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CHARTING THE REPLICA SYMMETRIC PHASE

AMIN COJA-OGHLAN*, CHARILAOS EFTHYMIOU**, NOR JAAFARI, MIHYUN KANG***, TOBIAS KAPETANOPOULOS****

ABSTRACT. Diluted mean-field models are spin systems whose geometry of interactions is induced by a sparse random
graph or hypergraph. Such models play an eminent role in the statistical mechanics of disordered systems as well as in
combinatorics and computer science. In a path-breaking paper based on the non-rigorous ‘cavity method’, physicists
predicted not only the existence of a replica symmetry breaking phase transition in such models but also sketched a
detailed picture of the evolution of the Gibbs measure within the replica symmetric phase and its impact on important
problems in combinatorics, computer science and physics [Krzakala et al.: PNAS 2007]. In this paper we rigorise this
picture completely for a broad class of models, encompassing the Potts antiferromagnet on the random graph, the k-
XORSAT model and the diluted k-spin model for even k. We also prove a conjecture about the detection problem in the
stochastic block model that has received considerable attention [Decelle et al.: Phys. Rev. E 2011].

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. The cavity method. Contrasting the awe-inspiring arsenal of techniques at the disposal of modern combi-
natorics and probability with the utter simplicity of terms in which, say, the Erdés-Rényi random graph model is
defined, one might expect that after a half-century of study everything ought to be known about this and alike
models. Yet beneath the surface lurks a picture of mesmerizing complexity. Its unexpected intricacy was brought
out most clearly by a line of research that commenced in the statistical physics community with the study of di-
luted mean-field models, spin systems whose geometry of interactions is induced by a sparse random graph or
hypergraph. Such models were put forward in physics as models of disordered systems [47]. Prominent examples
include the diluted k-spin model or the Potts antiferromagnet on a random graph [37,[60]. The graph structure,
convergent locally to the Bethe lattice or a Galton-Watson tree, induces a non-trivial metric, which is why such
models have been argued to evince a closer semblance of physical reality than fully connected ones such as the
Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model [50]. But perhaps even more importantly, apart from and beyond the disor-
dered systems thread, in the course of the past half-century models based on random graphs have come to play a
role in combinatorics, probability, statistics and computer science that can hardly be overstated. For example, the
random k-SAT model is of fundamental interest in computer science [9], the stochastic block model has gained
prominence in statistics [I} [56], low-density parity check codes are the bread and butter of modern coding the-
ory [63], and problems such as random graph coloring have been the lodestars of probabilistic combinatorics ever
since the days of Erdds and Rényi [9} 21} 29].

In the course of the past 20 years physicists developed an analytic but non-rigorous technique for the study
of such models called the ‘cavity method’. It has been brought to bear on all of the aforementioned and very
many other models in an impressive and ongoing line of work that has led to numerous predictions that impact
on an astounding variety of problems (e.g., [67]). The task of putting the cavity method on a rigorous
foundation has therefore gained substantial importance, and despite recent successes (e.g., [23} 28} 35} 56]) much
remains to be done. In particular, while the cavity method can be applied to a given model almost mechanically,
most rigorous arguments are still based on ad hoc, model-specific delibarations. This leads to the question of
whether we can come up with abstract arguments that rigorise the cavity method wholesale, which is the thrust of
the present paper.

One of the most important predictions of the cavity method is that the Gibbs measures induced by random
graph models undergo a replica symmetry breaking or condensation phase transition [43]. Physically this phase
transition resembles the Kauzmann transition from the study of glasses [40]. The fact thata phase transition occurs
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at thelocation predicted by the cavity method was recently proved for a fairly broad family of models [23]. However,
that result fell short of establishing that the condensation phase transition does indeed mark the point where the
nature of correlations under the Gibbs measure changes as predicted by the cavity method.

Here we prove that this is indeed the case. In fact, we rigorise the entire “map” of the replica symmetric phase as
predicted in [32]43}[44], including its boundary, the evolution of the nature of correlations within and an important
contiguity result. More specifically, first and foremost we prove that the condensation phase transition does indeed
separate a “replica symmetric” phase without extensive long-range correlations from a phase where long-range
correlations prevail, arguably the key feature of the physics picture. Further, we verify the physics prediction on the
threshold for the onset of point-to-set correlations, called the reconstruction threshold. Additionally, we derive the
precise limiting distribution of the free energy within the replica symmetric phase, thereby vindicating a prediction
that the free energy exhibits remarkably small fluctuations [44]. Finally, verifying a prominent prediction from
[26], we prove a contiguity statement that has an impact on statistical inference problems such as the stochastic
block model.

