a2

Proof. It is proved in Trench [2010], Grenander and Szegd [1958] that 0 < 0, < w/(L + 1) for
Kac-Murdock-Szego matrices. Therefore, as L — oo, the minimal solution 8, — 0. In turn, the

threshold reduces to %. O

In sharp contrast to inhomogeneous multilayer SBM, the requirement on A does not vanish as
L — oo. Even if we get to observe infinite many networks at every moment [ € 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 A1) = ... = \(£),

Conjecture 2.2. For this balanced binary multilayer prior ppyn with 0 < p < 1/2, every coordinate
~ TlDyn('y) of its state evolution mapping is strictly concave in every straight line passing 0, i.e.
t € [0,400) — TlDyn (ty) is strictly concave for every l € [L] and non-zero v € [0, 00)F.

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 any® X € (0,00), there exists a unique q* to the optimization problem (2.12) and (1.13)
holds.

(i1) If (2.14) fails, 0 would be a global mazximizer to (2.12). Thus, weak recovery is impossible.

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

1

lim ~E [X(Z)Tm_ol} >0
n—oo N ’

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

Algorithm 2. In this case, the state evolution iterates q' 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 A := A1) = @ = A\G) = A4 a5 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 ¢ € [0,2] — TlDy"’p (t) for four different choices of v € R,
and six different choices of p € [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, 00), 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 (p,\) € 10,0.5] x [0,2] and n = 10000 nodes. For each configuration, the algorithm starts with
a warm initialization® m® and proceeds by 100 iterations to output an estimate m € R™*L for

community memberships at all L = 4 moments. For each node, we then pass 7; € RF to denoiser
(1)
gDymp

Lastly the performance is measured by the proportion 1|{i € [n] : & =

to derive an estimate Z; € {£1} on its community membership XZ.(l) at the first moment.

Xi(l)}| 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 (p, A), the averaged recovery accuracy is reflected by color brightness
in Figure 7.

*About 10% of {m{, : 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 — oo 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.

E_—€
2—2€+

prior psemi in Example 1.3. Then € governs the proportion of labeled vertices, and d governs the un-

To make resulting formula more compact, we use € = % and § = to reparametrize

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(A,q) = Elog (Z p<x|Z>eAqX”WW”>

=elg+(1—¢)E {log {cosh </\qX + \/EW’) + sinh <)\qX + NW’)} ‘Z = *}

=e\g + ?Elog [1 + (1 — %) sinh? ()\q + \/YQW/)]

/
g L e )
Moreover, the mutual information between X and Z under psemi can be computed by
ip(z;2) =elog2+ % [(146)log(1l+6)+ (1 —6)log(l—9)].
Theorem 2.3. When the average degree d,, = “T'H’ satisfies dp(1 — d,/n) — 00,
tin L10X:6,2) = i LKA Z) = i)+ - sup [Feamr) - X2 2

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

Figure 8a below displays the curve A — lim I(X; G, Z)/n for 4 different choices of (e4,e_). 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

gSemi(ma Z) =K |:X‘\/>\7thl =m,Z ==z

tanh(m) + 6

=zIl{z # =} + 1+ ¢ tanh(m)

1{z = *}. (2.17)
In turn, the state evolution parameters {¢' : t € N} evolve as

¢ = E [XEsemi(A'X + MW, 2)]
Z = *]

I h tX v v

et (1-o)E Xtan (A" X + /AgW') + 6
| 1+ dtanh(Ag'X + /Ag'W’)

[(1 = 62) tanh(Ag' 4+ /AgEW) + 62 (1 — tanh?(\g* + \/)\th’)>

1 — 82 tanh?(\gt + /AgtW")

:€+(1—€)E :TSemi()\qt)7
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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 A, the intersection of v — Tsemi(7y) and straight line /A measures the limiting
overlap between X and E(X|G, Z), as illustrated by colored dots in (b).

where T5*™ is given in (2.2) by specifying prior psemi. By recursively updating ¢**! < T°¢mi(\q?),
the state evolution iterates ¢* usually converge to a fixed point of mapping ¢ — T°¢™()\g). 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 v+ T°*M(y) is increasing and seemingly
concave. Therefore, for each A > 0, the straight line /A has a unique intersection with this curve,
thus justifying Bayes optimality of our AMP algorithm.

Although the monotonicity of 75¢™(v) should hold generally, its concavity might not hold in
general. When e, = e_ (i.e. 6 =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 T5¢™ () to be convex near v ~ 0 if |§| — 1. On the information-
theoretic side, the curvature of Tsemi('y) 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(-),0(+),©(-) 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 A;; 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 n® repetitions depending on the context. Lowercase letters
x,y, 2, ... denote corresponding realizations of these random variables. We use superscripts X ()
to refer to different layers and subscripts X; to count though n units. Finally, we write L for
convergence in probability and a ® b for coordinate-wise product of two vectors a, b € RE.

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 ¢, > 0, and introduce ¢ € [0, 1] to interpolate between the spiked matrix model and white noise
scalar channel,

(XZ,YZ,Z (), 1<i<n
A \/ MWExoxO w0, 1<icj<ni<izL (3.1)
AW = (l—t))\()qu()+W(l)/ 1<i<n1<I<L.

We define an intermediate Hamiltonian for any x € {£1}"*F,

L
A0t o v v MY ooy a
Hn(x,t)zzz\/jwi{j)xz(>x§>+ ~ () () () 5)

=1 i<y
L n

+ 35 V@ = 0a0gw e (1 - )\ Ogx V.

=1 1=1

(3.2)

We introduce the corresponding intermediate free energy at time ¢ € [0, 1] as

b(t) = E{log[Zprz,mz ) - exp (H. (xt))]}- (3.3)

X,y i=1
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With this definition, one can directly verify that ¢ (1) = F,(X) and ¥ (0) corresponds exactly to
the scalar channel introduced in (1.7). Differentiating in ¢, we obtain

L./
W10 = (5 Haxit)) (3.4
0
1E<ZZ JAY W,j 2O 4 A X()X(l>x()x§>>
" =1 i<y "
=1 i= 1

Gaussian integration by parts yields

EWS (a2 = E(‘?Vi(l)<x()x(l)> A(n“tE [<x51>2x§z>2> <x(>$<l>>}

Let (x,y) and (X,y) be two independent configurations drawn from the Gibbs distribution. The
first term is trivial since a:il 2 — 1. The second term above can be re-expressed as

E [@gwxgw >2] —E[(aVa20:0)] = E [(aVaV xOx Y],

where the last equality follows by Nishimori identity. Therefore,

B (020} =y 20 [1 g (xOx020:0)].

Similar computations yield

EW" (4) =\ X0t = 1) [1 B (x12")] .

(3 3

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

L L
1 AO oy o o D) ()
P (t) :%E |:<ZZnXZ X ;) w; —ZZ)\()qui T;

I=1 i<j I=1i=1 =1
:i g} E [A(n <<X<l> X(l)>2 g X<Z)>] 4 ; Aa - 20) 4 o(1)
:1§;E " <(x(l>.X(” _ql>2>} +l§;/\(l)(1 —42qz —a) 1)
. i A0 (1 —42611 - q) +o(1). (3.6)
=1

where we define x(). X0 = % Yoy :L‘Z(Z)Xi(l) as the empirical overlap. Because ¢t = 0 corresponds to

repeating channel (1.7) independently for n times,

¥(0) = Elog |: Z p(x,y|Z) exp <Z Mg AW )>] .
(

zy)e{£1} i+
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Figure 9: Factor graph of the observation model when n = 4.

Since F,(X) = 1(0) + fo t)dt and ' (t) is lower bounded in (3.6), we find
L
. ZZL—1 AD AD ql + 2(11
lim F,(\) > ==——— +su 3.7
n—r00 ( ) 4 ng ; ( )

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, V; = (X;,Y;) for each i € [n]; |F| = n(n — 1)/2 corresponds to function nodes standing for
memoryless observations, F, = (AZ(.J - ,AE’L].)) for each pair a = (i,7) with 1 < i < 57 < n. Edge
set E characterizes how each F, depends on V', namely F{; ;) only connects to V; and V;. Moreover,
we also add nodes Z; corresponding to additionally observed side information. Each Z; connects
to V; 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 % 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 with probability e,

Vi(e) = BEC(Vi) = { (3-8)

* otherwise.
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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 = (vy,...,v,) €
{1} (4L define ¥V = (7y,...,0,) by

v; = v; 1{Vi(e) = x} + V;1{V;(€) # =}.
This notion allows a very convenient expression for the normalizing constant Z,, ¢ of p(:|V (€), Z, A),

Zoe =3 oV, 2 0 =S (T vlw=v| | I swiz) | ™.

v 1:Vi(€)#x 1:V;(€)=x

Denote Z = {i € [n] : V;(€) = %}, then we find

Zn,e :Z <Hp(vz|zl)> eHn(VZ@VZC)

vz \i€l
:Z <ZHP(%‘|Z ) (Hp vi| Z; ) Hy(vz,Vze)
vz vze i¢T el

=>_ [pwilzie"™®
v
Proposition 3.1. Define pertubed normalized free energy as F, . = %Elog Zn,e. This quantity is
Lipschitz in €, i.e. there exists C > 0 (independent of n) such that for any €, € € [0,1], we have
|Fre— Fnel <Cle—¢€].

Proof. To establish this result, we consider a more general setting in which revelation probabilities
for each V; can be different: P(V;(€) = Vi) = ¢;. We can still define F,, ¢ and Z,, . Using the law of
total probability,

Fre :%E log (E :p(vlz)eHn(V)> Vi(€) # * log <§ :p(v’Z>6Hn(V)> Vi(e) = *]
_a Ha(Vi,¥-1) l-a Ho(v1,9-1)
=—FE |l Z E |1 Z .
E |log (Ev p(v|Z)e ) +— og <§v p(v|Z)e
Consequently,
aFn,e o 1 H,(Vi,v_1) 1 Hyp(v1,v-1)
5, EE log ( EV p(v|Z)e EE log Ev p(v|Z)e .

Define a Hamiltonian H},(v) = 3 5, ; Zlel )‘(l AV O (-) and let (-) denote the expectation

1,] €
with respect to the Gibbs measure corresponding to H]. Then we can write

(z
3§ne g log <exp ZZ Vo A l)~(l >

7j>2 1=1

/ (l
— —E log <Zp ’U1|Z1 exXp ZZ A > = T1 — TQ.

