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Abstract

Semi-supervised learning (SSL) is a machine learning methodology that leverages
unlabeled data in conjunction with a limited amount of labeled data. Although SSL
has been applied in various applications and its effectiveness has been empirically
demonstrated, it is still not fully understood when and why SSL performs well. Some
existing theoretical studies have attempted to address this issue by modeling classifi-
cation problems using the so-called Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM). These studies
provide notable and insightful interpretations. However, their analyses are focused
on specific purposes, and a thorough investigation of the properties of GMM in the
context of SSL has been lacking. In this paper, we conduct such a detailed analysis
of the properties of the high-dimensional GMM for binary classification in the SSL
setting. To this end, we employ the approximate message passing and state evolution
methods, which are widely used in high-dimensional settings and originate from sta-
tistical mechanics. We deal with two estimation approaches: the Bayesian one and the
ℓ2-regularized maximum likelihood estimation (RMLE). We conduct a comprehensive
comparison between these two approaches, examining aspects such as the global phase
diagram, estimation error for the parameters, and prediction error for the labels. A
specific comparison is made between the Bayes-optimal (BO) estimator and RMLE,
as the BO setting provides optimal estimation performance and is ideal as a bench-
mark. Our analysis shows that with appropriate regularizations, RMLE can achieve
near-optimal performance in terms of both the estimation error and prediction error,
especially when there is a large amount of unlabeled data. These results demonstrate
that the ℓ2 regularization term plays an effective role in estimation and prediction in
SSL approaches.
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1 Introduction

Modern machine learning tasks often achieve high predictive accuracy when large labeled
datasets are available. However, in domains like healthcare, specifically in the field of
medical diagnosis, the process of collecting labeled data poses challenges as it requires
domain expertise and tends to be costly. Conversely, unlabeled data is often abundant
in such tasks. Leveraging the information contained in unlabeled data can thus help
alleviate the difficulties of obtaining labeled data. Semi-supervised learning (SSL) [1, 2]
is such a learning framework to leverage unlabeled data in conjunction with a limited
number of labeled data. SSL has been already applied in various applications such as image
classification [3] and speech recognition [4]. Although the effectiveness of SSL has been
demonstrated empirically [5] and theoretically [6] to some extent, it is not fully understood
when and why SSL works well.

Gaussian mixture model (GMM) [7] is a parametric probability density function which
is widely used in machine learning and statistical analysis, serving as a prototype for clas-
sification problems [6, 8, 9, 10, 11]. In classical statistics limit where the sample size tends
to be large, a widely adopted approach for estimating the GMM’s parameters is maximum
likelihood estimation (MLE) [7]. By utilizing MLE, one can obtain an unbiased and opti-
mal solution, making it a typical strategy for the GMM parameter estimation. However,
MLE is not an optimal solution and is biased [12] in the high-dimensional statistics limit
where the sample size is comparable to or even smaller than the number of parameters.
This situation naturally emerges in many contexts, such as imaging [13] and genomics
[14]. Recent studies by [15] and [16] have discovered that the generalization performance
in high-dimensional statistics is different from the predictions of the classical ones. Addi-
tionally, in this important limit, GMM is not an overly strong assumption for modeling the
aforementioned semi-supervised tasks, because a certain universality occurs under some
reasonable conditions [17, 18]. These naturally motivate us to study the SSL performance
in the GMM framework.

A number of methods are available for the GMM inference, and one of the important
methods is the Bayesian approach. When the assumed model and prior are correct, the
Bayesian approach provides the Bayes-optimal (BO) setting where the best performance in
terms of the estimation error is obtained, thus providing a natural baseline to be compared
with other inference methods. The BO solution is indeed nice, especially in the classifica-
tion problems based on GMM [6, 8], but the assumption that the correct model and prior
are known, including the hyperparameter values, is unrealistic for many applications. Fur-
thermore, the Bayesian approach frequently suffers from computational complexity since
it requires a high-dimensional integration. These present challenges in the Bayesian ap-
proach in high-dimensional settings, and an alternative approach, which is tractable in
high-dimensional settings but still exhibits near-BO performance, is desired.

Such alternative approaches have been discussed in a number of recent articles [11,
19, 20, 21]. An interesting observation among them in the context of classification based
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on GMM is that commonly used convex loss function under appropriate regularizations
can yield near-BO performances [11]. This finding is interesting because near-optimal
performance can be obtained by a more practical method than the Bayesian approach.
Similar phenomena are observed in different models and problems [19, 20, 21]. These
analyses are restricted to the case with labeled data or unlabeled data only, and hence it
is interesting to see whether these phenomena happen in the case with both labeled and
unlabeled data.

With these motivations, in this paper, we conduct a theoretical analysis of the clas-
sification problem based on two-class GMM with both labeled and unlabeled data in the
high-dimensional setting. A particular focus is put on finding a method/situation achieving
the near-BO performance, but a more comprehensive analysis will be presented. There are
some different ways to implement SSL in this problem setting. We concentrate on an ℓ2-
regularized MLE (RMLE) approach that can naturally treat unlabeled data by regarding
the labels as hidden variables. In relation to the Bayesian approach, RMLE can be regarded
as a maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimation in the same family of probabilistic models
with appropriate priors. The comparison between the Bayesian approach and RMLE thus
becomes a comparison of different estimation methods in the common probabilistic struc-
ture. Furthermore, a wider estimation framework including MLE, called M-estimation, has
recently attracted renewed interest and has been shown to give near-optimal performances
in many different contexts [11, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25]. Hence, RMLE becomes a reasonable
choice to consider our problem.

To treat the Bayesian approach and RMLE in a unified manner, we introduce

pβ(w | D) =
1

Zβ
pβ(D | w)pβ(w), (1)

where Zβ is a normalization constant, p(D|w) is the likelihood describing the data gener-
ating process, and p(w) is the prior distribution for w ∈ RN . We call pβ(w|D) β-posterior
which is used in several literatures such as compressed sensing [26]. The β-posterior be-
comes the original posterior when β = 1 and yields RMLE when β = ∞, respectively.
Handling the β-posterior is usually difficult in practice, but an efficient algorithm comput-
ing the marginals, named approximate message-passing (AMP) [27], is applicable in our
problem setting and is considered to be exact in the high dimensional limit. The AMP
performance in this limit is known to be characterized by a simple scalar recursion called
state evolution (SE) [28, 29] that enables to characterize the performance in a clear way.
We rely on the β-posterior, AMP, and SE as the technical basis of our theoretical analysis.

The remaining part of the paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we sum-
marize the literature of related work, to clarify the difference of the present paper from
them, and briefly summarize our main results. In sec. 3, we present our problem setting:
we first define the β-posterior and introduce the factor graph representation, to employ the
BP algorithm; the BP algorithm is approximated by employing the central limit theorem
(CLT) for avoiding the computational difficulty and the AMP algorithm, one of our main
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workhorses, is derived; the associated SE iteration is also derived. In sec. 4, we perform a
comprehensive theoretical analysis based on SE: phase transitions characterizing the dras-
tic change of the estimators are investigated and the comparison between the BO and
RMLE performances is conducted, to find that RMLE with the optimally tuned regular-
ization yields the very closed performance to the BO one. The last section is devoted to
conclusion.

2 Related work and main results

2.1 Related work

Message-passing algorithms enable efficient computations of approximate marginal prob-
abilities for high-dimensional probabilistic models. AMP is a specific message-passing
algorithm primarily used for solving high-dimensional estimation problems, and has been
especially used in the context of compressed sensing [27] and low-rank matrix estimation
[30, 31]. Notably, AMP is shown to give the optimal performance among many first-order
methods in high-dimensional regression and low-rank matrix estimation under a random
design assumption [32]. The roots of AMP can be traced back to notions of belief propa-
gation (BP) [33] and approximate belief propagation (ABP) [34, 35]. The key ideas behind
AMP were developed in the so-called cavity method in statistical physics [36, 37]. The
macroscopic dynamics of AMP algorithms are known to be generally characterized by an
iterative equation for a few number of macroscopic parameters that is called SE. The ori-
gin of SE can be traced back to density evolution [38] that has played a central role in
analyzing the performance of BP in low-density parity-check codes.

The unsupervised classification based on GMM in the high dimensional limit has been
first studied in [39] in the case of two clusters. This analysis was generalized to the case
of more clusters in [40] using AMP and SE, and a detailed quantitative result revealing
the computational and information theoretical limits was obtained. The asymptotic per-
formance of supervised multiclass classification problems based on GMM has been studied
in [41, 42]. [41] focused on the square loss with ℓ2 regularization, and [42] extended to
arbitrary convex loss and regularization, and examined the impact of regularization on
performance. The case with both labeled and unlabeled data was analyzed in [6, 8] in the
BO setting. [8] employed the replica method in the case of equal-weight mixtures, uncover-
ing the coexistence of multiple solutions involving a first-order phase transition. [6] adopted
the cavity method to study the same situation as [8] and quantified the estimator’s perfor-
mance based on generalization error (GE), finding that a significant accuracy enhancement
can be obtained from the unlabeled data. [43] studied a two-class labeled-unlabeled GMM
model similar to ours and employed the replica method to derive sharp asymptotic results
for self-training, proposing a pseudo-label refinement approach that yields performance
close to that of fully supervised learning. Our study is different from all these results in
that a more comprehensive analysis is conducted: both the labeled and unlabeled data
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are treated in the general imbalance ratio and a comparison between the BO setting and
RMLE is performed.

2.2 Main results

The contribution of this paper can be summarized as follows. We derive the AMP itera-
tion formulas for both the RMLE and Bayesian methods and analyze AMP’s macroscopic
behavior using SE. We analyze SE to construct phase diagrams, examining how various
parameters influence these diagrams and their corresponding statistics. We also study the
microscopic dynamics of AMP, derive the instability boundary of the AMP algorithm, and
present the related phase. Moreover, we compare the two inference methods in terms of
mean squared error (MSE) and GE, finding that under the optimal regularizer, the RMLE
results nearly match those of the BO, and that the optimal regularizer value becomes
finite unlike the fully supervised case [11]. Finally, we investigate the quantitative relation-
ship between the optimal regularizer, the labeled unlabeled ratio, and the class imbalance
parameter.