The results of this paper cover a wide class of random graph models, even broader than the family of models
for which the condensation threshold was previously derived in [23]. Indeed, as a testimony to the power of the
present general approach we may point out that even the specializations of the main results to prominent exam-
ples such as the Potts antiferromagnet on the random graph or the k-spin model were not previously known, even
though these models received considerable attention in their own right. Before presenting the general results in
Section [2] we illustrate their impact on three important examples: the diluted k-spin model, the Potts antiferro-
magnet on the random graph and the stochastic block model.

1.2. The diluted k-spin model. For integers k =2, n =1 and a real p € [0,1] let H = H(n, p) be the random k-
uniform hypergraph on V;, = {x3,..., x,} whose edge set E(H) is obtained by including each of the (Z) possible k-
subsets of V,, with probability p independently. Additionally, let J = (J¢) ey be a family of independent standard
Gaussians. The k-spin model on H at inverse temperature 8 > 0 is the distribution on the set {~1,1}"” defined by

i 7,5(0) = [T exp ﬁlel_[o(y)), where ZgMH, D= Y ] exp(ﬁ]enr(y)). (1.1)
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Arguably the most interesting and at the same time most challenging scenario arises in the case of a sparse random
hypergraph [48]. Specifically, set p = d/ (Zj) for a fixed d > 0 so that in the limit n — oo the average vertex degree
of H converges to d in probability. How does the model change as we vary d?

According to the physics predictions for any k,  there exists a condensation threshold dgqnq(k, f) where the
function d — lim; %[E[ln Zp(H, D] is non-analytic [33]. This conjecture was proved in the case k = 2 by Guerra
and Toninelli [37]. However, their technique does not give the precise condensation phase transition for k > 2 [37]
Section 9], nor does he k-spin model belong to the class of models for which the condensation threshold was
determined in [23]. The following theorem pinpoints the precise condensation threshold for all k = 3, proving the
prediction from [33].

As is the case of most results inspired by the cavity method, the precise value d¢nq(k, ) comes in terms of a
stochastic optimization problem. Specifically, write 22(%) for the set of all probability distributions on a finite
set & and identify 22(%) with the standard simplex in R* . Moreover, let 22?(Q) be the space of all probability
measures on 2 (%) and let 22 (%) be the space of all 7 € 2?(%) whose barycenter Jop(ary Hdm () is the uniform
distribution on &'. Further, let A(x) = xIn x.

Theorem 1.1. Suppose that d > 0, > 0 and that k = 3. Lety be a Poisson variable with mean d, let I,,1>,...
be standard Gaussians and for n € 93({1 1}) let p’f,pg,... € P({£1}) be random variables with distribution n, all
mutually independent. Define

1
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and deond (k, ) = inf{d > 0:sup, ¢ g2 _1}) Bk—spin(d, B, ) >In2}. Then 0 < deond (k, f) < oo and

* In(cosh(z)) exp(=z%/2)dz  ifd < dcong(k, B),

11m —[E[anﬁ([Hl D] =nz ‘/_kf
* In(cosh(z)) exp(-z%/2)dz  ifd > deona(k, B).

12\/_1«/

From now on we assume that k = 4 is even. The regime d < d.onq(k, B) is called the replica symmetric phase.
According to the cavity method, its key feature is that with probability tending to 1 in the limit n — oo, two in-
dependent samples 01,02 (Teplicas’) chosen from the Gibbs measure py 5,5 are “essentially perpendicular”. To
formalize this define for 0,7 : V;; — {1} the overlapas gy = ¥ xcv, 0(x)T(x)/n. We write {-)y 5 s for the average on
01,0 chosen independently from py 5, 5 and denote the expectation over the choice of Hand J by E[-].

Theorem 1.2. Forall f >0 and k = 4 even we have dconq(k, ) = inf{d >0: lirnsupn_,oo[E(Q‘ZTM72 >|]-|1 I > 0}.

The corresponding statement for k = 2 was proved by Guerra and Toninelli, but as they point out their argument
does not extend to larger k [37].