§>2 =1
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Let E; represent taking expectation over (W ;)j>2 only. Since (Wi j);>2 is independent of HJ,
defined above, E; can be alternated with (-). In addition, applying Jenson’s inequality on log(-),

ﬂ w2y / (00
n

L
1 @) (1) ~(1) A0 3> A0
=— E E Xr 4+ —— < el
nE log <exp - X] T, o o

we have

[
AN
S|
!
)
/F}
—
&
©]
>
o]
]~
>~

)
71w |33 A w00 (70) 4 A0 0 (50

3

1 NG N A0
E| S )| =

OF, e
Oeq

< C, thus finishing the proof. O

In the same way, we can also show |T5| is of order O(1/n). As a result, we would have ‘ < %

OFn,e

We set €1 = = ¢, to conclude that ‘

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 € ~ U[0,n~Y?] independent of everything else, the expected
conditional mutual information between V; and V; decays in n. Formally, we have,

1

B (3.9)

slQ

1
=2 1ViVilV(e),2,A) | <

/L'7j

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,...,v,) and v = (01,...,0y,) denote two independent configurations
sampled from the posterior conditioned on (V(€),Z,A), with each v; = (x;,y;) and v; = (Z;,7;).
Denote the empirical overlap and its expectation (under the posterior) respectively as

_ IR
V.V = — ZUZz? Q:<n2vlvz>
=1
Under the above mentioned perturbation,

E [<||v.‘7 - QH2>} — 0. (3.10)
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Proof. First, we expand the squared residual,

(Ivo=QIP) = (Iv¥]?) = litv-v
<n22ﬂ<w@” (15T (15200

7]
1 T
Ly (0] Y~ (60 7).
Since every v; is bounded and Tr(A? — B?) = Tr((A — B)(A + B)) for square matrices,

(v - Q)

C
<oz 2 [[(vl) = 0 7]
4,
C
= DD v [PV = 0, Vi = 0 V(. Z, A) = p(Vi = [ V(). Z, A)p(V; = 0| V(). 2, A)]
vi,Uj
C
< 5O 2 V=0V = 0| V(€), 2, A) = p(V; = 0| V(€), Z, A)p(V; = 5[ V(€), 2, A)|
1,J ViVj

s% Z Drv(p(Vi, Vi |V (€), Z, A), p(Vi|V(€), Z, A) @ p(V; |V (€), Z, A)).

Applying Pinsker’s inequality,

(v -Ql?)

;f;ZDw(p(wVj\we),z,A>,p<v;}v<e>,z,A> 2p(Vj|V(e), 2, A))
%Z I(Vi;Vi[Vi(e),Z,A).

To finish this lemma, it suffices to take expectation and apply Lemma 3.1. 0

Finally, using Nishimori identity we have
E[(Ivv-Ql)] — o (3.11)
n—oo

3.3 Upper Bound: Aizenman-Sims-Starr scheme

With the convention Fy ., = 0, we have F}, ., = 1 D (k +1)Frq1,e,,1 — KFk,e,- Define

B, =n+1)Fyii6,,1 —Fne, =Elog Zpii1e,., —Elog Z, .,

=Elog | > p(v|Z)p(vni1|Zny1)e+1 &) | — Elog (ZP(VIZ)GH”W)> . (312)

V,Un+41
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in which v is the collection of first n variables. Now we turn to compare

0, A 0 0,0,0
? J

Hn+1(X7 $n+1) n 4 1 ] n+ 1 i ]

l 1 Z<]<n+1
with H,(x) = Zlel doic A0 Wl(l]) Z(l) 5-) + %Xfl)XJ(l)azgl)x‘gl). In order to adjust the change

of denominator from n to m + 1 in the coefficients before {Wl( J),z < j < n}, let’s introduce

/Wz(lj) it A (0,1) independent of everything else. Noting \/> ) 4 ~ +1 W() e Jrl)W(Z)
in the definition of H,, we can decompose H, 1 into
- ~ A0 0 o
Hy1 (X, xn41) = Hy( )+ Zsl n+17 s1(x) = Z - 1Ai,n+1$i , (3.13)
1=1 i=1
where s;(x) is used to characterize how x influences 1, while
L
DRI (IO W) MO = oo
d(x) ::Z XX W T
=1 1<i<j<n n(n +1) n(n+1)

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 H,,. Therefore, (3.12)
becomes,

By, = Elog < Z P(Vn41|Zngr)e TR )7 ”+1> : (3.14)
Un41
Now we proceed by incorporating some intuitive mean field approximations, which will be rigorously
proved in the next subsection. Expanding their respective definitions,

l nA\O l A ay
o =30 a0 x ol A0,

1=

is found to be approximated by sl gll + w

0. / (l
5 +1 + Z W; n+1

where

Besides,

L
AOnp 2 AW A0~
= T (O x®y o 2 @10 (1)
9(x) Z 2(77, + 1) (X ' ) 2(n+1) T Z; n(n + 1)W1,J i T

ADQ2 4 \O AD —
#ey PEES & SR GL)

=1 1<i<j<n

These intuitions build upon Lemma 3.2, as overlaps x().X® concentrate near Q; 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

0 0~(1) )\(l)fk(l)Ql
B —Elogz (Un41|Zn+1)e O+ ST+

Un+1

Then we have E.|B, — BY| — 0.

n—oo

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

limsup F;, < limsup £}, , < limsup B,, < limsup Bg.

n—oo n—o0 n—oo n—oo

While for every n, since > ;" ; A0 Wz(2+1 < (l)> equals in law to \/AOQN(0,1), it holds

L
AO(1 —2¢, —
BS <supElog E p(x,y|Z) exp (E qlA(l’ (l) Z QI ql)

>
=0 (zg)e{E1}b0 =1

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

3.4 Proof of Lemma 3.3

Define respectively that

Un+1
0 0~(1) A(l)—k(l)Ql
U2 = Z p(vn+1|Zn+1)€ 8°+37 Sl Tpirt 2 .

Un+1

As a result, Lemma 3.3 can be restated as E.|ElogU; — Elog Us| — 0.
n— oo

Lemma 3.4. It holds that lim,,_, E.E|U; — Us|? =

Proof. Write Eg; as taking expectation over (Wi(,lj))ng j<n only, and Evy, _, as taking taking expec-

tation over (W(l)

ini1)1<i<n only. We can exchange Eg (or Ew,,,,) with (-) because these standard

2
normals are independent to (-). Plug MGF Ee!V' = ¢!*/2 for standard normal W and Q; = 1 <x(l)> ,

K3
we first compute

_ 980 =) ~(1) O _ (1)
EUZ = Z P(Vnt1, Unt1 | Zn1) By vy € 20043, (Fha+ o ) PO -A0Q
Un41,0n+1
2O — D@2 AD 2
= 2 p<”n+1’@n+l\zn+1>HeXP{zl— > S ()
Un+1,Un+1 l i<j<n

1) ~( ) =
0 (x5, + x4 50,50
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Moreover, since
N0, N\ 2 2
Z on <:v£ )xg- )> =0 (X(l).X(l)> +0(1) = XDQ? + 0(1),
1<j<n
we can further simplify

A 3>\( )Q

A TTOA TN () 0 ~ () —(l) ~(l) i(l)

IE:U22 = Z p(vn+17@n+1|Zn+1)e ! )\ZQ <Xn+1 n+1+Xn+1 1+ et n+1) +0(1)'

Un+4+1,0n+1

(3.15)
Now we use MGF again to find,
M 000 L 0] A0 0,0 7050
EWeXp mwl’j (l'l .’I)j +.’El xj ) =exp m <1+$ .’I} _] > s
AO o (Lo 20 4+ 7070 B 0,0 2050

Ew,,, exp n—l—lWi’”“( ; 1+7,°% +1> =exp | <1+x i T, 1) .

Next, we compute

EU12 = < Z p('Un—i-b Q_fn—i-l ‘Zn+1)EW’Wn+1 6_6()() 6(X)+Zl Sl(x)$n+1+sl (x)xn+1 >

Un+1,Un+1
- AD @ . M\ 2 AD . M 2
:< lz:+1p(vn+1,vn+1zn+1) I:IGXP {2 9 <X( ) X )) 9 (X( ) X )>
Un+1,Un

A0 o 2 Dol _ ~(1
A (Xu)‘Xm) N0 <x<l>.x<l>) X0 70 10 (x(”.X(”) xW 30

+ A0 (x(”.x( )> g>+1555>+1}> +o(1).

1) (D)

Define for any triple (rq,72,73) where r; = (r]( s---,7; ) the following mapping,

L
A0 -
flrira,rg) = ) p(vn+1a@n+1|zﬂ+1)exp<22+A(Z)T§I)X7(Ll4)rlxg3rl

Un+1 71_1n+1 =1

! I ~(1 PO ! l
R e )]

Equipped with this notion, we have

EU; =f(Q,Q, Q) +o(1),
EU? = (f(x.X,%.X,x.X)) + o(1).

f

J

on A. Therefore, f is Lipschitz in each of its arguments. We conclude E, ‘IEU1 EUZ ‘ e 0 from

For each j € [3] and [ € [L], it holds that P is bounded by some positive constant only depending
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Lemma 3.2. We can also compute

z : @) ()
_ —5(x)—8° (1) 0% O] u
e < Pons1, vn+1‘Zn+l)EW,Wn+le () =042y 51 ()T hy +87 Ty g+

Un+1,0n+1

= (f(xX,b.X,x.b)) + o(1),

where b(l) = <x£l)>, b®. =1 =D bl Zl) and b X = 1 =2 ib; l)X . Once again, we would
conclude [E, !IEUlUQ — EUQ‘ T 0 from Lemma 3.2 and Nishimori identity. The desired L? con-
vergence now follows. ]

Lemma 3.5. There exists a constant C' independent of n such that IEU{2 + IEUQ_2 <C.

Proof. Using Jensen inequality,

U2 < [ 3 p(vns1]Znsr)e OO+ Eulan)zl,

Un+1

< Z P(Un 41| Zny1)e* 002 il (N,

Un+1

The random variable (§(x)) — >, (si(x)) T )+1 has the same law as

>\(Z)Q2 /3
; Tl - Q Xn+1 51+1 + Z)‘(l QIN 0, 1)

EU; > <E Z p(vnﬂ\Zn+1)E€2<6(x)>72Zl<sl(x)>5§fll <C.