3 Formulation

3.1 Problem setting

Let Dl = {(xµ, yµ)}Ml
µ=1 be the set of labeled data points: the label yµ is encoded as

yµ ∈ {−1, 1} and the feature vector xµ is assumed to be a real N -dimensional vector
xµ ∈ RN , and the sample size for the labeled data is denoted as Ml. We assume each label
is independently and identically distributed (i.i.d.) from the following distribution:

p(yµ) = ρδyµ,+1 + (1− ρ)δyµ,−1, (2)

where δa,b denotes Kronecker delta and the parameter ρ ∈ [0, 1] controls the balance of the
two labels. Given yµ, the feature vector xµ is generated by

xµ = yµ
w0√
N

+ ξµ, (3)

where w0 ∈ RN characterizes the cluster center, and ξµ ∈ RN is a Gaussian noise vector
i.i.d. from N (0N , σ

2
0IN ) where 0N and IN denote the N -dimensional zero vector and

identity matrix, respectively. Similarly, let Du = {xν}Mu
ν=1 denotes the unlabeled dataset,

each component xν of which is i.i.d. from the same generative model as the labeled one,
except that the labels are not observed. Therefore, the total dataset D = Dl ∪Du, the size
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of which is denoted as M =Ml +Mu, obeys the following distribution:

p(D | w0;σ
2
0) =

[∏
µ∈Dl

1√
2πσ2

0

exp

{
− 1

2σ2
0

∥∥∥xµ − yµw0√
N

∥∥∥2
2

}]

×

[∏
ν∈Du

1√
2πσ2

0

(
ρ exp

{
− 1

2σ2
0

∥∥∥xν − w0√
N

∥∥∥2
2

}

+(1− ρ) exp

{
− 1

2σ2
0

∥∥∥xν +
w0√
N

∥∥∥2
2

})]
. (4)

Based on this generative model, we deal with a problem to estimate w0 from the given
dataset D. To this end, as described in sec. 1, we consider two approaches: the Bayesian
approach and RMLE. For the former one, we introduce a zero-mean Gaussian as the prior
distribution:

p(w;λ0) =

√
λ0
2π
e−

1
2
λ0∥w∥22 . (5)

The posterior distribution is thus given by

p(w | D;σ2, λ) ∝ p(D | w;σ2)p(w;λ). (6)

This becomes the central object for the Bayesian approach. To simplify the situation,
we assume that the model parameter σ20 is known and σ2 = σ20 holds throughout the
paper. Since λ0 represents the precision of signal and σ2 denotes the noise strength, the
ratio 1/(λ0σ

2) can be interpreted as the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR). Here w denotes the
parameter variables while w0 represents the true parameter values; this subscript rule is
applied to other parameters such as λ. For the latter RMLE one, we have a point estimator
for w0 defined by

ŵ
(
D;σ2, λ

)
= argmin

w

[
− log p(D | w;σ2) +

1

2
λ∥w∥22

]
= argmin

w

[
− log p(w | D;σ2, λ)

]
. (7)

The aim of this paper is to analyze the property of this estimator and to compare its
performance with that of the Bayesian approach. To evaluate the estimator, we consider
both MSE

EMSE ≡ 1

N
∥ŵ −w0∥22 , (8)

and GE defined as

EGE(xnew) =
1

4
Eynew,xnew,Dl,Du

[
(ynew − ŷnew)

2
]
, (9)
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where ynew is the true label of unseen data xnew, Dl and Du are the training datasets,
and ŷnew is a prediction or estimator for ynew. These two approaches can be treated in a
unified manner by the β-posterior:

pβ(w | D;σ2, λ) =
1

Zβ
pβ(D | w;σ2)pβ(w;λ). (10)

The posterior distribution is reproduced at β = 1 and the limit β → ∞ yields the point-wise
measure at RMLE as pβ(w | D;σ2, λ) → δ

(
w − ŵ

(
D;σ2, λ

))
. Hence we may concentrate

on computing the expectation over the β-posterior in general β instead of treating those
two approaches separately.

The above estimation problem is analyzed in a high dimensional limit whereN,Ml,Mu →
∞ while keeping αl = Ml/N = O(1) and αu = Mu/N = O(1); this limit is recently called
proportional limit. In this limit, AMP and SE are expected to become exact, giving us pre-
cise asymptotic information. The analytical results are characterized by a small number of
quantities known as order parameters, and examining their parameter dependence provides
detailed insights into the system. The technical strategy of this paper is to analyze these
order parameters in a unified manner using the β-posterior distribution, covering both
β = 1 and β = ∞. In the following subsections, we explain how to handle the β-posterior
distribution in detail.

3.2 Factor graph representation

To handle the β-posterior, we employ the framework of graphical modeling and message-
passing algorithms. For this, we represent the β-posterior as the following factorized form:

pβ(w | D;σ2, λ) =
1

Zβ

∏
µ∈Dl

Φl
µ(w,xµ, yµ)

∏
ν∈Du

Φu
ν(w,xν)

N∏
i=1

ψi(wi), (11)

where

Φl
µ(w,xµ, yµ) = exp

{
− β

2σ2

∥∥∥xµ − yµw√
N

∥∥∥2
2

}
, (12)

Φu
ν(w,xν) =

(
ρ exp

{
− 1

2σ2

∥∥∥xν −
w√
N

∥∥∥2
2

}
+ (1− ρ) exp

{
− 1

2σ2

∥∥∥xν +
w√
N

∥∥∥2
2

})β

,

(13)

ψi(wi) ∝ exp

{
− β

2
λw2

i

}
. (14)

We call these functions Φl,Φu, ψ potential functions according to the standard terminology
of graphical models [44, 45]. A factor graph representation of eq. (11) is introduced as
the left panel of Fig. 1. On this representation, we compute the marginal distributions
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Figure 1: (Left) Factor graph corresponding to eq. (11) (Right) Visualization of messages
passing on the graph.

{pβ,i(wi) =
∫ (∏

j(̸=i) dwj

)
pβ(w)}Ni=1 using message-passing algorithms.

For notational simplicity, we denote the average over the β-posterior as

⟨· · ·⟩ =
∫
dw pβ(w | D;σ2, λ) (· · ·) . (15)

Besides, we consider another distributions p
\µ
β representing the β-posterior without a spe-

cific potential function Φu
µ in eq. (11); the average over p

\µ
β is denoted by ⟨· · ·⟩\µ.

3.3 Belief propagation and approximate belief propagation

According to the usual prescription of BP [33, 46], we consider the messages passing from
function node to variable node

{
ϕ̃lµ→i(wi), ϕ̃

u
ν→i(wi)

}
, and from variable node to function

node
{
ϕli→µ(wi), ϕ

u
i→ν(wi)

}
. These messages are connected to each other through the
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following iterative equations:

ϕ̃lµ→i(wi) ∝
∫ ∏

j(̸=i)

dwj

Φl
µ(w,xµ, yµ)

N∏
j(̸=i)

ϕlj→µ(wj), (16a)

ϕli→µ(wi) ∝ ψ(wi)

Ml∏
ω(̸=µ)

ϕ̃lω→i(wi)

Mu∏
ν=1

ϕ̃uν→i(wi), (16b)

ϕ̃uν→i(wi) ∝
∫ ∏

j(̸=i)

dwj

Φu
ν(w,xν)

N∏
j(̸=i)

ϕuj→ν(wj), (16c)

ϕui→ν(wi) ∝ ψ(wi)

Ml∏
µ=1

ϕ̃lµ→i(wi)

Mu∏
m(̸=ν)

ϕ̃um→i(wi). (16d)

A visualization of the messages is given as the right panel of Fig. 1. The solution of eq.
(16) provides an access to the true marginal distribution pβ,i(wi) as

pβ,i(wi) ∝ ψ(wi)
∏
µ∈Dl

ϕ̃lµ→i(wi)
∏

ν∈Du

ϕ̃uν→i(wi). (17)

Unfortunately, Eq. (16) involves a computational difficulty coming from the high-dimensional
integration in eqs. (16a,16c). ABP avoids this difficulty by replacing the high-dimensional
integration with a one-dimensional Gaussian integration. Such a replacement is possible
because in eqs. (16a,16c) the potential functions’ dependence on w only appears through
the form 1

σ2
√
N

∑N
j xµjwj that is the extensive sum of random variables and can be re-

garded as a Gaussian variable thanks to CLT.
Let us focus on how to compute eq. (16a) according to the above idea. Denoting

dlµ = 1
σ2

√
N

∑N
j xµjwj and isolating the ith term, we can write

dlµ =
1

σ2
√
N
xµiwi +

1

σ2
√
N

N∑
j(̸=i)

xµjwj =
1

σ2
√
N
xµiwi + p̃lµ→i +

√
Sl
µ

β
z, (18)

where p̃lµ→i and
Sl
µ

β are the mean and variance of 1
σ2

√
N

∑N
j(̸=i) xµjwj over the distribution∏N

j(̸=i) ϕ
l
j→µ(wj), and z is the zero-mean unit-variance Gaussian random variable repre-

senting the fluctuation around the mean. The explicit forms of the mean and variance
are

p̃lµ→i =
1

σ2
√
N

N∑
j(̸=i)

xµjŵ
l
j→µ, (19)

Sl
µ =

1

σ4N

N∑
j

x2µjχ
l
j→µ, (20)

9



where

ŵl
j→µ ≡

∫
dwj wj

N∏
j(̸=i)

ϕlj→µ(wj) ≡ ⟨wj⟩\µ, (21)

χl
i→µ ≡ β

{〈
w2
i

〉\µ −
(〈
wi⟩\µ

)2}
. (22)

Note that the average over
∏N

j(̸=i) ϕ
l
j→µ(wj) is here identified with the average over p

\µ
β

and is denoted as ⟨·⟩\µ. This is the direct consequence of the BP’s assumption which
can be justified in the large N limit with the current generative model of xµ yielding
no correlation between different components. Another noteworthy remark is that in the
variance formula (22) the ith contribution 1

σ4N
x2µiχ

l
i→µ is included though it should not

be there when treating 1
σ2

√
N

∑N
j( ̸=i) xµjwj literally. This correction is added to make the

following calculations simpler by lightening the notation and does not affect the result
because the correction is sufficiently small (O(1/N)) and negligible in the large N limit.

The first term in the right-hand side of eq. (18) is small thanks to the factor 1/
√
N ,

justifying an expansion of the potential function with respect to (w.r.t.) the term up
to the second order. This implies that the message ϕ̃lµ→i(wi) takes a Gaussian form. The

same holds for ϕ̃uµ→i(wi), and resultantly all the messages {ϕ̃lµ→i, ϕ
l
i→µ, ϕ̃

u
µ→i, ϕ

u
i→µ} become

Gaussian. Hence, the functional update (16) can be reduced to iterative equations for the
parameters characterizing those Gaussians. In this way, the computationally intractable
formulas (16) are converted to a feasible problem.