Un+1

Thus we have

The bound on EUS 2 follows similarly. O

Lastly, we use |logU; — log Us| < max(Ufl, U{2)|U1 — Us| and Cauchy Schwarz inequality so
that

E[Elog Uy — Elog Up| < \/E.EU; 2 + EEU, > EE[U; — Ua]? 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 . 1 p(A|Z) 1 > xy P(X,¥1Z)p(Alx)
02 = s ol V| — e SR

_ lElo |:Zx yp(x V|Z) exp (Zl ZK] mA” ! l))l
S exp (zl ey VA /Al X0 x0)

:E [ZZ VA0 /nAl X! — Fu(N)
1<)
— 1)\®
— Z (n—DAY Fo(N).
2n
l
Combined with Proposition 1.1, we can establish
L
S A (a7 + 2a1)
lim —I(X,Y;A|Z —sup |F(A,q) — _ 4.1
Tim I(X,Y; AJZ) = q>13<q>; S (4.1)

Subsequently, since (X,Y,Z) comprise n independent repetitions of the prior p(z,y, z),
1 1

LIx, YA 2) = 11X, Y5 2) + 11X, Y A1Z) = i, y: 2) + ~1(X, Y A|Z)
n n n n
RN >3 § A0t + 20)
N0 Zp(:v,y7z)—|— 4 _zg% -F()\,Q)_ s 4 9

confirming the first assertion (1.12) of this theorem, where i,(x,y;2) is the mutual information
between (x,y) and z under prior p(-). O

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

0 1 Yoy LLip(@i 4il Zi) - exp (H (%)) g5m H (%)

an(A) :EE >y LI p(@i, il Zi) - exp( (x;)
1 S Tlepleiwil 20 exp (HG0) [$00, 360X 000 + 5 wiallal!
" Z ,yH p(wi, il Z;) - exp (H (x))
_ EEEW [T p(xi, yil Zi) - exp (H [ < x® X(l)x(l)x() n 2n]
n

D oxy Hzp(xu yz\Z ) - exp (H(x))

1
L)
2n?

1<j

—1
3 <X§”X§”x§%§”>] o

38



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
g E.,(A) = iIE 78 Z <XZ(11)X](.11):E£Z1)93§-11)>

OANT)GA(2) 2n2 " | ONl2) £—
1<J
1 () Z><z W) | .(I2), (I2)
=B 2 < D XX et ) )
12<J2 1<J
1 1
x(b X(h <z1> (2) )\ | (L () () (12)
<; < /LQ .]2 > n 12 J2 + 2 nA(ZQ) W7'27j2

1 (l1) l)(l 2 02) . (12) xr(l2) 5 (I2)
:ﬁ Z < ZX ' ' ' Jl Z22 xj22 Xi22 Xj22

12<J2 1<j
() (l) (12) .(I2)
(SO ) )
1<)
(l1) l)(l 2 (l2) .(12) 5 (2) 5-(I2)
—2 <ZX . ' ' Jl >< 122 322 XZ2 Xj22>
1<)

| 5 5 ((alelut) (sl () .

11 <j1 12<j2

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

=l (), 1< et

L J

as a centered functional of any replica x drawn from (). Moreover, denote
e _ 70 z0) =) (1)
& ig i T <xl Ty > ’

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

82
o Ln(A) to
A (i) g(b) gt
mF 277,3 Z Z < 11,J1 22,]2 117.71{127j2>
11<J1 12<j2
For any (my,...,mz) € RL,
2
o 1 3 0z
2 gy ) = g < W
1,02 =1 i<j

In conclusion, Fj,(A) is jointly convex in A. Using Proposition 1.1, this series of multivariate convex
functions converge pointwise to function

O]
LT

L

A (g2 +2
Fna) -y A )
=1

+ sup , (4.2)

q>0
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as n — 0o. Thus the limiting function is also convex. Set

L
A (gE + 2q))
B L .. _ A\ A
D—{)\G[O,oo) .sup[f(Aafﬁ Ez, 4

a=0 =1

is not differentiable at )\} .

Theorem 6.7(i) in Evans [2018] implies that every multivariate convex function is locally Lipschitz
on an open subset of R*. 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 C [0,00)% of bad points is of Lebesgue measure zero. Define v = (A(l)ql, e ,)\(L)qL), then
we obtain

sup []-'()\, q) — Z M ) (4.3)

4
a=0 =1

L 2
i _
—sup |- > —L_ + F(y
‘Y>0 [ =1 4)\(1) ( )

L
U]
_ S X Oz 4 mwOra® | SN A
F(v) :=Elog (Zp(a:,y|Z)e =17 v > ; 5 =F(Aq) Z :

2
x,y l:l

It is easy to see that 0., F(v) < 1/2 < 71/ (2AD) if 4; > AD | 50 we can restrict the domain v > 0 of
RHS in (4.3) onto a compact subset v € [0, \(V] x --- x [0, A(1)], thus enabling the use of envelope
theorems, Milgrom and Segal [2002]. For each [ € [L], apply the last argument [Milgrom and Segal,
2002, Corollary 4] on the functional

2
GO, y) s =S Ty Fy),

l
— AND

to conclude: for A such that sup, G()\(l), ~) is differentiable in A there exists a unique maximizer

" to sup, G(A®,~) and

B, oG (v)?
_ - 1) - 7 1) % _ 1
a [P GO0 = 58 (0. = T

Equivalently, we conclude that for any A € D€, there exists a unique solution q* to the maximization
problem in functional (4.2) and its derivative is given by

L

9 A (g} +2q)
F(Xq) — l

o g 0 5

4

] _ @) (4.4)

The next display provides a direct relation connecting the minimal mean squared error to first-
order derivatives =2 F}, (),

U
0} __ 2 0O _ M) (0 2
MMSE (X’,A,Z) _n(n—l);E(Xi X E[Xi X ]A,ZD
—- (n2_ 5y 1= (xOx02020))
1<j
_ 2 W) 50O 1)
BT §<X xVal))
4n 0
= n—lm n( )



If XA ¢ D, the univariate function A(Y) = lim,, o F},(A) is differentiable at A(Y), By convexity in A()
and pointwise convergence of Fj,(\), one can derive the convergence of first-order derivatives,

©] L AD(g2 49
0 EFo (X —>ilimF()\) 8{Zl)\ + sup AT+ 291) }

‘F()‘7q)_z 4

=1

a0 N 2 e N = 53w ) T 40

Using (4.4) we conclude

MMSE (X(l);A,Z> s 1-(q)?, VielL

n—oo

for all A € D°. O

Proof of Theorem 1.1 (ii). We turn to optimal estimation of the implicit memberships Y1), 1} €
[L1] in this part. Fix AY > 0 and assume that we observe an additional spiked matrix of the form

AY — \/ﬁy(ll)y(h)"— WY, (4.5)
n

where WY is another independent GOE. Our framework can incorporate this additional observation,
and thus for any (\Y, A) € [0,00)E*1, (4.1) implies the conditional mutual information converges to

1
—I(X,Y; A, AY|Z) — T(\,N),
n

n—o0

with limiting functional given by

PURE P

M (gl +2q,) i AO(g? + 2q1)
4

Z(AY,A) =
(7) 4

— sup ‘F()‘y7A7qy7q) -
QyQZO

where the augmented free energy functional is defined as

F(A, A, ¢%,q) = Elog (ZP(%y\Z)e)‘yqu(’l>y“1>+\//\yqu’y(ll)+ZzL—1 >\<”(JLX”>90(”+\/A(’)qu(”'I(”) )

I?y

(4.6)
We fix XA € (0,00)\D and vary A\Y. Since Z(\Y, ) is concave in A\Y € [0,00), there exists be a
countable set DY C R such that Z(AY, ) is continuously differentiable in \¥ € (0,00)\DY. Using
the envelope theorem [Milgrom and Segal, 2002, Corollary 4] for A\¥ € (0,00)\DY, there exists a
unique maximizer (g;(\Y),q*(\Y)) € REH and it satisfies

MMSE (YUl);A,Ay, z) — - (W),
n—oo
Lemma 4.1. Suppose A € [0,00)\D s fived and denote the associated unique mazimizer q* €

[0,00)% (in the model without the augmented imaginary observation AY in (4.5)). As AV € (0, 00)\DY
and \Y — 0, we have

()~ E[YOE (YO /Ao a o X + W),
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Proof. For AV € (0,00)\D¥ and \Y — 0, maximizers (q;(\),q"(\)) are monotonic in A\¥ and
bounded, therefore having a finite limit. The last assertion of Proposition 2.1 implies (g; (\), g*(\Y))
satisfies a set of fixed point conditions,

(W) =E [Y(ll)IE (Y(ll) gY@ 4wl Ao () o X + W’)} , (4.7)
G (V) =E | XV (XO lwg 00y ™ +wy, VAT o X +W')|. LelL].

The functional

(Way, AVqy, . ABg) > E [XU)E (X(l) WY ® 4wl e () o X + W’)}

is smooth, so that the finite limit limyy_,o q*(\Y) solves

o =E [ XUE(XO|/A0ao X +W)|, telL)

Recall that we set A € (0,00)X\D, so this equation set only has at most two solutions. Using
continuity, we show that limyy_0q*(\Y) is a maximizer of the free energy functional. Therefore,
we must have limyv_,0 q*(\Y) = q*. Lastly, take \Y — 0 in (4.7) to conclude the desired result. [

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

liminfMMSE( Y, A z) lim  lim MMSE (YUl);A,Ay,z)

n—00 )\ygDy Y —0tT n—oo

= om0 =1 E YR (v AT e o x )|

A DY £V —0+
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(ll)Y(ll)T; A Z). For some X\, q, > 0 and ¢ € [0, 1]
to be determined, let’s focus on an observation model as this,

(Xl,YZ,Z (), 1<i<n
A \/ X DxPawl) 1<i<j<n1<i<i
(4.8)
A ()4 ()T
Aty =T 1<i<i<n
Zi=/(1 = t)\vg,Y; + W), 1<i<n,1<I<L;

with every W being an independent standard normal. When ¢ = 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()\ya Qy, t7 A)
1
= —I(X,Y;A, AY, Z'|Z)
n

n—1DXD  (n—1)\t 1
=>. ( Qn) + 2n) +(1—1)Ngy — ~Elog > p(x,y|Z)Ha(x,y,1)| |
l X,y
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where the Hamiltonian H,,(x,y,t) is given by

@
zz\/A 402040 +z\/ zﬁ

1<j

Guerra’s interpolation technique, introduced in in Section 3.1, upper bounds the derivative of the
mutual information with respect to ¢ by

9 N Mg, AN
— I\, q, t,A) < — - £
i nN @t A) < - = 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 \Y, g, > 0,

In(N, qy, 1, X) = I,(N, gy, 0, X) / In(NY, gy, t, X)dt

N Ng, NP
<I, JA) + — — LR
As RHS equals LHS at AY = 0 and they are both continuously differentiable at this boundary for

any finite n, it must hold for any ¢, > 0 that

9 <9

oMY W=04+ — OV
When t = 1, differentiating with respect to AY again gives the minimal mean squared error of
Y)Y U)T for any AY > 0,

%I (A, gy, 1,A) = 2(n —1)2 > [1 - < “ Y(ll) (l)yﬂ(ll)ﬂ

1<j

1
In()\y’q;jvlv)‘) In()‘yaanOaA)‘ + 1(1 _Qy)2-

AV=0+

_ m|\/||\/|SE( vy );A,Ay,Z> .