The iterative equations of the Gaussian parameters of the messages depend on the
value of β. Here, we only quote the resultant formulas at β = ∞ and β = 1. For readers
interested in the derivation details, we state them in app. A.1 and app. A.2.

The ABP formulas for RMLE are

p̃
(t)
ν→i =

1

σ2
√
N

N∑
j( ̸=i)

xνjŵ
(t)
j→ν , (23a)

S(t)
ν =

1

σ4N

N∑
i

x2νiχ
(t)
i→ν , (23b)

χ
(t+1)
i→ν =

(
λ+

α

σ2
− 1

σ4N

Mu∑
m(̸=ν)

x2miT
(
p̃
(t)
m→i, S

(t)
m

))−1

, (23c)

ŵ
(t+1)
i→ν =

χ
(t+1)
i→ν

σ2
√
N

(
Ml∑
µ=1

yµxµi +

Mu∑
m( ̸=ν)

xmiF
(
p̃
(t)
m→i, S

(t)
m

))
. (23d)
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The functions F (p, t) and T (p, t) are introduced as follows:

g(y|p, t) = ln
(
ρ exp

{
p+

√
ty
}
+ (1− ρ) exp

{
−
(
p+

√
ty
)})

, (24)

G(y|p, t) = −y
2

2
+ g(y|p, t), (25)

y∗(p, t) ≡ argmax
y

G(y|p, t), (26)

F (p, t) ≡ ∂

∂p
G(y∗(p, t)|p, t), (27)

T (p, t) ≡ ∂2

∂p2
G(y∗(p, t)|p, t). (28)

The function g(y|p, t) corresponds to the logarithm of the potential function Φu
ν(w,xν),

and the maximization w.r.t. y comes from the saddle-point condition when taking the limit
β → ∞. On the other hand, the Bayesian approach provides the following ABP formulas:

p̃
(t)
ν→i,B =

1

σ2
√
N

N∑
j(̸=i)

xνjŵ
(t)
j→ν,B, (29a)

χ
(t+1)
i→ν,B =

(
λ+

α

σ2
− 1

σ4N

Mµ∑
m̸=ν

x2miT̃
(
p̃
(t)
m→i,B

))−1

, (29b)

ŵ
(t+1)
i→ν,B =

χ
(t+1)
i→ν,B

σ2
√
N

(
Ml∑
µ=1

yµxµi +

Mu∑
m( ̸=ν)

xmiF̃
(
p̃
(t)
m→i,B

))
, (29c)

where

F̃ (p) ≡ ρ exp{p} − (1− ρ) exp{−p}
ρ exp{p}+ (1− ρ) exp{−p}

, (30)

T̃ (p) ≡ ∂

∂p
F̃ (p). (31)

Here, to make the algorithmic aspect explicit, we put the superscript (t) to denote the time
index within the iteration. Bayesian results are subscripted with “B” to make them easier
to distinguish from the results in RMLE. For the derivation, please refer to app. A.2.

In eq. (23), the dependence on the superscripts l and u of the quantities
{
p̃ν→i, Sν , χi→ν , ŵi→ν

}
is neglected. To understand the reason why this is justified, we compare the following two
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quantities:

ŵ
l(t+1)
i→µ =

χ
l(t+1)
i→µ

σ2
√
N

(
Ml∑

ω(̸=µ)

yωxωi +

Mu∑
ν=1

xνiF
(
p̃
u(t)
ν→i, S

u(t)
ν

))
, (32)

ŵ
u(t+1)
i→ν =

χ
u(t+1)
i→ν

σ2
√
N

(
Ml∑
µ=1

yµxµi +

Mu∑
m(̸=ν)

xmiF
(
p̃
u(t)
m→i, S

u(t)
m

))
. (33)

The former is the posterior mean of wi in the system without the labeled potential function
Φl
µ while the latter one is the counterpart when the unlabeled potential function Φu

ν is
absent. The first important observation is that the difference between these two quantities
is small and can be neglected. The second important one is the nontrivial parameters

{p̃u(t)m→i}µ,i requires only the unlabeled mean {ŵu(t)
i→ν}i,ν for their computations. Hence, it is

sufficient for closing the equations to only compute {ŵu(t)
i→ν}i,ν , justifying to treat {ŵu(t)

i→ν}i,ν
only and to remove the superscript u from the respective quantities.

3.4 Approximate message-passing

The ABP equations can be further approximated because the posterior mean under the
absence of the potential function Φu

ν , ŵi→ν , is well approximated by the full posterior
mean ŵi = ⟨wi⟩, since the difference is due to the only one potential function and is small.
Rewriting all ŵi→ν by ŵi in the ABP equations yields another set of iterative equations in
terms of {ŵi}i. This is simpler because the number of variables tracked in the equations is
reduced from NM to N , and resultantly the computational cost is reduced from O(NM2)
toO(NM). The algorithm derived according to this idea is called AMP. Here we summarize
the AMP algorithms for the RMLE and Bayesian cases.

AMP for the RMLE is given by

p̃(t)ν =
1

σ2
√
N

N∑
j

xνjŵ
(t)
j − χ(t)

σ4N

N∑
j

x2νjF
(
p̃(t−1)
ν ,

χ(t−1)

σ2

)
, (34a)

χ(t+1) =

(
λ+

α

σ2
− 1

σ4N

Mu∑
ν=1

x2νiT
(
p̃(t)ν ,

χ(t)

σ2

))−1

, (34b)

ŵ
(t+1)
i =

χ(t+1)

σ2
√
N

(
Ml∑
µ=1

yµxµi +

Mu∑
m=1

xmiF
(
p̃(t)m ,

χ(t)

σ2

)
−

ŵ
(t)
i

σ2
√
N

Mu∑
m=1

x2miT
(
p̃(t)m ,

χ(t)

σ2

))
.

(34c)
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While AMP for the Bayesian approach is

p̃
(t)
ν,B =

1

σ2
√
N

N∑
j

xνjŵ
(t)
j,B −

χ
(t)
B

σ4N

N∑
j

x2νjF̃
(
p̃
(t−1)
ν,B

)
, (35a)

χ
(t+1)
B =

(
λ+

α

σ2
− 1

σ4N

Mu∑
ν=1

x2νiT̃
(
p̃
(t)
ν,B

))−1

, (35b)

ŵ
(t+1)
i,B =

χ
(t+1)
B

σ2
√
N

(
Ml∑
µ=1

yµxµi +

Mu∑
m=1

xmiF̃
(
p̃
(t)
m,B

)
−

ŵ
(t)
i

σ2
√
N

Mu∑
m=1

x2miT̃
(
p̃
(t)
m,B

))
. (35c)

The derivations of these AMP algorithms are deferred to app. A.3.

3.5 State evolution

The macroscopic behavior of BP can be analyzed by a theoretical framework called SE
[28, 29]. In the large N limit, we may assume that the estimator ŵi→ν follows a Gaussian
distribution N (ktw0i, vt) where the stochasticity comes from the data generation process
given w0, eq. (3). The two macroscopic parameters kt and vt describe the overlap with the
true parameter w0 and the variance, respectively. The iterative equations that these two
parameters obey can be derived from the BP iteration, and those equations are called SE
equations. Here we summarize the SE equations of the RMLE and Bayesian cases.

The SE equations of RMLE are given by

χt+1 =

(
λ+

α

σ2
− αu

σ2

∫
Dz

(
ρT
(
P, χt

σ2

)
+ (1− ρ)T

(
Q, χt

σ2

)))−1

, (36a)

kt+1 = χt+1

(
αl

σ2
+
αu

σ2

∫
Dz

(
ρF
(
P, χt

σ2

)
− (1− ρ)F

(
Q, χt

σ2

)))
, (36b)

vt+1 = χ2
t+1

(
αl

σ2
+
αu

σ2

∫
Dz

(
ρF 2

(
P, χt

σ2
)
+ (1− ρ)F 2

(
Q, χt

σ2

)))
, (36c)

where Dz = e−z2/2/
√
2π dz, αl =Ml/N, αu =Mu/N , and

vs =
1

N

N∑
j(̸=i)

w2
0j , (37)

ṽt = k2t vs + vt, (38)

P =
ktvs
σ2

+

√
ṽt
σ2
z, (39)

Q = −ktvs
σ2

+

√
ṽt
σ2
z. (40)
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In the limit N → ∞, vs becomes equal to the true signal variance 1/λ0 in eq. (37).
Henceforth, we assume vs = 1/λ0 hereafter. Those for the Bayesian approach are

χt+1,B =

(
λ+

α

σ2
− αu

σ2

∫
Dz

(
ρT̃
(
PB

)
+ (1− ρ)T̃

(
QB

)))−1

, (41a)

kt+1,B = χt+1,B

(
αl

σ2
+
αu

σ2

∫
Dz

(
ρF̃
(
PB

)
− (1− ρ)F̃

(
QB

)))
, (41b)

vt+1,B = χ2
t+1,B

(
αl

σ2
+
αu

σ2

∫
Dz

(
ρF̃ 2

(
PB

)
+ (1− ρ)F̃ 2

(
QB

)))
. (41c)

The three parameters χt, kt, vt (χt,B, kt,B, vt,B) characterize the macroscopic behavior of
BP or ABP iteration. We call these parameters order parameters according to physics
terminology. The derivations of eqs. (36,41) are given in app. A.4.

These order parameters enable us to compute many quantities of interest. For example,
the MSE between the true parameter w0 and the estimator ŵ can be expressed by using
the above overlap k and the variance v as

EMSE ≡ 1

N

∥∥ŵ −w0

∥∥2
2
= (k − 1)2/λ0 + v. (42)

It is also possible to track howMSE evolves along the algorithm steps from the SE-evaluated
kt and vt, which precisely corresponds to the MSE evolution computed from the BP or
ABP algorithm. The AMP algorithm is essentially the same as the ABP one except for the
computational cost, and hence SE again can fully characterize the AMP behavior in the
large N limit. In this way, SE provides a simple way to analyze the macroscopic dynamical
behavior of the algorithms.

3.6 Convergence control and the λ-χ correspondence

As far as we numerically examined, the AMP iteration (34) tends to be badly converging
or even diverging. We also observed that this convergence issue can be partly attributed to
the non-negativity and the oscillating tendency of χ(t). To control the convergence, we thus
avoid updating χ(t) and instead fix it to a certain appropriate value during the iteration.
Our numerical experiments show that this strategy works very well and the convergence
is greatly improved. Hence hereafter we adopt this strategy both in running AMP and SE
iterations.