When ¢t = 0, differentiating with respect to AY instead gives the minimal mean squared error of
Y (") for any \Y > 0,

n

Ln(\Y, gy, 0, ) = 2n [1—E<Y;(ll)y§ll)>].
=1

0
N

Therefore, take \Y = 0 to derive

iMMSE (Y(ll)Y(ll)T; A, z) < %yMMSE (Y(ll); A, z) n 3(1 —q)?
2
<1 % _ g [y<zl><y<zl>>} ' (4.9)
S3 Ty Tl W

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,

Hp1(%, Tpg1) = Ha( )+ Z si(x)z)

LIS O] A0
! ! l NG
= E , 5 X; Xflj—lxir)i-l nilwi(,'rz—i-lxz()mflll?
=1
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where x comprises the first n elements and s;(x) is used to characterize how x influences =41,

L
ADp 2
_N AT o x O W00 0
5(x) 22(n+1)<x X) n+1 Z CESRC RS

is a term which adjusts changes in the denominator from n to n+ 1. We emphasize that (-),+1 (or

while

(-)n resp.) is used to denote expectation over Gibbs distribution defined by Hamiltonian H,,y; (or
H,, resp.). Continued from (4.9) in Step 1, we are interested at the following quantity

<y,(ji)1>n+1 -

Lemma 4.2. For any X € (0,00)"\D, suppose x,%x are drawn independently from (-),, then the

l
(Corirmss P @t Yot Zun) exp (=300 + Ty six)ally)) v
<an+1,yn+1 p($n+17yn+1|Zn+1)eXp< 6(x) + > si(x)x n+l>> U

following overlap concentration holds,

E<[<X(l),x(l)>2 — (ql*)2]2> — 0, [el[L] (4.10)

n—0o0
n

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]. O

Setting ¢, = (1 30 | (l) (l)) to denote the expected overlap, it follows that E [g; ,, — ¢*| —
n—00
0

0 from Lemma 4.2. Building upon this intuition, s;(x)z,, ; will be well approximated by sz 0,0 4

n+1
PYOESOF.
1) / (l
_)‘( QZ’"« +1+§ : zn-‘,—l

2
In addition, §(x) will be approximated by

L )\(l)q2n+)\(l) FN
Py [Ty SR,

=1 1<i<j<n

where

Replacing (4, s;) by their respective mean-field surrogates, we define

0 )\(l),k(l)ql’n

_ 50 27 thn
U2 = Z p($n+1ayn+l|Zn+1)e 0 +Zl Sl xn+1+ 2 )

Tn+1,Yn+1
1) _\()
! _g0 o A 9,n
Vo= Z yé.l‘_)1p($n+1,yn+1’2n+1)€ FE st 2
Tn+4+1,Yn+1

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

E|U, —Us> — 0, E|V; —Va? — 0.
n—oo n—oo
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In addition, repeating Lemma 3.5, we also have EU; 24 EU, 2 < C for some C > 0 independent of
n. Note that by definition, |V} /U;| = <y7(1ljr)1> ‘ < 1. Thus we have,
+

i W
E|ZL_ 72
U, U,

,
SE[UI o, - @HEUQ Vi - Wl

< \/EUQ_Q\/E Uy — Ua)? + \/IEUQ_Z\/IE Vi—Vaf* — 0,
which implies ‘E {Yéﬂ(ygﬁlﬂ EY, ll)Vg / UQ‘ — 0. Lastly, since E|g;, — ¢j| — 0, we conclude

E [Yn(ﬂ(yfl_&ﬁ —>E[ ( YWz, /Ao q ®X+W’)}

Consequently, using (4.9) we have,

lim sup MMSE (Y(ll); A, z) < i + (f; - %E [YU)E (Y<h>|z, VA e X + W’)] .

Finally, we set ¢, = E [Y(I)IE (Y(ll)|Z, VA®g* © X +W’)] to conclude the proof. O

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 niy(z,y; 2), it suffices
to control the difference between the conditional mutual information in the graph problem (with
finite d,,) and the mutual information in the spiked gaussian matrix problem.

Proposition 4.1. Under the asymptotics that (i) AD 0 for any | € [L] and (ii) min; dD (1 —
dW /n) — oo, the following universality result holds in terms of mutual information for the graph
model (1.1) and its spiked matriz counterpart (1.6),

1 1 AD)3/2
“IX,Y:G|Z)- ~I(X,Y;A|Z)| <O A0 +
A 1Z) - 1( | )‘_ (El\ @) E %1_ )

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

a® =0 AP - a0 /n)

a®) +p(0) d®
measure the discrepency of in-community connectivity and cross-community connectivity for layer
l. For any i < j,1 € [L], define

O] O]
p» . T (l) Ele® x])= T @ _dY dUm )0

Our first lemma simplifies the definition of I(X,Y; G|Z) via Taylor expansion.

T =
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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 approzimated by

J1 = —Elog

Q)
L pW,M (l) 'n, @ x O (l) 2B _An
> p(x, y|Z)eimt iy Digte i T XX "] (4.12)
X7y

i the sense that

n—00 1 —

)\( ))3/2
hmsup |1 —I(X,Y;G|Z)| <O Z /)
n
Recall now the definition of I(X,Y; A|Z),

I(X,Y;A|Z) = —Elog

NU 0 (1) (z) (l) (z) O 0.0 O
Zp b4 y]Z) S 122i<j FWZJ z; 42 XVl al _n] .

X,y

By direct comparison, we find that J; differs from I(X,Y; A|Z) by replacing 4/ =~ A0 W(l by D( ) and

A by )\%). Our next lemma uses Lindeberg swapping to show that this change is asymptotlcally
negligible.

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

hmsup |J1 —I(X,Y;A|Z) <O Z AD A0 4 (AD)3/2 |
n—oo T - ; d(l)(l _ 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) = —Elog %. Thus

>y P(XY|Z)p(Glx,y)

I(X,Y;G|Z) = —Elog (4.13)

p(G|X,Y)
Recall that p(G|x,y) = [[,p(GW|x®, yV) with
1-g®
p(GOxD,y Oy = T M, 20y (1 . M(x§l),x§l))) v (4.14)
1<J
=exp Z G ;log M (z E), gl)) + (1 - G’Z(lj)) log (1 - M(xgl), m?)) (4.15)
1<J
where we set M (x Z(l), gl)) # (1 (l)x( )Tl> Equipped with this notation,
M(:n(l), x(-l))
I(X,Y;G|Z) = —Elog p(x,y|Z) exp G, © ; log —
[Z ZZ e, X))

1-M (1:(1) :r(.l))
O] i 0
+ (1 — GZ-J) log G0 .
1-M(X;”, X;")
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@ .0

, 142Dz ®
Note that log <M> = log <M . By the Taylor-Lagrange inequality, there exists

a universal constant C' > 0 such that, for 7; small enough (i.e. for d large enough),

(OMO)
1+ =z, T

3
1+ xOx ”n S

Moreover, since log(c + dz) = 3 log ((c + d)(c — d)) + % log <2 for any = € {%1}, we find

(ONO)]
log [ - M@ ) ) 1 (5020~ X X") 10g 1 L—dV/n—nd"/n
1— M(Xi(l), X](l)) 2\t J v — d(l)/n + Tld(l)/n

Taylor expansion also implies ‘%log (%Z) — z) < 23, which further deduces

(OIN0)]
1— Mz, x; O]
log< (z;”, @; ))) N 7d® /n <:cf.l)x(.l) B )TZgZ))T(z))

1-Mx",x")) 1=d0/n

1

Summing over ¢ < j and using triangle inequality, we have

Mz, 20y 1— M, 2
i ) i
> G og <J) +(1-61) og L

1<j (X(l) X(l) 1 _M(Xi(l)vle))
0)
_ ) (l O v O) ~O O\ (.00 0@\ md/n 0
Z; <7‘l< - X' X; )Gi,j ( -G, ) (ac x;) — XX )1—d(l)/n> + Ay
0)
_ 7 OROBERORR0) o av 0
(2]

0 O _ +O5xO) H® A(” O A
=3[ (#" = xPx0) DY) + 20l x (0 x| Sl BN

? J
1<j

where A,(ll) is a residual term satisfying

3
Q)]
U @y [ md¥/n
> Gy +(1-Gy)) (1—d(l)/n> ] ! (4.16)

al]=c
1<J

where C' > 0 is a universal constant. Consequently, we can express

I(X,Y;G|Z) = - Elog [ZP(X,yIZ) exp (Aﬁf)
X,y

0} )
xOxO) pO L An” 0 0 O O _ An
+ZZ(( z’Xj>Dm‘+7xi xy Xi' X _n>]

1<J

47



Define err = I(X,Y; G|Z) — J; with J; from (4.12). For any fixed realization (X,Y,Z, G), error

term ‘Ag) (4.16) for any possible (x,y), so it follows that

3
O]
0] Tld /"I’L
lerr| < CE ZZGHTI —Gij) (1—d(l>/n> ’

1<j

O/ \°
<0 ZT?’EZG +0 ;(%) EY(1
1<)

1<J
n(}\%))3/2(1 _ d(l)/n)3/2 (/\g))s/2(d(l))3/2
<0 (El: = +0 zl:

n+/1 — d(l)/n
)\(l )3/2
<0 )
( Z dD (1 —dO /n)

where the third inequality uses the direct fact that,

EY GV <cnd®, EY (1 - G“j) < On2(1 — dO /n):

1<j 1<j

while the final inequality uses )\g) - A0 dO < pand 1 - d(l)/n < 1. Until this end, we can
conclude Lemma 4.3. O

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),<;<,, and (Vi);<;<, be two collection of
random variables with independent components and f : R® — R a C® function. Denote a; =

|EU; — EV;| and b; = |EU? — EV?|. Then

Bf(U)-Ef(V)| <> (aiE 0if (Uri=1,0, Vi) + SE |07 f (Ur:i-1,0, Vigrn)|
i=1

1 Ui 1 Vi
+oE / [07F (Ui-1,0, Vigr:n)| (Ui = 5)* ds + SE / laf’f(Ul;i1,o,w+m>\<vi—s)2ds>.
0 0

Proof of Lemma 4.4. Conditioned on (X,Y,Z), introduce the following function

(l) O] (l> “) @ x O (l) (l> )\“)
(u,A) = ~log [prym A I ]

X,y

for each aggregation u = { .1 [L],i < j} and A = {A\® : ] € [L]}. Function ®(u,A) is thus
C3 in u with bounded derlvatlves since the support of X and x are bounded. Notice that J; =

E®(D,A,) and I(X,Y;A|Z) = E® <\/§W,}\>. We then proceed to compute the moments of

Dz(fj) whose definition is from (4.11), conditionally to X. Firstly, Dl(f]) is also of mean zero like
VA,
(D(l) | X) E < /\(l)/nWi(lj)> _
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Secondly, its second moment can be computed as

2
()2 _ 7] O]
B (D51 %) = gz Voo (615 1X)
)\g)/n

= ! ! ) _ @ ! l (1) (1)
= S0 —d0 /) [a()(l—a()/n)ﬂ{Xi = X; }+ 601 — b0 /n)1{ X! £ X! }]’

2
while E (\/)\(l)/nWi(,lj)) = M /n. Under the asymptotics that (i) AD A0 for any [ € [L] and
(ii) min; d® (1 — d® /n) — oo, we have
2D
<Oy ————Fr—;
- \/d(l)(l —dW /n)’

and the same holds as well when a(®) is replaced by b("). Consequently, differences in the second

a® (1 —a® /n)

R AL |
D (1 — d® Jn)

moments can be controlled by

]E( |X)

The third moments is also bounded by E ( ()3 | X) (0] (Tllcw)@d(l)/)
- n

Ji —E® <\/Xw An> ‘ — |[E® (D, \,) —E® (ﬁw ,\n> ‘
n n

P R I S O K )
9] -
S22 ( 0 a0 =0 m)
—0 (a0 204 p (D)=
O( N ey

The last step is to note that |0, ®(u, A)| < Cn always holds for some universal constant C' > 0

p\ AD ()\(l))?’/?
n d0(1—dD/n)

+

(1y3/2
) ) From Lemma 4.5 we

obtain

since X, x are bounded. Followed by

E® (ﬁw,x) —E® <\/XW,>\n> <0 (nz IAD )\(l)|> :
n n ]

Lemma 4.4 is finally established. O

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 fized Ao, there exists
no(Xo) such that for all 0 < A\ < X\g, and n > ng(Xo),

- —ZMMSE<X X ,G,z) <C\\Wma—am " a)

n i\,
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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 AV, we write

MMSES(AD) | n) = MMSE (X< X0, G,z)

Q) L 2 1 2,
p(AD) = ip(:r,y;z)+Zl4)\ _sup [ F(Aq) Z ql + 2qr)

q>0

i

where the last term appears in (1.12). As defined in (1.15), we are comparing MMSE;(A()) with
the best possible estimate only from per-vertex side information Z,

DMSE (p) : = 1 - {E [XVE (x0|7)] }2,

which only depends on the prior p and is irrelevant of n. As the free energy is convex in A(Y), using
Theorem 1.1, for all but countably many A®),

o'(\0) = lim MMSE( x(Ox (”T;A,z).

T‘L—}OO

Using Lemma 4.6, under the asymptotics that A, — X and d®)(1 — d® /n) — oo, we have

A0
lim sup 1/ MMSES (X, n)dX — ®(AD)
n—oo 0
A® 1 1
< lim sup / MMSE,G(X,n)d)\’—gI(X,Y;G | Z) +'nI(X,Y;G | Z) — d(AY)
n—oo 0
()\3/2 1
o P00 4 A7) vi), (4.17)
dO(1 —db/n) n

where for last inequality we also use Proposition 1.2 to upper bound ‘%I(X, Y:G|Z) - <I>()\(l))’.

Proof of Proposition 1.3. (i) If X is below the weak recovery threshold for the graph model, such
that
lim MMSES (A", n) = DMSE;(p),

n—o0

it follows from monotonicity that MMSES (X, n) = DMSE;(p) remains constant for any 0 < X' < A\(),
Thereafter, (4.17) deduces ®(\') = ’\,DMSEl( ) to be linear in 0 < X < A Tt follows

lim iMMSE (XU)XU)T;A, z) = &'(\D) = DMSE;(p).

n—oo
Consequently, A is also below the weak recovery threshold for the spiked matrix model. (ii) On the
other hand, if A is above the weak recovery threshold for the graph model, such that
lim MMSEF (AW, n) < DMSE;(p). (4.18)

n—oQ

We then proceed by contradiction. Suppose A is below the weak recovery threshold for the spiked
matrix model, i.e.

lim sup MMSE (X(”XW; A, z) — DMSE;(p).

n—oo
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By definition, we must know ®(\') = )‘Z,DI\/ISEZ( ) to be linear in 0 < X < XY, But instead,
(4.18) and (4.17) together suggest ®(AV)) < )‘(l) DMSE;(p), resulting in a contradiction. Therefore,
we must find A 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. O

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(iyi) = p(@i, Yl Zi),

and denote the joint posterior p(x,y|Z, A) by

L
w(x,y) ochz iy Yi) eXP{ZU U Z gl)}

With a factorized base measure ®;p; on (x,y), the posterior is a Gibbs measure with Hamiltonian

H(x) = Yoy S /20 AL Ve,

We treat each (z;, yz) jointly as a spin variable, and each marginal is denoted as p;. For any
disjoint A, B C [n], we set va_,p(x4,y4) as the marginal distribution of (x4,y4) with (xp,yB)
removed. Due to the separability of H(x), we have,

i (is yi) /pi(i, yi)

L
X Z Hpi(xkayk) - €Xp Z Z \/ )\:ll (l) + Z Z \/ ,j z j

X[n)\isY [n]\i k7 k<j:k,jen)\i I=1 J€[n]\i I=1
S SOOI
X D> Vs (X Yid) cexpl > > ‘*Aﬁxg%
X[n]\isY [n]\i JEMN\i =1 "

We invoke the replica symmetry assumption to continue our derivation : cavity distribution
Vin)\i—i (X[n]\i» Y[n)\i) 18 approximately independent across the spins, namely v, ;—i(X[n\i» Y[n)\i) =
Ijepp vi—i(zj,95) + o(1). In turn, this implies

/)\(l
i (.%'Z', yi) X pi (iL'Z‘, y,-) Z H Vg—n Tj, y] exp {Z le) il) } + 0(1) (5.1)

Xn\is¥ [n]\i JE[n]\1
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Parametrization. To proceed, we need a simple parametrization for any distribution on (x,y) €
{£1}+L1 Inspired by synchronization problems on unitary groups Perry et al. [2018] and Boolean
analysis O’Donnell [2014], we consider the following 2/7%1 different functions on {#1}-+%1 which
are indexed by each subset I C [L + L4],

Rr(u®, ..., ut ) = TTu®, val® = 1.
lel

For the rest of this section, we view {il}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 {R;}. Specifically,
we focus on R; when I is a singleton subset of [L]. For simplicity, denote function R;(u) = u{® for
each [ € [L]. Tt follows that xgl)xg-l) =Ry ((z,y:)(zj,y;)""). Consequently, we have

L \®
Hxy)=> > %AEQRI ((zisyi)(zj,01) ") -

i<j I=1

L+L
Fact 2. Placing a uniform measure on {+1}¢+L1 {27 5! Rr : I C [L+ Li]} readily forms an

orthonormal basis for the space L?({#1}XF%1) of square integrable functions. Therefore, any log

probability mass function log7(z,y) on {£1}.FX1 can be parametrized by its coefficients when
expanded onto this basis,
lOgﬂ'(CC, y) = Z TIRI(:’U’ y)
I

}L+L1

In conclusion, any distribution on {+£1 , is parametrized by 2511 real numbers {r;} plus

one normalizing constraint »_, ¢ 132+, exp 327 r7R7(u)] = 1. Due to the orthonomality of these
functions, each coefficient admits a simple expression

1
[y Y Z Ri(z,y) logm(z,y).
$7y

For each log prior distribution log p; on (z;,v;) € {£1}TF1 it is convenient to record its coefficients
by rft =271~ > ziy; Ri(@i, yi) log pi(wi, y;) for each I. For example, in the multilayer inhomoge-
neous SBM from Example 1.1, every p; = p is the same because there is no side information Z in
this model. In this case, we find

1 1—p
T?Z,L—‘rl} = §log <p> ) Vie [L]7

and 7“? = 0 for any other I. Similarly, for the dynamic SBM introduced in Example 1.2, every
p; = p. In this case, we find

1 1—p
T?l,l—&-l} = 5 log <P> , Vie [L - 1]7

and 77 = 0 for other I.
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Most Parameters are Redundant. Returning to (5.1), we parametrize the cavity distributions
by logpi = >, iRy and logv;—; = > ;7 Rr. For any I # (), we compute coefficient r; 1 of
log p; from (5.1),

RI Ly Yi
rir =Y Q(LiLll) log pi(xi, i)

TiyYi
L
Rr(xi, v A0
:ZQ(LJZL?Z) log pi (s, yi) —i—Zlog ZV]_” (z;,y;) exp [Z\/ - A :1: :c ]
Xi,Ys jFi Xj,Y5
L
Ry(x; ,y A0 ! 1
0+ 305 B {5 o) 3 A o)
]#Z Zi,Yi Tj,Yj =1
p Ri(@i, i) = a0 (040
=rp YD ToLtLi > vimil@i ) Y nA +o(1)
]752 Tj Yi Zj,Yj =1
l
=ry’ +ZZH1 {1}\/ ALY vy gy)al | +o(1).
j#i 1=1 Tj,Y;5
The first equation is due to the orthonormality of {2 R I {0,1,...,L}} under uniform

measure. The second equation follows by plugging in (5.1). Since we set I # @, >z R(Tisyi) =0
and thus the normalizing constant in (5.1) can be ignored. The third display follows from exp(z) =
1 + z + o(z?), while the forth display uses log(1 + x) = z + o(1). The last equation also uses
orthogonality,

Rr(zi, vi) ) Ri(@i, yi) Ri(zi, yi)
Z oL+ i T Z oL+1 = Li=qgy-
TiyYi Ti,Yq

As aresult, once I # 0, {1},...,{L}, corresponding coefficient r; ; = r¥* 4+ o(1) is approximately
constant. On the other hand, for I = {lI} we have

/w :
rg = ,J S visilas, e “ +o(1). (5.2)

J#i Tj,Yj

Lastly, r; g 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

Fimsjl =1} + Z \/ (l) [Z Uk—i(Th, Y ) ()

k#1,5 ThyYk

+ o(1),

and r;_,; 1 = 7" 4+ o(1) with any I # 0, {1},...,{L}. Therefore, to implement our message-passing
algorithm, we assume 7;_,; 1 = 77" exactly for any I # 0,{1},...,{L} and only iteratively update
ri—sj1 by

L = +Z\/ Efi[ZuH T Yk)T <] Vi 4 jle(L), (5.3)

k#i,5 Tk,Yk
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where v!_ . is determined by r! ... After omitting the o(1) term, every cavity field is given by
k—1 y k—i g

Vi (T Uk) = exp Zrkazz% +Z7“ Ri(zk, yk) |

Zioss le[L] [1]>1

SO Dy un Uk (T, yk)xé) only depends on {r! ;1017 j} across iterations. This fact motivates us

to record it as a non-linear denoiser defined by

>y o exp [Zz'e[m ™)+ Y1 R (s Z/)}

Zx,y exp Zl’e L 7"2%,1/1‘(1/) +> I1>1 TZIDRI(I‘, Y)
(L] |

ED(ry:;p) =
for any r € RY and distribution p on {£1}-+%1. Thereafter, recursions (5.3) are simplified to
i l . .
i =P+ D0\ AREO e, Vi £ 4,1 € (L.