Fortunately, this strategy does not prevent us from our primary objective of analyzing
RMLE given λ, ŵ(λ). This is thanks to the fact that the regularization coefficient λ
only appears in the χ-related equations in the AMP/SE iterations (34) and (36). This
implies that there is a certain simple correspondence between χ and λ, and we can find
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an appropriate value of λ on which the estimator ŵ(λ) is (asymptotically) equal to the
convergent solution of AMP given χ, w∗(χ) = limt→∞w(t)(χ).

The above equality ŵ(λ) = w∗(χ) defines the correspondence between λ and χ, and
the correspondence can be computed by using SE. The procedure is simple: fix χ to a
certain appropriate value; conduct the SE iteration (36) until the convergence on the fixed
χ; solve eq. (36a) w.r.t. λ on the convergent solution with setting χt+1 and χt to the fixed
value of χ. In this way, we can obtain a relation between λ and χ, and the example plots
for several αu are shown as the left panel of Fig. 2. The correspondence between λ and χ is
expected to be one-to-one, and our SE-based result confirms this reasonable expectation.
Another interesting finding from this figure is that there exists a cusp at a certain value
of χ against a fixed αu(> 0). This signals the emergence of a phase transition which is
extensively discussed in sec. 4.

For a given λ, the above relation enables us to choose the appropriate χ value, thus
allowing us to handle AMP and SE with good convergence given χ. All the results by
AMP and SE in the following sections are obtained in this way. The same is true for the
Bayesian case (41) and (35), and the example plots of the λ-χ relation are given as the
right panel of Fig. 2.

Figure 2: The relation between χ and 1/λ for RMLE (left) and the Bayesian approach
(right) at ρ = 1/2, αl = 0, λ0 = 1, σ2 = 1. The straight black lines depict the relation
1/λ = χ, which is the correct trivial relation at αu = αl = 0.

We also compare the consistency between SE and AMP, as well as between AMP and
the gradient-based algorithm. The results are presented in app. A.6.
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4 Theoretical results

In this section, we summarize theoretical findings derivable through SE. The stationary
solution of SE, k∗ = limt→∞ kt, v∗ = limt→∞ vt, is focused and relevant quantities are
computed from it. This stationary solution can exhibit some drastic change at certain
regions when the parameters σ2(= σ20), λ0, λ, αl, αu are varied. This change is connected
to phase transitions in physics, and we start by deriving the associated phase diagrams for
RMLE in sec. 4.1 and for the Bayesian approach in sec. 4.2. Then, the performances of
those two approaches are quantitatively compared in sec. 4.3.

4.1 Phase diagram of RMLE

Here we summarize the phase diagrams for RMLE. The study proceeds in the following
manner. We first study the case ρ = 1/2 and αl = 0. This case has been rather intensively
investigated in many previous studies [39, 47, 48, 49, 50], and contains all phases appearing
in the other parameter values; thus, we regard this case as the baseline. Then, we change
the value of αl and ρ to see how the labeled data and the imbalance in the label distribution
influence the estimation.

4.1.1 The baseline case

This case has a symmetry between the two label values y = ±1, and resultantly phase
transitions connected to the breaking of this symmetry emerge. Let us examine this point.

Inserting ρ = 1/2, αl = 0 into eq. (36), we have

χt+1 =

(
λ+

αu

σ2
− αu

σ2

∫
Dz T

(
kt
λ0σ2

+

√
k2t /λ0 + vt

σ2
z,
χt

σ2

))−1

, (43a)

kt+1 = χt+1
αu

σ2

∫
Dz F

(
kt
λ0σ2

+

√
k2t /λ0 + vt

σ2
z,
χt

σ2

)
, (43b)

vt+1 = χ2
t+1

αu

σ2

∫
Dz F 2

(
kt
λ0σ2

+

√
k2t /λ0 + vt

σ2
z,
χt

σ2

)
. (43c)

As explained in sec. 3.6, we use χ as a control parameter, and it is reasonable to focus on
the fixed point (k∗, v∗) given χ of eq. (43). A number of solutions emerge as the fixed point
depending on the parameter values. We first enumerate those solutions.

A trivial solution k∗ = v∗ = 0 can be easily found since F (0, t) = 0 holds by definition.
The presence of this solution is the direct consequence of the above symmetry. This condi-
tion k∗ = v∗ = 0 means that ŵ becomes the zero vector and hence no meaningful estimate
of w0 is available. This solution is nothing but the paramagnetic solution in physics, but we
here call it undetected solution or undetected phase from our problem context. The range
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of χ in which this undetected solution exists should be clarified. Inserting this solution
into eq. (43a) and solving it w.r.t. χ, we have

χ =
1

2

1 + λσ2 ±
√
(1 + λσ2)2 − 4(αu/σ2 + λ)σ2

αu/σ2 + λ
. (44)

The positive branch is reasonable since it is connected to the trivial solution χ = 1/λ
at αu = 0. This defines the existence region of the undetected solution as well as the
correspondence between χ and λ.

Eq. (43) has two other solutions: the one with k∗ = 0, v∗ ̸= 0 and the other one with
k∗ ̸= 0, v∗ ̸= 0. The former implies that our estimator ŵ becomes a non-zero vector but is
orthogonal to the true parameter w0, meaning that our estimate of w0 is not different from
random guess; this motivates us to call this random phase. The latter one has a non-zero
overlap enabling us to have a nontrivial estimate, and thus we call this detected phase. In
the detected phase, the overlap k∗ can be both positive or negative. When αl is small and
αu is large, a metastable state with k∗ < 0 has been reported for β = 1 [8], and our analysis
based on SE confirms a similar solution in RMLE. However, since the k∗ < 0 solution has
the higher free energy and AMP can converge to k∗ > 0 with appropriate initial conditions
obtainable with αl > 0, the k∗ < 0 solution is irrelevant. Thus, we focus solely on the
solution with k > 0 in the remainder of this paper.

Assuming the transitions between the phases are continuous, we can derive compact
formulas of critical conditions determining the phase boundary. The undetected–random
critical condition can be obtained as follows. Expanding eq. (43c) w.r.t. vt from the
undetected phase, we get

vt+1 =
αuχ

2

σ2

∫
Dz

(
∂F (p, χ/σ2)

∂p

∣∣∣∣
p=0

)2 vt
σ2
z2 =

αuχ
2

σ4
T 2
(
0,
χ

σ2

)
vt. (45)

The condition where the solution vt+1 = vt = 0 becomes unstable is

1 =
αuχ

2

σ4
T 2
(
0,
χ

σ2

)
⇔ χ = σ2

(
1 +

√
αu

)−1
. (46)

This gives the critical condition between the undetected and random phases. Note that the
perturbative discussion here is solely for determining the phase boundary and is not related
to replica symmetry breaking (RSB). However, from the linear stability analysis of AMP
discussed in app. A.5, it becomes clear that the random phase is accompanied by RSB,
and the critical condition from the undetected to random phases accidentally coincides
with the instability condition leading to RSB, as seen in eq. (49). In a similar way, the
undetected–detected critical condition is computed by an expansion of eq. (43b) w.r.t. kt
from the undetected phase, yielding the critical condition

1 =
αuχ

λ0σ4
T
(
0,
χ

σ2

)
⇔ χ = σ2

(
1 +

αu

λ0σ2

)−1
. (47)
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The critical condition between the detected and random phases can also be derived from
the expansion of eq. (43b) w.r.t. kt from the random solution. The result is

1 =
αuχ

λ0

∫
Dz T

(√
v∗
σ2
z,
χ

σ2

)
. (48)

The order parameter value v∗ comes from the random solution obtained by solving eq.
(43c) w.r.t. v under the condition k = 0.

Due to the presence of the nontrivial order parameter v∗(̸= 0), the critical condition
(48) is less trivial compared to eqs. (46,47) both of which are directly determined from the
parameters. Besides, this condition becomes even imprecise due to the phenomenon called
RSB. Once RSB occurs, the SE prediction is known to be inaccurate. The critical condition
of the RSB region is detected as the dynamical instability of BP (thus of AMP) [34], and
it takes the following form in the present problem:

1 =
αuχ

2

σ4

∫
Dz T 2

(
k∗
λ0σ2

+

√
k2∗/λ0 + v∗

σ2
z,
χ

σ2

)
. (49)

The detailed derivation is deferred to app. A.5. This condition is reduced to eq. (46) if
we assume the undetected solution k∗ = v∗ = 0, implying that the random phase involves
RSB or the dynamical instability of BP. Once this instability occurs, the BP becomes not
convergent, and hence it becomes not possible to obtain the estimator by BP. This implies
the RSB region should be avoided from the viewpoint of estimation.

Figure 3: Phase diagram of RMLE at ρ = 1/2, αl = 0 with λ0 = σ2 = 1.

Summarizing the analysis so far, we can draw the phase diagram in the χ–αu plane as
shown in Fig. 3. In the left panel, the bottom-left region corresponds to the undetected
phase. The phase boundary from the undetected phase to the detected phase is given by
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the blue solid line, while that to the random phase is depicted by the red solid line; the
dashed blue and red curves correspond to eq. (47) and eq. (46), respectively, and are given
as a guide to the eye. The green solid line corresponds to eq. (49), and the right area to
this line exhibits RSB. It can be observed that there is a transition from the detected phase
to another phase exhibiting RSB, and we call it the mixed phase since it is expected to
have nonzero k∗ even with involving RSB. The solid pink line corresponds to eq. (48) but
this is not a precise boundary since RSB is not correctly taken into account in the RSB
region in our analysis as we mentioned above. Hence, hereafter we neglect the difference
between the mixed and random phases and regard those regions as a single RSB region.
Accordingly, we rewrite the left panel to the right one. This right panel is set to be our
baseline phase diagram and will be compared to phase diagrams at other parameter values.

4.1.2 Impact of labeled data, label imbalance, and SNR

The baseline phase diagram has three distinct phases. We here investigate how these phases
change when increasing αl from zero and change ρ from the balanced value 1/2.

Let us start by investigating the effect of the labeled dataset by introducing finite αl.
Although our formulation allows us to study any αl case, we are particularly interested in
the small αl region because it is a plausible situation in SSL that only a limited number
of labeled data points are available.

In the left panel of Fig. 4, we give a simultaneous plot of phase boundaries with different
values of αl; the other parameters are set to be the same as Fig. 3 for a clear comparison
with the baseline.