For the three representative models we start from, £ admits much more concise formalization.

e In the Example 1.1 of inhomogeneous multilayer SBM, there is no node-wise side information,
so every node admits the same prior pr = pmL and we suppress the dependency of £ @ (r;p)
on prior distribution p. Lemma 2.2 presents a closed form for £(r)

tanh (r; 4+ p) [ [, cosh (rpy + p) + tanh (r; — p) [ [, cosh (ry — p)
[1 cosh (rv + p) + 1y cosh (ry — p) .

l
(i) =

e In the Example 1.2 of dynamical SBM, there is no node-wise side information as well, so

every node admits the same prior py = ppyn, and we suppress the dependency of £ @) (r;p) on
()

prior distribution p. Lemma 2.3 provides an efficient Algorithm 2 for EDyn o

in O(L) time.

(r1.1,) which runs

e In the Example 1.3 of a graph model with partially observed labels, each py is specified to Zj
so €W has to depend on Zj. Equation (2.17) provides a closed form,

tanh(r) 46
Esemi =z1 * —_— = %},

Seml(ﬁ Z) z {Z 7é }+ 1 —|—5tanh(7“) {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

t+1 \ [AY (l Pl t+1

=gl Z A k%Z =Tisjl + 5z~>j b

k#i,j
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where 671 = %AE?E(Z)(@_M). Now use rf_,, = rk — 8! .. and expand & to its first derivative,

=gl k—1
| O
e+ Y \/TA;;ew(m

to find

k#i
)‘( t A (D) 5 o) (.t st
~r) +Z )(r},) — TAi,kalg (73) 0k
k#1
AO 2Dy .
= Y\ )= ARV eV (D)),
k#£i
Now we approximate r; —jk: Lo get

0 A2
t+1~7;p2+2 i — A0 Z ;Lk HED (1) S(I)(rf_l).

ki ki

We assume that Agl,)f well concentrates around 1 in the previous equation. Then the subtracted
term becomes the empirical Onsager term

402

> o NfZalg (rh)-

k#i k#i

To generalize our iterative scheme, we allow the use of time dependent nonlinear mappings &. We
put these elements together to conclude

Pt = 3 \/ ) = AOdDeD (pi=1y, (5.4)

k#i
n 1 I
d) == > g (rh). (5.5)
ki
Finally, we choose mt'lH = rﬁl rf ‘ so that the algorithm only depends on p; through the non-

(@)

linearity &. Moreover, diagonal terms Ai’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.

95



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 — AXE — ﬁtfl(bt)T c R”LXL, (5.6)
X' = (M) e R"LXL, (5.7)
nL
1 & Off
bt - E W(Mt) S RLXL . (58)

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

&Am .
. '. \/gAw

where * denotes additional independent standard normal variables. Later, we will realize A as a

A LxnL
A= e RMXE,

rescaled GOE plus a low rank signal component. Initialization MO is then given by

0
0 0’
m
2 m
MO _ c RnLXL’ m-o,l — 2,1 c ]Rnxl7 (59)
0
* m?L My

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,

My VADLEN (my, 71)
. “ .. 0
M VIDLEY (my, Z,)
f! = e R™M™XL (5.10)
mip VIO LED (my, 77)
ma,r, \/)\(L)Lgt(L) (ma, Zs)
* 0
Min,L VADLES (my, Z,)
where m; = (m;1,...,m; 1) 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.

t

m.a * mi,

t b
m t
-2 m

M = eRMXE . ml = | TH [ e R (5.11)

t

* miL My

Proof. This reduction can be verified via induction. The conclusion holds automatically for ¢ = 0.
Suppose the reduction holds until iterate ¢ € 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 by = - Z?Ll 51\]:[ (M?!) € RE¥E | each f! and M; are row

vectors of dimension 1 x L. Therefore, for l1,ly € [L],

n L
by i1, lo] il o (M),
1’ 2 Z 8Mifn+nl’[l2]( )
i=11'=1
If U = Iy, we have i, [L](M') = VAWLEN (mt, Z;) = VAWLE (mt ..., m }, Z); oth-
erwise f! . .[li] = 0. As for the second Coordmate if I' = I, we have OM!_ . . [lo] = m;l,;

otherwise, OM!_ 4np|l2] would be denoted as x, implying that it wouldn’t be used in later itera-
tions and thus irrelevant. As a result, for any I3 # ly, we directly have by[l1,l3] = 0. While for
diagonal terms, it holds

n L t n
1 of il VAU . 2D g
1] = — Aimnanl U] ppty O (mt, z;) = 1/ 2=d®
] nL zz; =1 aMi—n-I—nl[l]( ) n\/z zz; A& (s, Z3) L
matching exactly with (1.17).
Now we will further employ the block structure in (5.6)-(5.8),
%A(l)gt(l) (m*, Z) *
AX' = Af{(M') = .
* %A(L)St(m (m', Z)
and (1) g1
Ad Ve (mt1 Z) *
thl(bt)T _ .
. XD . 2)
By subtracting these two matrices, we find (5.11) to hold for ¢ + 1. O

SE with Non-separable Denoisers. Arrange the signal matrix to be detected by

VI AOX M 0 X{l)
VIAN2X(?2) (1)
Vo = PR errixE X0 = [ K27 [ g grxt,
0 VINDX(D) x
(5.12)
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Decompose the sensing matrices into A = ﬁVOVJ + W, where W is defined by

Lw®) *
nL
W = c RnLXnL’

* \/gW(L)

with W, W) introduced in (1.6) as GOEs. Therefore, W is itself a rescaled GOE of
dimension nL.

Definition 5.1 (state evolution iterates). For a biased sensing matriz, the state evolution iterates
are composed of two components: one infinite-dimensional array {p' € RE*L},~q denoting the bias
coefficient; and an infinite-dimensional two-way array {K>" € RLXL}T7S>0 denoting covariances.
These two arrays are generated as follows. Define the first state evolution iterate

1
=1 _ 7 T 0 0 LxL
pl=lim —E [Vof (M )} e REXL (5.13)
1
=11 1 . 0 0\ T 0 0 LxL
R = lim —E [f M) T (M )] e RIXL, (5.14)

Recursively, once {K*"}s,<; and {1*}s<; are defined for some t > 1, take (N1,... N*) € (RrL*L)t
a centered Gaussian vector of covariance (K*")s <t ® L, and NO = M. We then define new state

evolution iterates by

1
—t+1 __ q: T rt —t t
pr=lm - E [Vof (Vop" +N )], (5.15)
1
RiFLs+l — gstlt+l — iy — R [fS(VOpS + N T (Voit + Nf)} . se{0,...,t}. (5.16)
n—oo nl,

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 reqularity of adopted denoisers. Define, as above, (N',... ,Nt) € (RM*E)t g
centered Gaussian vector of covariance (K*")s,<t ® L, and NO = M°. Then for any sequence
b (RMEXEVHL 5 R of pseudo-Lipschitz functions,

b (MO, M, ., MY) — E [6 (N, Voiz! + N, ., Vo + NY)] 50,

Proof Outline. This theorem starts from a symmetric AMP algorithm with a mean-zero sensing
matrix W. Specifically, define a bias-corrected sequence by

St+1 — WTt o Tt—l(gt)‘l' c RTLLXL ’ (517)
T! = f{(Voit + SY) e RnExL (5.18)
nlL
~ 1 oft ~
b= — 61{/} (Vo' + S e REXE, (5.19)
i=1 v

Subsequently, [Gerbelot and Berthier, 2021, Theorem 2| would yield that

én (S°,8',...,8") —E[¢, (N°,N',... ,N*)] D o0.
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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 ftin (5.17)-
(5.19) based on those denoisers f! used in (5.6)-(5.8). In this way, we are able to upper bound
[Voi! + St — M| to conclude the whole theorem. O

Back to Coupled AMP. Primarily, we need to make sure that state evolution iterates are
identical under two different settings.

3
Lemma 5.3. Comparing Definitions 1.1 and 5.1, it holds that [Lfl = )‘s#uf and R% = )\(l)nf
Y Z K

Proof. First, since f! and V( are both constructed into a block diagonal form as (5.10) and (5.12)
respectively, one would conclude V§ f{(Voi! + N*) to be diagonal. It then follows from (5.13) and
(5.15) that all matrices !, t > 1 are diagonal. Therefore, Vot can be written as

1 1
Voﬁt = diag (ﬂ’il ()\(1)[/> 4 X(l), o 7l_‘tL,L ()\(L)L> 4 X(L)> )

Secondly, implied by the construction of f* in (5.10), later iterations in (5.15) and (5.16) only
depend on the joint asymptotic distribution of certain entries of V! + N, not all. Specifically,
for each row (indexed by i —n+nl with i € [n],1 € [L]) in Voi! + N, only the entry in I-th column

1
really matters and its distribution is N/ <uf7l ()\(l)L) 4 X(l) /?;12 ;) In conclusion, (diag(K*"))sr>0

suffices to describe the selected entries.
Lastly, since we do not care about the correlation between iterations, it suffices to only study
(diag(k""))¢>0. The whole state evolution iterates boil down to only diagonal entries:

_ . AL3 () o)~

uf{l = lim TE ZXZ-( )515() (mf, Zi) (5.20)
n—0o n[,1 —
gL+ AW - () (=t T o) (~t
Ky nh—>Holo TE Zé’t (mi, Z;) & (mi, Z;) (5.21)
i=1

where m!, ..., m! are independent duplications of m' from Definition 1.1. Since (m!, Z;) are all
ii.d., we can get rid of the summation over i € [n] and conclude this lemma. O

Proof of Theorem 1.2. This theorem follows from using Lemmas 5.1 and 5.3, and choosing specific
separable test function ¢, in Lemma 5.2. O

5.3 Algorithmic Universality

Recall the low-rank component extracted from adjacency matrices,

G — — / X 1214 )
dD(1 l) n)/
/
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. O n@®—p®)2
with A\’ = 742(,?(1_(1(,)/”)

H® has independent off-diagonal entries satisfying that for each 1 < i < j < n,
1
E[af] =0, |uY| < ,
’ 1= a0 = d0 )/

E [H(l)g} c a1 —a®/n) bO1 -0 /n)
b dD(1 —db/n)" dO1 —db/n) [

being effective SNR in layer I. Conditioned on each X, the noise matrix

Under the assumption that d¥ (1—d® /n) — oo, effective SNR AD 5 A® and SZ(? =E [Hi(l]p] — 1.
This implies every H(l)/ /1 is a generalized Wigner matrix in the sense of Definition 2.3 of Wang
et al. [2022]. Moreover since min; d(1 — d¥ /n) > C'logn/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®||,, < Cv/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)

u}iﬁl = Ut(l)(SZ, X, Y, Zy), (5.22)
O
stit =20\ T H - aOb g, (5.23)
k

where we take the non-linear denoisers as
U (s X,Y,2) = E0(s' + A0 pl © X, 2).

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 = E o (n, X, Y, )], (5.24)
o =B ' x,Y, 2)?] (5.25)

where n! ~ N (0, diag(Zgl), cee ZEL))> is an L-dimensional Gaussian vector independent of the law

of (X,Y,Z). This recursion starts from E((Jl) =E [(SZO)Q}, where S° is the limit of initialization s°.

When examining the Onsager coefficients at time ¢, the empirical mean in (1.17) concentrates
near its population mean when conditioning on previous iterates m%* when n — co. 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 m| ~
MO pt X, + st. 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. Asn — oo, the empirical distribution of (s°, X, Y, Z) converges in Wasserstein
distance to some distribution (S°, XY, Z) with finite moments of all orders. This means, for any
polynomially bounded continuous function f,

1 n
EZf(s?,Xi,Yi,Zi) —E[f(S°,X,Y,2)]. (5.26)
Furthermore, multivariate polynomials are dense in the real L?-space of functions f : RE xV — R

with inner-product

(f.9) = E[f(S°, X,Y, Z)g(S°, X, Y, Z)].

Tensor Network and its Universality. For every ¢ € N, suppose U :REx Z 5 RLlis a
reasonable polynomial approximation of U;. Then we replace all U; in (5.22)-(5.23) with ¢ and
output another approximating sequence below

ulle:;l = Z/{t(l) (Sllfm Xk’) Yk’7 Zk)7 t+1 Z H l]z ?21 )\(l)b(l) (527)

1

For sequence {al,s ., 0t 8% the Onsager coefficients and state evolution iterates are respec-
b b) ) ) b

tively given as

S =R w X,y 22, b =E [t (', XY, 2)|, (5.28)

in which n ~ N/ (0 diag(%; St L))). In the following, we introduce the notion of tensor networks.

Definition 5.2. A diagonal tensor network 7' = (V, &, L, {qv }vev) in k variables is an undirected
tree graph with vertices V and edges £ C V xV labeled by L[u,v] € [L] for any (u,v) € E. Moreover,
each vertexv € V is also labeled by a polynomial function g, : R¥ — R. The value of T on L different
symmetric matrices {H(l) e R | ¢ [L]} and vectors x1,...,X, € R is

1
valp(H; xq,...,xg) = - Z i Hi|T

ie[n]v

where, for each index tuple i = (i, : v € V) € [n]Y, we set

gir = [[ wlolil,...ali)),  Hye= [[ B =T]  TI  #Y..

veY (u,w)e€ I (uw)e€:Llu,v]=l
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-matriz-tensor products represented by the edges of
the tree.

Lemma 5.4. Fiz any t > 1. Let (3°,a',8!,... 8" a) be the iterates given in (5.27), where

(1:L)

Onsager coefficients by.,,”” are scalar constants gz’ven in (5.28). Suppose all non-linear denois-

ers Usy1 are polynomial functions applied row-wise. Then for any polynomial test function p :
RZHDE 5 {1} 4o 5 Z 5 R, there holds

—Zp S, XY Z) =Y valp(H/Vn 80, XYL Z).
TeF

for some finite set F of diagonal tensor networks in k 4+ 1 variables.
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Proof. Begin with exploiting p being a polynomial,
7Zp S; 7 U; a ')_ValT(H/\/ﬁSOt NltZ)'

where T is a tensor network with only one vertex v whose associated polynomial is ¢, = p. We
claim that given any tensor network T = (V, &, L, {qy }vey) in the variables (5%, 4", XY, Z), we
can decompose

valy (H/v/n; 8%, 2", X, Y, Z) = > valp (H/\/ﬁ; 01 {lit Xy, z) (5.29)

T'eF

where F is a finite set of tensor networks in the variables (5% =1 gt XY, Z). To show this,
recall that

valy (H/y/n; 8%, 0, X, Y, Z) Z 11 oG @, Zi,) - Hyr.

1€[n]V veVY

Subsequently expand each ¢, in terms of a polynomlal in st Where the dependence on (8 0:(t=1) flt XY ,Z)
is absorbed in coefficients. Then plug in s =/ 20/ nH(l E(_)l u; ! to rearrange the pre-
vious expansion in terms of every Hu! o
L n
v (Szlta ~zlvt7 i qu@ ~O ’~21vt’Z ) H(Z ,J J/f>
0€O, =1 “j=

where ©,, C N” is a finite set of index tuples corresponding to g, in m!, and {g, ¢ : 0 € ©,} are all
polynomials that depend on ¢, and d. Therefore

valy (H/v/n; 8%, 0", X, Y, Z)

n (0 0
1 H)NU L< H;), >1<H>
n Z Z Ique Uiy Zi) II T \f e LD i|T

0¢c]],cy Ov i€[n]V veV =1 *j=

::]e

1 ) n Hz(l) . 0y1 Hz(l)z
X S Mue@ Mtz (S Tw) 11 T

0€] ] ey Ov i€n]V veV =1 | “j=1 (uw)€E:Luw]=1

For each 6 € []
replace the associated polynomial g, by ¢,¢,; (2) for each v € V and [ € [L], connect v with 6,

©,, we define a new tensor network Ty from T as follows: (1) for each v € V,

new vertices, where the associated polynomlal for each new vertex is q(3" =1 glt 7 ) = ﬂf and
newly added edges are labeled with [. Then the above is precisely

valp (H/vm 8%, 89 X, Y, Z) = Y valg, (H/\/ﬁ; (-1 glt Xy, z)
0c]],cv ©

which shows the claim (5.29). We next claim that for any tensor network 7' in the variables
(341 g1t XY, Z), we have

valp (H/\/ﬁ; s0(-1) §lt Xy, z) — valg (H/\/ﬁ; 0= 0:t-1) X vy z) (5.30)
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for a tensor network 77 in the variables (5%(~1D g1:(t=1) Xy, 7). This holds because u' =
Z/It( =1 XY Z) is itself a polynomial of (8%(:—1) §0:(t— ) ,X,Y,Z), so for each vertex v of T,
we may write

T (§0:(t—1)7 ﬁO:@—l))ﬁt (ét—l’ )(7 Y, Z) ,X, Y, Z) — qv (éO:(t—l)’ ﬁD:(t—l)’ X, Y, Z>

for some polynomial ¢,. Then we can define T" by replacing each polynomial ¢, with ¢, 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 — 1,¢t —2,..., 1. O

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,...,x; € R" be (random or deterministic) vectors and let (Xi,...,Xy) have
finite moments of all orders, such that almost surely as n — oo,

(%1, .., %x5) 5 (X1, ..., Xn). (5.31)

Suppose that for some constant C' > 0, there holds min; d") > Clogn. Then for any diagonal
tensor network T in k variables, there is a deterministic value lim-valp (X, ..., Xy) depending only
on T and the joint law of (X1,...,Xk) such that almost surely,

lim valp(H/v/n;x1,...,Xg)
n—0o0

= lim valp(W/v/n;xq, ..., Xg)
n—oo

= lim—valT(Xl, ey 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 (SO, .. ,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

~ b4 3 A(
l/::+ll - ut(l) (Sll;’ ka Yk: Zk)v t+1 Z Wllk? ]Iifll )\(l)b(l) Z b (532)

where Onsager coefficients and state evolution iterates are both unchanged. Finally, by setting
min; d¥) > Clogn, Benaych-Georges et al. [2020] implies max; [|[H® /\/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,

—Zw (39, X,, Y, Z;) Zzp (%, X;,Y3, Z) S 0,
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for any pseudo-Lipschitz test function 2.

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 m| ~ )\(l)qul + sk. Similarly, we get m! ~ )\(l)qul + §}. Therefore,
this universality result holds as well for the original sequences with biased sensing matrices, i.e.
(1.22) holds. O

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(A,q) depends on (A, q) only JOlntly through A ® q, it is
reasonable and convenient to use a reparametrization v = ()\ qi, ..., 2\Eyq ) Denoting
_ SE X a® 4 7w OO L Y L )\(l)ql
— 2 mXWa gl x N _
F(v) :=Elog ;p(%@/IZ)e =17 l lZ; 5 =F(A IZ; o

the optimization objective is then restated as

L
AD(g? 42
sup [f(A,cn—Z(q’ +2a)

= sup
4
a=0 =1

>0

_ L2
]:(7)_24)\0]'

In the definition of F, every (z,vy) is weighted by it WX(Z)”C(Z)+\/WW(Z)/“(Z), so we introduce the

notation . oo .
Yy D,y Z)eXim nX Ve ymW O (o, )

> o Y1 2) e WX O 0

(f(z,y)) =

Consequently, it yields the first-order derivative of F,

OF() = E K x0,0 4L /1W(l>fx(l>>} 1
2V

We use Gaussian integration by parts to find that

B [0 (o)) =& | 5 2 (+0)| = v (1| (=0)]).

Since Nishimori identity (tower property) implies E [X @ <x(l)>] =K [(x(l)f}, we further derive

O F () = %]E [X(l) <x(l)>} .

_ ®
Lastly, since G(q) = FA® q) — Y1, /\41)\2 % we know

A0 2 A0
8lG(q) = 7E |:<I'(l)> :| — 2Ql.
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Then we continue to calculate the second-order derivatives,

1 0
01,0, F () = 5E [X“”a% <x<h>>} |
2

First it follows from chain rule that

83 <$(zl)> _ (<x(zl>x(zg)> _ <x<zl)> <$(z2>>) (X(z2) 4 % 1w(12)/> ,
Vi Vi
Again by Gaussian integration by parts, we have
E [Waa)/ x ) (<x<z1>$<lz>> . <x(zl>> <m(lz)>>}
=5 X gt ((#05) () ()]

2 4 E [ (W) (<xal>> <x(l2)>2 — (2l <x(l2)>)] ,

Putting together, we would finally arrive at

0,0, F ) = 3 | (o) = (o) (a))’].

It follows from rescaling that

01,0, G(v) = %E [<<x(ll)x(l2)> - <x(l1)> <x(12)>)2] - ﬁl{ll =lp}.