Figure 4: Impact of labeled data αl, label imbalance ρ on the phase diagram

The undetected phase disappears by introducing finite αl. This is natural because the
labeled data can break the symmetry between the two label values. It is also observed
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that the RSB region tends to be significantly reduced as αl grows. This is also nice news
since the RSB phase is not preferable from the viewpoint of estimation as discussed above.
These highlight the significant positive effect of labeled data, even if its size is small.

Meanwhile, the right panel of Fig. 4 shows the counterpart of the left panel when
changing ρ instead of αl. A deviation of ρ from 1/2 makes the undetected phase disappear,
which is again reasonable because the label imbalance breaks the symmetry. The larger
imbalance reduces the RSB region more, which is very akin to the impact of αl.

Figure 5: Impact of SNR 1/(λ0σ
2) on the phase diagram

As a further investigation, in Fig. 5, we present phase diagrams illustrating the impact
of change of σ2. The left panel is the phase diagram corresponding to the left panel
of baseline diagram Fig. 3, though σ2 is increased from the baseline. The ratio 1/(λ0σ

2)
represents SNR, and hence this increase of σ2 corresponds to the reduction of SNR. By this
SNR reduction, the undetected phase becomes larger while the detected and RSB phases
get smaller. In the right panel of the same figure, we depict the relationship between αu

and SNR: the parameters are set to be αl = 0, ρ = 1/2, λ0 = 1 and λ = 5. The red region
corresponds to the undetected phase on which MSE is kept unity, while the right upper
region showing a gradation from red to blue is the detected phase. The phase boundary is
depicted by the black curve whose analytical expression is given by

αu =
((
λ− λ0

)
σ2 − 1

)
λ0σ

2. (50)

This is derived by combining the positive branch of eq. (44) and eq. (47). These provide a
clear visualization of how these parameters influence the estimation.
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4.2 Phase diagram of the Bayesian approach

In this section, we explore the phase diagram for the Bayesian approach. In parallel to the
RMLE case, we start from the baseline case with ρ = 1/2 and αl = 0 and then investigate
how labeled data, label imbalance, and SNR influence the phase diagram.

4.2.1 The baseline case

By a similar analysis to sec. 4.1.1, the phase diagram for the Bayesian case can be derived.
Let us start by summarizing the critical conditions below.

Figure 6: Phase diagram of the Bayesian approach at ρ = 1/2, αl = 0. The lines are
depicted in the same rule as the left panel of Fig. 3, though there is an additional line
(yellow solid curve) describing the BO subspace or Nishimori line.

The three critical conditions, between the undetected and detected phases, the unde-
tected and random phases, and the detected and random phases, are given by

χ =
σ4λ0
αu

, (51)

χ =
σ2
√
αu
, (52)

1 =
αuχ

λ0

∫
Dz T̃

(√
v∗
σ2
z

)
, (53)

respectively. The RSB critical condition can also be derived as the way of deriving eq.
(49). The result is

1 =
αuχ

2

σ4

∫
Dz sech4

(
k∗
λ0σ2

+

√
k2∗/λ0 + v∗

σ2
z

)
. (54)
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Summarizing these results, in Fig. 6, we draw a phase diagram corresponding to the left
panel of Fig. 3.

In the Bayesian case, we are particularly interested in the BO setting λ = λ0. The
relation λ = λ0 is implicitly encoded into χ by the strategy explained in sec. 3.6, and
forms a nontrivial specific subspace in the phase diagram. In Fig. 6, the BO subspace
is depicted by the yellow solid line, and we call this line Nishimori line according to the
physics terminology [51, 52].

4.2.2 Impact of labeled data, label imbalance, and SNR

We next investigate the influence of the labeled data, the label imbalance, and the SNR
change in the Bayesian approach. The resultant phase diagrams corresponding to Figs. 4
and 5 are summarized in Fig. 7.

Figure 7: Impact of labeled data αl, label imbalance ρ, and SNR on the phase diagram.
The left and middle panels are counterparts of Fig. 4. The right panel shows a smaller
SNR case compared to the baseline case in Fig. 6.

The introduction of labeled data with finite αl and deviations in label imbalance ρ
from 1/2 in the Bayesian approach lead to the disappearance of the undetected phase and
a reduction of the RSB region, as shown in the left and middle panels. This emphasizes
the positive impact of even a small amount of labeled data or the label imbalance on
estimation as in the RMLE case. In the right panel, we investigate the effects of SNR.
The SNR reduction (an increase of σ2) enlarges the undetected phase while shrinking the
detected and RSB phases, again aligning with the observations in the RMLE case.

4.2.3 The BO and model mismatch cases

The BO setting is a special case in the Bayesian approach and has been extensively studied
in the literature [6, 8, 53] since it yields the best performance and can thus be a nice
reference for other formulations/algorithms. In this subsection, we follow this direction
and investigate MSE over a wide range of parameters in the BO setting. In addition, we
also examine some non-BO situations (λ ̸= λ0) to see the difference from the BO setting.
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It is known that RSB, which affects the convergence of AMP, can occur only in the non-BO
case, and we are particularly interested in how RSB appears in the present model under
the Bayesian treatment.

Figure 8: The MSE visual representations of the BO (λ = λ0) case and two model mis-
match cases are shown on the left, middle (λ = 2), and right (λ = 0.5) panels, respectively,
at λ0 = 1, ρ = 1/2, αl = 0. In the BO heatmap, a distinct black curve separates regions
where the MSE values are 1 on the left and less than 1 on the right. Conversely, in the
case of model mismatch of λ = 2, the heatmap shows a larger region with MSE equal to
1 compared to the BO heatmap. In the other model mismatch λ = 0.5, it exhibits three
distinct regions from left to right: MSE = 1, MSE > 1, and MSE < 1.

Let us first study the BO case (λ0 = λ) corresponding to the Nishimori line in Fig.
6. We plot the MSE heatmap in the left panel of Fig. 8. The parameters are set as
λ = λ0 = 1, ρ = 1/2, and αl = 0. The red region corresponds to the undetected phase with
εMSE = 1. In contrast, the upper-right region transitioning from red to blue is the detected
phase, where MSE gradually decreases by increasing SNR or αu. The phase boundary is
characterized by the black curve and is given by

αu =
( 1

λ0σ2

)−2
=
(
SNR

)−2
, (55)

which is derived from the combination of eqs. (41a,51). Compared to the left panel of Fig.
5 (RMLE), the BO result shows a smaller red region, showing superiority to RMLE.

For comparison, we also plot the MSE heatmap of the model mismatch with λ ∈ {2, 0.5}
in the middle and right panels of Fig. 8, respectively. When λ = 2, the heatmap shows a
larger region with εMSE = 1 compared to the BO heatmap. When λ = 0.5, the heatmap
is divided into three regions with εMSE = 1, > 1, < 1 from left to right. The middle red
region has εMSE > 1. A portion of the middle red region, where MSE is greater than 1, is
unstable due to its overlap with the RSB phase. Another portion of the middle red region
also has an MSE greater than 1 but lies within the RS phase.
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Figure 9: Specific λ values ( ̸= λ0) for the model mismatch and their performance. The
upper panels show the curves for different λ values in Fig. 6. The upper left panel corre-
sponds to λ > λ0, while the upper right panel corresponds to λ < λ0. The bottom panels
demonstrate the performance of AMP under λ > λ0 (left) and λ < λ0 (right).

Next in Fig. 9, we investigate the locations of different λ values on the same phase
diagram as Fig. 6 and show MSE plotted against αu. In the upper left panel, the curves
for λ = 0.5 and λ = 0.8 (brown and navy, respectively) are located to the right of the
Nishimori line. We observe that both of them intersect the RSB phase at certain values of
αu, indicating the AMP instability in this region. In the upper right panel, the curves for
λ = 1.2 and λ = 1.5 (black and grey, respectively) are located to the left of the Nishimori
line. This suggests the absence of RSB. The bottom panels show MSE plotted against
αu for different λ. In the bottom left panel, we examine the case where λ < λ0. Our
findings show that MSE exceeds 1 at a certain point and then gradually decreases as αu

increases. The RSB critical point, defined as the value of αu at which eq. (54) exactly holds
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and marked as “⋆”, shifts with different values of λ. This results in the AMP instability,
causing MSE to immediately exceed 1. As αu is further increased, the AMP algorithm
remains unstable until αu reaches the marked point with“•”. In the bottom right panel,
we examine the case λ > λ0. We observe that for different values of λ, MSE initially
remains at 1. It then gradually drops at a certain value of αu. Notably, the farther λ is
from λ0, the larger value of αu becomes necessary for the dropping.

These results imply the AMP algorithm can exhibit stable performance in the non-BO
cases when λ > λ0. However, it may become unstable when λ < λ0 in certain ranges of
αu. When λ0 is unknown, we can choose a relatively large value of λ to make the AMP
algorithm stable.

4.3 Comparison of RMLE and the BO estimate

In this section, we compare the performances of RMLE and the BO estimate. To this end,
in addition to MSE, we introduce GE. GE is a measure of how accurately the output values
of unseen data can be predicted, and it is defined as eq. (9).

When we have an estimator of the parameter w0, ŵ, it is reasonable to make our
prediction according to the maximization of the conditional probability of y given ŵ and
xnew, p(y | ŵ,xnew) defined from eqs. (2,3). The explicit formula is

ŷnew = argmax
y∈{±1}

p(y|ŵ,xnew), (56)

=

{
1 if ρ

1−ρ exp
(

2
σ2

xnew·ŵ√
N

)
> 1

−1 if ρ
1−ρ exp

(
2
σ2

xnew·ŵ√
N

)
< 1

= sign
(ŵ · xnew√

N
+ b
)
, (57)

where b = σ2

2 log ρ
1−ρ . Assuming that ŵ has the overlap with w0 and the variance as k∗

and v∗ respectively, as assumed in Sec. 3.4, we can rewrite eq. (9) as

EGE = ρQ

(
k∗/λ0 + b√

σ2(k2∗/λ0 + v∗)

)
+ (1− ρ)Q

(
k∗/λ0 − b√

σ2(k2∗/λ0 + v∗)

)
, (58)

Q(x) =

∫ ∞

x
Dz. (59)

In the Bayesian case, the same formula (58) is also applicable for the evaluation of GE
by replacing k∗ and v∗ with them of ŵB in the large dimensional limit. Hence, the SE
equations (36) and (41) in combination with eq. (58) enable a systematic evaluation of GE.

In Fig. 10, we plot MSE (eq. (42)) and GE (eq. (58)) agianst 1/λ. The left panel shows
MSE while the right panel shows GE. The parameters are set as αl = 0.5, αu = 2.5, and
SNR = 1. The red curve represents the RMLE result while the blue straight line represents
the BO result. The λ value giving the minimum difference in the respective errors (MSE
or GE) of RMLE and the BO estimate is called optimal and is denoted as λ∗. The values
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Figure 10: Comparison of RMLE and the BO estimate in terms of MSE and GE. In the
left panel, MSE is plotted against 1/λ. The red curve represents the RMLE result for
varying values of 1/λ from 0 to 1, showing how MSE changes w.r.t. this parameter. The
blue straight line represents the BO result at λ = λ0. Similarly, we plot GE against 1/λ in
the right panel. The optimal values of 1/λ∗ yielding the smallest gap from the BO result,
are approximately 0.70 and 0.42 for MSE and GE, respectively.

.

of 1/λ∗ are around 0.70 and 0.42 for MSE and GE, respectively. We call RMLE at λ = λ∗

the optimal RMLE.
The comparison of the optimal RMLE and the BO estimate in terms of MSE and

GE with a wide range of SNR is shown in Fig. 11. The upper panels show MSE while the
bottom panels show GE. In the upper left panel, MSE is plotted against SNR. The red curve
represents the optimal RMLE, while the blue curve represents the BO one. Throughout
the entire range of SNR, the BO result outperforms the optimal RMLE. However, the
ratio of the difference between the optimal RMLE and the BO estimate, which is denoted
as ∆MSE/εBO,MSE where ∆MSE = εRMLE,MSE − εBO,MSE , is small. The largest ratio
of the difference is around 0.008 as shown in the inset window of the upper left panel.
In the upper middle panel, we plot ∆MSE/εBO,MSE against SNR for different values of
αu. As αu increases, ∆MSE/εBO,MSE gradually decreases within an appropriately large
SNR range. In the upper right panel, we examine different ρ values. A larger imbalance
in ρ results in a smaller ∆MSE/εBO,MSE . The same analysis is conducted for GE in the
bottom panels. In the bottom left panel, GE is plotted against SNR. The largest ratio of
the difference between the optimal RMLE and the BO estimate, denoted as ∆GE/εBO,GE

is around 0.00007. The bottom middle and right panels plot the ∆GE/εBO,GE against the
SNR with different values of αu and ρ, respectively. These ∆GE/εBO,GE curves exhibit
behaviors similar to that of MSE, except for the case of ρ = 0.5 in the bottom right panel.
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Figure 11: Comparison of the optimal RMLE and the BO estimate in terms of MSE
and GE. The upper panels show MSE while the bottom panels show GE. In the upper left
panel, MSE is plotted against SNR. The red curve represents the optimal RMLE, while the
blue curve represents the BO result. In the upper middle panel, ∆MSE/εBO,MSE is plotted
against SNR for different values of αu. Similarly, In the upper right panel, ∆MSE/εBO,MSE

is plotted against SNR for different values of ρ. The bottom panels are the counterpart for
GE.

Overall, whether using MSE or GE as the metric, the ratio of the difference between
the optimal RMLE and the BO estimate is quite small, particularly with large αu. Thus,
by optimally tuning λ, we can use RMLE as a good approximation of the BO estimate
when handling substantial amounts of unlabeled data.

Next, we investigate how much the optimal λ differs between GE and MSE. We show
1/λ∗ plotted against SNR in Fig. 12. The top panels are for MSE, and the bottom ones are
for GE. In the left panels, we show 1/λ∗ with different values of αu. Both optimal values
of λ∗ are finite when ρ = 0.5, which is different from the supervised case where λ∗ diverges
[11]. Similarly, in the right panels, we show 1/λ∗ with different values of ρ. For both MSE
and GE, as ρ deviates further from 0.5, the optimal 1/λ∗ approaches 1. In the special case
of ρ = 0, our model transforms into an additive white Gaussian noise model and the MAP
(β = ∞, λ = λ0) estimation agrees with the BO result, which is consistent with findings in
[54].

The above analysis reveals that the ratio of the difference between the optimal RMLE
and the BO estimate is very small, and the optimal λ∗ is finite. Although it is highly
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nontrivial to estimate the optimal λ value for MSE, concerning GE we can employ some
techniques to estimate GE such as cross-validation. This allows RMLE to be comparable
with the BO estimate in terms of GE.

Figure 12: The optimal values of λ∗ under MSE and GE. The upper panels show the
relation between 1/λ∗ and SNR when using MSE, while the bottom panels show the coun-
terpart for GE. The left panels plot 1/λ∗ against SNR with various αu values, while the
right panels plot the same with different ρ values.

5 Conclusion

In our study, we investigated the Gaussian mixture problem as a model for high-dimensional
labeled-unlabeled classification. We employed message-passing algorithm techniques and
developed an efficient algorithm, namely AMP, for both RMLE and the Bayesian approach.
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This algorithm is an improved version of BP, and its macroscopic behavior was analyzed
using the SE technique, showing rapid convergence of AMP. The SE analysis also revealed
that there emerge sharp changes in order parameters at specific parameter values, signaling
phase transitions. We constructed phase diagrams across a broad parameter range and
explored the RSB effect related to multiple modes in the posterior distribution.

Our key findings are as follows: we derived phase diagrams for both RMLE (β = ∞)
and Bayesian approach (β = 1), highlighting a critical phase transition from undetected
to detected phases at ρ = 1/2 and αl = 0. The phase diagram is notably influenced by ρ,
αl, and SNR. We also examined the RSB phenomenon in both RMLE and the Bayesian
approach, identifying the RSB region in the parameter space.

In our comparison of RMLE and the BO estimate, RMLE was shown to perform com-
parably with the BO one when the regularization is optimally tuned and unlabeled data
is abundant. This suggests that RMLE can effectively leverage the additional information
from unlabeled data to achieve performance on par with or similar to the BO in scenarios
where labeled data is limited.

However, it is important to note that our study focused solely on binary classification.
Practical applications such as text categorization often involve multi-class problems. Fur-
thermore, the AMP algorithm may face challenges in the RSB phase due to instability.
Therefore, a more sophisticated message-passing algorithm is desired. Our future work
aims to extend our framework to address such cases.
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A Appendix

A.1 RMLE via BP

The β-posterior reduces to RMLE when β = ∞. In this limit, the saddle-point method
can be applied to compute ŵ. Consequently, we obtain the messages from the function
node to the variable node

{
ϕ̃lµ→i(wi), ϕ̃

u
ν→i(wi)

}
as follows:

ϕ̃lµ→i(wi) ∝ exp

{
β

(
Sl
µ

2
+ yµ∆µi + yµp̃

l
µ→i −

w2
i

2σ2N

)}
, (60)

ϕ̃uν→i(wi) ∝ exp

{
β

(
G
(
p̃uν→i, S

u
ν

)
+ F

(
p̃uν→i, S

u
ν

)
∆νi +

1

2
T
(
p̃uν→i, S

u
ν

)
∆2

νi −
w2
i

2σ2N

)}
,

(61)
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and the messages from the variable node to function node
{
ϕli→µ(wi), ϕ

u
i→ν(wi)

}
as

ϕli→µ(wi) ∝ exp

{
β

(
− 1

2

(
λ+

α

σ2
−

Mu∑
ν=1

T
(
p̃uν→i, S

u
ν

)∆2
νi

w2
i

)
w2
i

+

Ml∑
ω(̸=µ)

yω∆ωi +

Mu∑
ν=1

F
(
p̃uν→i, S

u
ν

))
∆νi

)}
, (62)

ϕui→ν(wi) ∝ exp

{
β

(
− 1

2

(
λ+

α

σ2
−

Mu∑
m(̸=ν)

T
(
p̃um→i, S

u
m

)∆2
mi

w2
i

)
w2
i

+

Ml∑
ω=1

yω∆ωi +

Mu∑
m(̸=ν)

F
(
p̃um→i, S

u
m

))
∆mi

)}
, (63)

where ∆µi =
1

σ2
√
N
xµiwi. For the sake of simplicity, we abbreviate G(y∗|p, t) as G(p, t) in

eq. (61), where y∗(p, t) represents the saddle-point of G(y|p, t). The explicit formula for
y∗(p, t) is given by

y∗(p, t) ≡ argmax
y

G(y|p, t), (64)

where

G(y|p, t) = −y
2

2
+ g(y|p, t), (65)

g(y|p, t) = ln
(
ρ exp

{
p+

√
ty
}
+ (1− ρ) exp

{
−
(
p+

√
ty
)})

. (66)

This y∗ satisfies the following equation:

y∗(p, t) =
∂g(y∗|p, t)

∂y∗
=

√
t
(
ρ exp

{
p+

√
ty∗
}
− (1− ρ) exp

{
−
(
p+

√
ty∗
)})

ρ exp
{
p+

√
ty∗
}
+ (1− ρ) exp

{
−
(
p+

√
ty∗
)} . (67)

Furthermore, we abbreviate F (y∗|p, t) and T (y∗|p, t) as F (p, t) and T (p, t) in eqs. (61-
63), respectively. These quantities are defined as follows:

F (y∗|p, t) =
∂G(y∗|p, t)

∂p
=
ρ exp

{
p+

√
ty∗
}
− (1− ρ) exp

{
−
(
p+

√
ty∗
)}

ρ exp
{
p+

√
ty∗
}
+ (1− ρ) exp

{
−
(
p+

√
ty∗
)} , (68)

T (y∗|p, t) =
∂2G(y∗|p, t)

∂p2
=

1− F 2(y∗|p, t)
1− t

(
1− F 2(y∗|p, t)

) . (69)

The messages
{
ϕli→µ(wi), ϕ

u
i→ν(wi)

}
represent the marginal distributions of the variable

node to the function node for the labeled and unlabeled cases, respectively, in the limit
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of convergence of the BP iteration. In the case of large systems, the discrepancy between
eq. (62) and eq. (63) becomes negligible, allowing us to omit the superscripts l and u in
the subsequent discussion. Furthermore, based on the observation, these messages follow
a simple Gaussian form:

ϕi→ν(wi) ≈ exp

{
− 1

2χi→ν/β

(
wi − ŵi→ν

)2}
, (70)

where

χi→ν =

(
λ+

α

σ2
− 1

σ4N

Mu∑
m(̸=ν)

x2miT
(
p̃m→i, Sm

))−1

, (71)