(ii) If v € (0,00)" is not on the boundary, the conclusion follows naturally. Since 0 is also a
solution to T'(y) = =, it suffices to deal with the case that there is a proper subset S C [L] such
that vg = 0, vgc > 0.

For any j ¢ S, by the Lagrange condition, we must have 0;G(v) = 0 leading to T;(y) = v; > 0.

For any j € S, the optimality condition at boundaries imply 9;G(v) < 0. But by its definition,
0;G(v) =Tj(v) —v; = Tj(v) > 0. So we also have Tj(y) = ; = 0 for each j € S. O

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 A ¢ D, denote q* as the unique maximizer. The last assertion of Proposition 2.1 estab-
lishes that g* to solves a fixed point equation q* = T'(A ® q*). Now suppose a certain layer X® ig
weakly recoverable. Then Theorem 1.1 and Lemma 2.1 together imply ¢ > 0. As a result, in the
effective scalar channel (1.7), only A? suffices to weakly recover X since

E[XOE (X0]40)] —E {tanh (A@qz* + AOGN, 1))} >0,
as long as /\(Z)qf > 0. For any other I’ € [L], since X O and X) are correlated under P,
g =E [X(”E (X”“IA’)]
2 s (0140

_ ’E [xOx®]|.E [xOF (x0]407)] > 0.
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This guarantees the weak recovery feasibility of X(") by Theorem 1.1(ii). In the same way, for any
l1 € [L1], we also know

E [Y(ll)E (X<”>|A’)} >0

which guarantees the weak recovery feasibility of Y1) 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). O

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) ZI X®; cVY),

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
GO to make inference on X(#). The free energy functional of this channel is given in (2.5). Again,
Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 1.2 together imply

lim lim I(X(l) GOY) = lim I(X D]y)

d) 500 N—0 N n—oo N

Y 0 A (g2 + 2q))
= — —sup | F A gy - 22
4 > >% ML,p( ql) 4
Finally (2.6) follows from plugging these expressions.
(ii) As for each individualized layer X, it holds that

IXD,G)=I(X,Y;G) — (XD, v; GED|x D),

To deal with the second term, we treat X(*) as node-wise independent side information in the general
framework presented in Section 1.1. Conditioned on X, we want to infer (X(=9Y) from G0,
This input prior corresponds to energy functional defined in (2.7). Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 1.2
together imply

lim lim lI(XH),Y;G( IXD) = lim I(XH),Y;AHHX(’))

d) 300 =0 N n—o0 1
A®) ] D@2+ 2,)
! _ !
- Z = sup [P, A g - Y
= q-120 1Al
We plug in this expression to finally get (2.8). O

Proof of Lemma 2.2. By reparametrizing p into p, we know pmi(z|y) o< []; exp (ﬁyac(l)). The like-
lihood also satisfies a similar form p(m;|z®) o exp(m;z")), mainly due to the fact that z()? = 1.

Therefore, after observing /AW qf AY’ = my, Vi € [L], the joint posterior can be denoted as

p(a,ylm) oc p(m|a)pm(z]y) o< exp (Z myr®) + ﬁyw(”> :
l
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Consequently, we can compute the marginals by

p(z® =1jm) x Z exp (Z myz + ﬁyx(l)>

y,a(-D !

o Z exp (my + py) H cosh(my + py).
y U#l

Similarly, we would have p(z) = —1|m) >y exp (—my — py) [ ;4 cosh(my + py). As a result,

& (m1.1) = p(a® = 1jm) — p(a¥ = ~1jm)
2oy exp (my + py) [Ty cosh(my + py) — 3, exp (—=my — py) [ 14 cosh(my + py)
B >y €xp (my + py) [y cosh(my + py) + 3, exp (—mu — py) [ 1y cosh(my + py)
Iy cosh (my + p) sinh (my + p) + [y cosh (my — p) sinh (my — p)
1, cosh (my + p) + [, cosh (my — p) '

coinciding with (2.9). O

Proof of Proposition 2.3. Note that for almost all A except for a set of measure zero, the maximizer
q* of RHS in (1.12) is unique.
Note that the Hessian matrix V2G(0) is

A2 @) MDA (1 — 2p)* MDD (1 —2p)4
1 [ AOXE (1 —2p)% A2)2 _ 2\ (@2) AN (1 - 2p)*
2 . ,
)\(1)/\(L)(1 — 2p)* AD)2 _ Ay (L)
which can be rewritten as:
NOA
1-92 4 )\(2) 1.
(2”) : ()\(1) AQ A(L)) — 5diag(\? = (1 - (1 - 29122
AL
Denote the maximum eigenvector of V2G(0) as v = (vy,...,v.)T. We first note that all entries of

v must either be non-negative or non-positive. To see this, we note

oo [ L 2 L
vTV2G(0)v = (122'0) (; /\(l)vl> — %Z(A(l) — (1= (1=2p)HAD)e2.

=1

Without loss of generality, we assume Zlel ADy; > 0, then we can flip the sign of any negative
v to increase Zlel Ay, while keeping Zle()\(l) —(1-(1-2p)HA\D)? and Zlel v? fixed, thus
increasing vIV2G(0)v. This contradicts the fact that v is the leading eigenvector and establishes
the claim.

By direct computation,

L (1—2p)]A\®
IV2G(0)] = (—) ( 21 02 )A(”)' (6.1)

=1
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Thus if (2.10) holds, the leading eigenvalue for V2G(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 ¢;’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()’s as well as Y.

We now turn to the converse assertion: if

(1-2p)"A0
2 112000 <" (62)

0 is a local optimizer. Note that V2G(0) is a negative definite matrix perturbed by a rank one ma-

—2p)4 (D)
A < 1, IV2G(0)] < 0

when L is odd and |V2G(0)| > 0 when L is even. Then the largest eigenvalue of V2G/(0) is negative,
the proof is thus completed.

trix, thus it admits at most one positive eigenvalue. Thus if Zlel -

O]

Proof of Proposition 2.4. Recall that we are solving q = TMY(A ® q) to find the maximizer of free
energy functional. All we need here for TM' 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 — TML(A®q) has two distinct non-zero fixed points q, q' € [0, +00)”. As suggested
by Proposition 2.2, all coordinates of q, ' should be positive. Without loss of generality, there
exists some jo such that g;, < ¢} . Hence, there exists a t > 1 such that tq > q' and tg; = g;
for some j. Then monotonicity and concavity together imply

¢=TM"Aod) <TM(x0q) <tTJ" (Ao q) = tg;,

contradicting to tq; = q;. Therefore, q = TML()\(Dq) 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

TJML(aAGq*) > aT]ML(AQ q)=aq;, Vjell,0<a<l.

Since TMY(X ® 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 — TM-(\ ® q) has one additional non-zero fixed point q*, TM-(A ® 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 q" # 0.

O
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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(XD,G) =I(X;G) — (XD, XD, gIx1)
=I(X,Y;G) — (X gD xX0) — (XD, gD X D),

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>):G>D|X1) we can treat X as node-wise
independent known side information in the general framework presented in Section 1.1, and we are
only given graphs G to make inference on X(>). Corresponding free energy functionals are
given in the corollary statement. Again, Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 1.2 together imply

lim ~7(XCD; GEVXO) = lim ~1(XCD; AGHXO)

n—o0o N n—oo n
S V! A (g3 + 2q0)
=N |y (A, g - 30 2 20)
a>;>0 >l

Similar limiting formula holds for I(X(<); G(<D|X®)/n as well. Finally (2.13) follows from plug-
ging these expressions. O

Proof of Lemma 2.3. Focus on the scalar channel (2.11) with input distribution ppy,. And input
myq.;, of this algorithm satisfies m; = W/A(l)qu(l)’ . Then the likelihood function corresponding to

each m; is
D (ml\X(l) = x(l)) o exp(mz®) =: ¢ (l‘(l)) .

Therefore, the forward recursion is initialized by
g1(1) = p(XW =1)q1 (1) oc p(XD) = 1}my),
g1(=1) = p(XD = —1)g (=1) o< p(XP = —1|my).

and proceeds by computing for each z() € {£1},

gi(z®) = > p(XO = 2O x0 = 20Dy exp(myz ) g, 4 (x(l‘”)

2(1=1)

= ZP(X(I) = 2MW)qy (M) ZP(X(2) =z XD = M) g (@) Z .
@

$<1) x(3)

x p(XW = 2W|myy).

for each | = 2,..., L. Henceforth, the backward recursion starts with
1) —gu(-1)
S(L):gL( =p(XP) =1jmy.p) — p(XE) = —1jmy.
) T on(=D) p( Ima.) — p( Ima.)
=E [X(L) ADGAD =y, VI € (L]
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and then proceeds by
(l) 1 + x(l+1)g(l+1) gl(l'(l)) [(1 — p)ﬂ(x(l+1) = x(l)> _|_ pﬂ(w(l+1) ?é x(l))] exp (ml lx(l+1))

) — )
¢ Z v 2 Gi1 (zHD)

2 Z(+1)

_ Z I(l)p(X(l—H) l+1 |m1 L)

2 Z(1+1)
_ Z a:(l)p(X(’“) 20D |m L)p(X(l) _ x(l)|X(l+1) — I(l+1),m1;(z+1))

20 g (1+1)

= 3 20p(x® = 2Ofmyy)

()

p(X® = 2@ X = Dy )
p(XED = 2D my. 4 1))

=K [X(L) ADGAW =y VI € [L)]
for [ 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. O
Proof of Proposition 2.5. Note that if \() = X() = ... = X\(£) = \| the Hessian matrix V2G(0) is
A2 — A\ A2 (1 —2p)? A2(1 —2p)2—1)
1| A%(1-2p)? AZ— A A2(1 - 2p)2(L=2)
2 g
)\2(1 _ 2p)2(L71) A2 )\

Define the Toeplitz matrix K as

K=((- 2/))2‘”')L :

r,s=1

then V2G(0) can be rewritten as
X K A =1,
2

where [ 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 Szeg6, 1958]

1-(1-2p)°
1—2(1—-2p)2cosby + (1 —2p)*’

where 0, € (0,7) is the minimum solution of equation

)\max(K) —

0 = sin[(L 4 1)6.] — 2(1 — 2p)? sin[L6.] + (1 — 2p)*sin[(L — 1)6.].

Furthermore, setting the largest eigenvector of K as v = (vy,...,vp)T,
L—2 1)6,
vr:cos(;—i_), 1<r<L.

It is proved in Trench [2010] and Grenander and Szego6 [1958] that 0 < 0, < w/(L + 1), thus v, >0
for 1 < r < L. Note that v is also the largest eigenvector of V2G(0). Thus if A2\ pax(K) — X\ > 0, or
equivalently A > 1/Apax(K), there exists v € (0,00), such that vIV2G(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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