ŵi→ν =
χi→ν

σ2
√
N

(
Ml∑
µ=1

yµxµi +

Mu∑
m(̸=ν)

xmiF
(
p̃m→i, Sm

))
. (72)

In eq. (70), the message ϕi→ν(wi) can be approximated as a Gaussian distribution for wi,
with mean ŵi→ν (eq. (72)) and variance χi→ν/β (eq. (71) scaled by 1/β). As β approaches
infinity, the variance χi→ν/β tends to zero, resulting in a point estimator for wi. Finally,
we derive the BP iteration equations for RMLE as follows:

p̃
(t)
ν→i =

1

σ2
√
N

N∑
j( ̸=i)

xνjŵ
(t)
j→ν , (73a)

S(t)
ν =

1

σ4N

N∑
i

x2νiχ
(t)
i→ν , (73b)

χ
(t+1)
i→ν =

(
λ+

α

σ2
− 1

σ4N

Mu∑
m(̸=ν)

x2miT
(
p̃
(t)
m→i, S

(t)
m

))−1

, (73c)

ŵ
(t+1)
i→ν =

χ
(t+1)
i→ν

σ2
√
N

(
Ml∑
µ=1

yµxµi +

Mu∑
m( ̸=ν)

xmiF
(
p̃
(t)
m→i, S

(t)
m

))
. (73d)

A.2 The Bayesian approach via BP

The β-posterior reduces to the Bayesian approach when β = 1. Consequently, we obtain
the messages from the function node to the variable node

{
ϕ̃lµ→i,B(wi), ϕ̃

u
ν→i,B(wi)

}
as

follows:

ϕ̃lµ→i,B(wi) = exp

{(
Sl
µ,B

2
+ yµ∆µi + yµp̃

l
µ→i,B − w2

i

2σ2N

)}
, (74)

ϕ̃uν→i,B(wi) ∝ exp

{
F̃
(
p̃uν→i,B

)
∆νi +

1

2
T̃
(
p̃uν→i,B

)
∆2

νi −
w2
i

2σ2N

}
, (75)
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and the messages from the variable node to function node
{
ϕli→µ,B(wi), ϕ

u
i→ν,B(wi)

}
as

ϕli→µ,B(wi) ∝ exp

{(
− 1

2

(
λ+

α

σ2
−

Mu∑
ν=1

T̃
(
p̃uν→i,B

)∆2
νi

w2
i

)
w2
i

+

Ml∑
ω(̸=µ)

yω∆ωi +

Mu∑
ν=1

F̃
(
p̃uν→i,B

)
∆νi

)}
, (76)

ϕui→ν,B(wi) ∝ exp

{(
− 1

2

(
λ+

α

σ2
−

Mu∑
m(̸=ν)

T̃
(
p̃um→i,B

)∆2
mi

w2
i

)
w2
i

+

Ml∑
µ=1

yµ∆µi +

Mu∑
m(̸=ν)

F̃
(
p̃um→i,B

)
∆mi

)}
, (77)

where

F̃ (p) =
ρ exp{p} − (1− ρ) exp{−p}
ρ exp{p}+ (1− ρ) exp{−p}

, (78)

T̃ (p) =
∂F̃

∂p
(p) =

4ρ(1− ρ)(
ρ exp{p}+ (1− ρ) exp{−p}

)2 . (79)

Similar to the reason in app. A.1, we omit the superscripts l and u, and the messages can
be approximated as Gaussian distributions as

ϕi→ν,B(wi) ≈ exp

{
− 1

2χi→ν,B

(
wi − ŵi→ν,B

)2}
, (80)

where

χi→ν,B =

(
λ+

α

σ2
− 1

σ4N

Mu∑
m(̸=ν)

x2miT̃
(
p̃m→i,B

))−1

, (81)

ŵi→ν,B =
χi→ν,B

σ2
√
N

(
Ml∑
µ=1

yµxµi +

Mu∑
m(̸=ν)

xmiF̃
(
p̃m→i,B

))
. (82)

The distinction between β = ∞ and β = 1 lies in the output of the estimation. The
latter yields the posterior mean through the message-passing algorithm by eq. (80), while
the former provides a point estimator by eq. (70). Finally, we derive the BP iteration
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equations for the Bayesian approach as follows:

p̃
(t)
ν→i,B =

1

σ2
√
N

N∑
j(̸=i)

xνjŵ
(t)
j→ν,B, (83a)

χ
(t+1)
i→ν,B =

(
λ+

α

σ2
− 1

σ4N

Mµ∑
m̸=ν

x2miT̃
(
p̃
(t)
m→i,B

))−1

, (83b)

ŵ
(t+1)
i→ν,B =

χ
(t+1)
i→ν,B

σ2
√
N

(
Ml∑
µ=1

yµxµi +

Mu∑
m( ̸=ν)

xmiF̃
(
p̃
(t)
m→i,B

))
. (83c)

A.3 AMP for RMLE and the Bayesian approach

The key idea underlying AMP, which drew inspiration from the Thouless-Anderson-Palmer

[36] (TAP) mean-field approach, is to connect the “cavity” solution
{
ŵ

(t+1)
i→ν

}
ν
to the full

solution defined by

ŵi =
χi→ν

σ2
√
N

( Ml∑
µ=1

yµxµi +

Mu∑
m=1

xmiF
(
p̃m→i, Sm

))
. (84)

For simplicity, we provide the AMP derivation for RMLE only. Further, we introduce the
notation as

p̃ν =
1

σ2
√
N

N∑
j

xνjŵj→ν = p̃ν→i +
1

σ2
√
N
xνiŵi→ν . (85)

The difference between full and cavity solutions can be written as

ŵi→ν = ŵi −
χi→ν

σ2
√
N
xνiF (p̃ν→i, Sν)

≈ ŵi −
χ

σ2
√
N
xνiF

(
p̃ν , Sν

)
+O(N−1). (86)

We omit the subscript of χ for the same reason as eq. (97). Additionally, when N is
sufficiently large, terms of O(N−1) can be neglected. As a result, p̃ν can be approximated
as follows:

p̃ν ≈ 1

σ2
√
N

N∑
j

xνjŵj −
χ

σ4N

N∑
j

x2νjF
(
p̃ν ,

χ

σ2

)
. (87)
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In the same approximation, we have

ŵi ≈
χ

σ2
√
N

(
Ml∑
µ=1

yµxµi +

Mu∑
m=1

xmi

(
F
(
p̃m,

χ

σ2

)
− ŵi

σ2
√
N
xmiT

(
p̃m,

χ

σ2

)))
. (88)

Therefore, we obtain the AMP iteration of RMLE as

p̃(t)ν =
1

σ2
√
N

N∑
j

xνjŵ
(t)
j − χ(t)

σ4N

N∑
j

x2νjF
(
p̃(t−1)
ν ,

χ(t−1)

σ2

)
, (89a)

χ(t+1) =

(
λ+

α

σ2
− 1

σ4N

Mu∑
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x2νiT
(
p̃(t)ν ,

χ(t)

σ2

))−1

, (89b)

ŵ
(t+1)
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σ2
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Mu∑
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i

σ2
√
N

Mu∑
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x2miT
(
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(89c)

Similarly, with the same techniques, we derive the AMP iteration for the Bayesian approach
as

p̃
(t)
ν,B =

1

σ2
√
N

N∑
j

xνjŵ
(t)
j,B −

χ
(t)
B

σ4N

N∑
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(
p̃
(t−1)
ν,B

)
, (90a)
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, (90b)

ŵ
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A.4 SE for RMLE and the Bayesian approach

Let us first analyze the macroscopic behavior of BP iteration eq. (73d). We assume the

inferred solution
{
ŵ

(t)
i→ν

}
i,ν

obeys the following Gaussian distribution:

ŵ
(t)
i→ν ∼ N

(
ktw0i, vt

)
. (91)

This assumption allows us to express ŵ
(t)
i→ν as

ŵ
(t)
i→ν = ktw0i +

√
vtziν , ziν ∼ N

(
0, 1
)
. (92)
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Then,

p̃
(t)
ν→i =

1

σ2
√
N

N∑
j(̸=i)

xνjŵj→ν =
1

σ2
√
N

N∑
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(
yν
w0j√
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+ σξνj

)(
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√
ṽtz, (93)

where ξνj ∼ N
(
0, 1
)
, z ∼ N

(
0, 1
)
, and

vs =
1

N

N∑
j(̸=i)

w2
0j , (94)

ṽt = k2t vs + vt. (95)

In large N limit, vs converges to the true signal variance 1/λ0, and hence we assume
vs = 1/λ0 holds throughout this paper. Thanks to the law of large numbers, the third part
in eq. (73c) can be approximated as follows:

1

σ4N

Mu∑
m(̸=ν)

x2miT
(
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(t)
m→i, S

(t)
m

)
≈ αu

σ2
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ρT
(
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)
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(
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m
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, (96)

where Dz = e−z2/2/
√
2π dz, αu = Mu/N (α = αl + αu), P = kt/(λ0σ

2) +
√
ṽt/σ2z, and

Q = −kt/(λ0σ2) +
√
ṽt/σ2z. Hence, eq. (73b), eq. (73c), and eq. (96) imply that the
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=
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. (98)

Similarly, we evaluate the mean and variance of 1
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Therefore, SE iteration for RMLE is obtained as

χt+1 =

(
λ+
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σ2
− αu
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∫
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, (101a)
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Similarly, by employing the same techniques, we derive the SE iteration for the Bayesian
approach as

χt+1,B =
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∫
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, (102a)
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A.5 Microscopic dynamical instability or RSB

Although the SE iterations (36) converge to a stationary state, there is no guarantee that

the microscopic variables updated by the AMP/BP algorithm, such as ŵ
(t)
i→ν , will also

converge. The microscopic dynamical instability of AMP/BP is known to be connected to
RSB [34]. RSB is a concept in physics that is connected to the emergence of the massive
number of (exponentially many w.r.t. N) modes in the posterior distribution. Thus,
RSB implies the computational difficulty (or even impossibility) in handling the posterior
distribution. We clarify the parameter region where RSB occurs in the present problem.
Let us discuss the local stability of the fixed point of eq. (23). Similar analyses can be
found in [34, 55, 56].

In the following discussion, we neglect the subscript dependence of S and χ for the
same reason we discussed in sec. 3.5, yielding S(t) = χ(t)/σ2. In addition, we denote

ŵ
(t)
i→ν = ŵ∗

i→ν +∆w
(t)
i→ν , (103)

where ŵ∗
i→ν is the fixed point solution of ABP interations (23), and ∆w

(t)
i→µ is a small

perturbation. We pursue how ∆w evolves through eq. (23). Assuming the perturbation is

36



small and taking the first-order corrections only, we have

∆p̃
(t)
ν→i ≈

1

σ2
√
N

N∑
j(̸=i)

xνj∆w
(t)
j→ν , (104)
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(106)

where p̃∗ also denotes the fixed point solution of eq. (23). Next, we conduct a linear stability
analysis of eq. (106). Since the random variables xm are i.i.d., CLT ensures that the right-
hand side of eq. (106) is also a Gaussian random variable. Additionally, the dependence

of ∆w
(t+1)
i→ν on the indices i and ν are negligible, since the right-hand side of eq. (106) is

expected to be asymptotically independent of i and ν. These observations enable us to
assess the fixed point’s stability by tracking the evolution of the first and second moments

of ∆w
(t+1)
i→ν at each update.

The first moment of ∆w
(t+1)
i→ν becomes negligible because the mean of the random vari-

ables xm are zero. The second moment can be expressed as the average of the squares of

∆w
(t+1)
i→ν as
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, (107)

where (· · · ) denotes average over all the configurations. The step (a) is derived from eq.
(106) by squaring both sides and taking the average. The step from (a) to (b) follows from
the law of large numbers, which allows each term to be replaced by its average, denoted

by (· · · ). Finally, the step from (b) to (c), the factors xmi, xmj , T (·), and ∆w
(t)
j→m are

replaced by their averages. This is valid because the correlation between T (p̃∗m→i, χ/σ
2)

and ∆wj→m is asymptotically negligible in the present limit. The left-hand side of eq. (107)
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represents the variance of ∆w
(t+1)
i→ν , which we denote by vt+1, similar to the second term

on the right-hand side. The first term on the right-hand side of eq. (107) is denoted by
J . Therefore, the iteration can be represented as vt+1 = Jvt, and the fixed point vt = 0 is

stable if J < 1. Furthermore, the macroscopic variable T 2
(
p̃∗m→i, χ/σ

2
)
can be expressed

as

T 2
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σ2

)
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where k∗, v∗ are the fixed point solution of SE. Hence, the fixed point solution vt = 0
becomes unstable if

1 <
αuχ
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z,
χ

σ2
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. (109)

Eq. (49) represents a special case of eq. (109) under ρ = 1/2 and αl = 0.

A.6 Numerical validation

A.6.1 Consistency check between AMP and SE

We first check the consistency between AMP and SE of RMLE. The AMP iterations (34)

are terminated when ∥ŵ(t+1)
AMP −ŵ

(t)
AMP ∥2/∥ŵ

(t+1)
AMP ∥2 fell below a threshold value of εAMP =

10−8. We apply the same threshold value for terminating SE iterations (36).
Fig. 13 shows the plots of the order parameters k and v against the iteration step. In

each panel of the figure, both the SE (joined markers “×,+”) and AMP (joined markers
“•,▲” with standard deviation depicted by shaded area) results are simultaneously shown.
The agreement between these two curves is excellent (the SE curve is hard to see due
to the overlap with the AMP curve), demonstrating the consistency between these two
computations in the RMLE case.
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Figure 13: Consistency check between AMP and SE in the RMLE case. The upper and
bottom panels are for (αl, αu) = (0.5, 2.5) and (αl, αu) = (0, 3), respectively, making a
comparison between the semi-supervised and unsupervised cases. The left and right panels
are for ρ = 0.5 and ρ = 0.4, respectively, making a comparison between the balanced and
imbalanced cases. Other parameters are fixed as λ0 = σ2 = 1 and χ = 0.3. The joined
markers “×,+” represent the SE results obtained by eq. (36), while the joined markers
“•,▲” denote the AMP result by eq. (34) at N = 8000: for AMP, the 100 independent
runs are conducted to obtain the markers and the shaded area describing the standard
deviation.

Next, we conduct the same consistency check for the Bayesian approach. Fig. 14 is the
Bayesian case counterpart of Fig. 13. This exhibits the nice agreement between the SE
and AMP results again, showing the consistency in the Bayesian case.
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Figure 14: Consistency check between AMP and SE in the Bayesian case. This is the
counterpart of Fig. 13, and the parameter values are set to those of the respective panels
of that figure.

A.6.2 Validity check of AMP through experiments using the off-the-shelf al-
gorithms

To check the AMP’s effectiveness as a solver for obtaining the estimator in eq. (7) in
the RMLE case, we conduct another numerical experiment using gradient descent (GD)
that minimizes the objective function in the right-hand side of eq. (7). For this, we de-
fine the error between the estimators from GD and AMP as ∆GD,AMP = ∥ŵGD(λ) −
ŵAMP (χ)∥2/∥ŵGD(λ)∥2 to quantify the consistency. To ensure an accurate comparison,
several considerations must be carefully addressed. Firstly, the treatment for the param-
eter of GD and the order parameter of AMP requires special care when we compare the
difference between ŵGD(λ) and ŵAMP (χ). This is because the GD algorithm provides
an estimator as a function of λ, ŵGD(λ), while our AMP gives the estimator given χ,
ŵAMP(χ). To compare these two estimators, we use the λ-χ correspondence discussed in
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sec. 3.6. Secondly, AMP is an asymptotically exact algorithm and it does not precisely
minimize the objective function at finite system size N . Therefore, a scaling analysis w.r.t.
N in the large N limit is necessary for accurate comparison. Thirdly, The GD algorithm
stops after a finite number of steps, which introduces some deviations from the true mini-
mizer of the objective function. In our GD, the algorithm stops when the updated width
∥ŵt+1

GD−ŵt
GD∥2/∥ŵ

t+1
GD∥2 becomes smaller than a threshold value εGD, and the dependence

on this threshold must be examined. Additionally, as the magnitude of the learning rate η
also affects the result, the dependence on η must also be investigated.

Figure 15: Dependence of ∆GD,AMP on the threshold value (εGD) and learning rate (η).
In the left panel, ∆GD,AMP is plotted against εGD with fixed η = 0.1. Each colored curve
with joined markers and error bars represents different system sizes N . In the right panel,
∆GD,AMP is plotted against η with fixed εGD = 10−5. Other parameters are ρ = 0.5,
(αl, αu) = (0.5, 2.5), λ0 = σ2 = 1. The regularization parameter for GD is λ = 2, and the
corresponding χ for AMP is determined using the strategy discussed in sec. 3.6.

Based on the aforementioned considerations, we show the plots of ∆GD,AMP against
εGD and η at several values of N in Fig. 15. In the left panel, the plot against εGD with
different values at η = 0.1 is shown. When εGD ≤ 10−5, we can see that ∆GD,AMP tends to
be constant for all the examined system sizes, implying that the error due to the finiteness
of εGD is negligible in this region. Similarly, the right panel shows ∆GD,AMP plotted
against η when εGD is fixed at 10−5. ∆GD,AMP remains constant when η is large enough
in the examined range, suggesting that the result is not sensitive against the choice of the
learning rate in that region. According to these observations, we choose εGD = 10−5 and
η = 0.1 as the appropriate values of these parameters for the large N analysis below.
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Figure 16: Consistency check between AMP and GD in large N region in the RMLE case:
three different values of ρ, 0.5, 0.4, 0.1 from left to right, are examined; other parameters
are λ0 = σ2 = 1, λ = 2. In the upper panels, we plot the order parameters k and v of AMP
and GD against the iteration step at N = 8000. The joined markers “•,▲” represent the
AMP results, while the joined markers “×,+” denote the GD results. The middle panels
depict ∆GD,AMP against the dimensionality N . The blue-line-joined marker represents
the mean values of the ∆GD,AMP , with error bars, derived from 1000 experiments. The
red curve represents the fitted curve for these blue points. In the bottom panels, we plot
histograms of ∆0

GD,AMP and compare them with the red dashed line, εGD.

Given the values of εGD and η, we examine the order parameters and ∆GD,AMP in
the large N region. Fig. 16 gives the result of the examination: the top panels show
the plots of the order parameters k and v against the iteration step of GD and AMP
at N = 8000 with different ρ values. Notably, the order parameters computed from the
AMP and GD algorithms converge very close values to each other in the long time limit,
suggesting consistency between them. For the convergence speed, AMP is clearly superior
to GD. The middle panels display the plots of ∆GD,AMP against N in the log-log scale.
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The blue points with error bars represent the values of ∆GD,AMP for finite N from 1000 to
8000. The linear decreasing of ∆GD,AMP is clearly seen, suggesting the power law. Based
on this observation, to extract the behavior in the large N limit, we fit the finite N data
points by ∆GD,AMP (N) = ∆0

GD,AMP + aN−d. The red curve represents the fitted curve:

the fitted values of the parameters are (∆0
GD,AMP , a, d) =

{
(1.0 ∗ 10−5, 1.0, 0.49), (1.6 ∗

10−5, 0.88, 0.49), (1.0 ∗ 10−5, 0.23, 0.50)
}

for ρ = {0.5, 0.4, 0.1} respectively. In the ideal
case where εGD → 0 and N → ∞, the AMP and GD results are expected to be identical,
meaning that ∆0

GD,AMP will vanish in that case. For the present situation with finite εGD,

∆0
GD,AMP will thus be scaled by εGD. To validate this point, we compute the distribution of

∆0
GD,AMP using the bootstrap method that resamples the 1000 samples used for computing

the blue points. The result is shown in the bottom panels. The distribution of ∆0
GD,AMP is

clearly comparable with εGD, supporting the above expectation. These analyses strongly
support the consistency of the AMP and GD algorithms.

For validating the Bayesian AMP as the RMLE case one should make a comparison with
another off-the-shelf algorithm, and Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) is a reasonable
and almost the only choice. However, MCMC often requires many iterations and tends to
be slow. Additionally, we observed that the replica symmetric (RS) solution in eqs. (29-31)
by [8] is identical to our SE iteration (41) when ρ = 1/2 and λ0 = λ. This agreement
between the present study and the previous one [8] supports the correctness of our AMP.
Due to these reasons, we do not conduct a direct verification of AMP for β = 1.

References

[1] Xiaojin Jerry Zhu. Semi-supervised learning literature survey. 2005.

[2] Olivier Chapelle, Bernhard Schölkopf, and Alexander Zien, editors. Semi-Supervised
Learning. The MIT Press, 2006.
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