Theorem[I.2]implies the absence of extensive long-range correlations in the replica symmetric phase. Indeed,
for two vertices x,y € V, and s, t € {+1,-1} let

MH,I,ﬁ'x'J/(S’ t) = <1{01(X) = S,Ul(y) = t}>|].|]']'ﬁ

be the joint distribution of the spins assigned to x,y. Further, let p be the uniform distribution on {+1} x {+1}.
Then the total variation distance ||y j g,x,y — 0llTv is a measure of how correlated the spins of x, y are. Indeed, in
the case that k is even for every x € V,, the Gibbs marginals satisfy g, (F) = (Mo (X) =+1hHy y5=1/2 because
Hu,7,6(0) = p g, p(—0) for every o € {—1,+1}". Therefore, if the spins at x, y were independent, then uy j vy =
Ui, g, px ® M, .6,y = P- Furthermore, it is well known (e.g., Section 2]) that

im E(0G, g, )y, 5=0  iff Jim — 5 Y Elugpxy—pllv=0. 1.2)
x ,YEV,
Thus, Theorem[T.2limplies that for d < d.onq (k, §), with probability tending to 1, the spins assigned to two random
vertices x,y of H are asymptotically independent. By contrast, Theorem [[.2] and show that extensive long-
range dependencies occur beyond but arbitrarily close to dcong(k, B).

1.3. The Potts antiferromagnet. Let g = 2 be an integer, let Q = {1,..., g} be a set of g “colors” and let § > 0.
The antiferromagnetic g-spin Potts model on a graph G = (V(G), E(G)) at inverse temperature f3 is the probability
distribution on Q" defined by

[1 exp(-plio(w)=c(w)}), where Z,5(G)= ) [] exp(-pLiz(v) =t(w)}). (1.3)

HG,q,8(0) =
248Gy, e 1€QV(© {1,w}€E(G)

The Potts model on the random graph G = G(n, p) with vertex set V, = {xy,..., X} whose edge set E(G) is obtained
by including each of the (g) possible pairs {v, w}, v,w € V,;, v # w, with probability p € [0,1] independently, has
received considerable attention (e.g. [12}[22}[25]). As in the k-spin model, the most challenging case is that p = d/n
for a fixed real d > 0, so that the average degree converges to d in probability.

The condensation phase transition in this model was pinpointed recently [23]. As in the k-spin model, the
answer comes as a stochastic optimization problem. To be precise, let y be a Po(d)-random variable, let p’f , p’ZT Vet
denote samples from 7 € 222(Q), mutually independent and independent of y, and set

AR T 1-(-ePplo) d AQ-0-e P! pTm)p (1)
PBrots(q,B,d) = sup E i _a. 1:11’1 P, ’ 4
e’ (@) q1-Q1-eP) g7 2 1-(-ehlq
dcond(q»ﬁ) = ll’lf{d >0: %potts(q,ﬁ,d) > ll’lq+ din(1-(1 _e_ﬁ)/q)/z}. (1.5)
Then Theorem 1.1] shows that 0 < dggnq (g, B) < co and
= —(1—eB :
lim l[E[anqﬁ(G)] Ing+dn(1-(1 e Digi2 ffdsdcond(q,ﬁ), w6
n—oon ' <lng+din(l-(1-eP)/q)/2 ifd> deona(q,p).
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While it may be difficult to calculate d.onq(q, f) numerically, there is the explicit Kesten-Stigum bound [3]

2
te b
&) , 1.7)

dcond(q’ ﬁ) = sz(c], ,3) = ( =5
1-e

which is known to be tight for g = 2 for all g [45} 58} [59], conjectured to be tight for g = 3 for all § [46], and
known not to be tight for g = 5 [66].

What can we say about the nature of the Gibbs measure in the ‘Teplica symmetric phase’ 0 < d < dconq(9q, )?
Azuma’s inequality shows that %ln Z4,5(G) converges to lim;, oo %[E[ln Z4,4G)] in probability, i.e., the free energy
In Z4.8G) has fluctuations of order o(n). On the other hand, given that key parameters such as the size of the
largest connected component of G exhibit fluctuations of order y/n even once we condition on the number |E(G)|
of edges, one might expect that so does In Z; 5(G). Yet remarkably, the following theorem shows that throughout
the replica symmetric phase the free energy merely has bounded fluctuations given |E(G)|. In fact, we know the
precise limiting distribution.

Theorem 1.3. Letg=2, >0 and0 < d < dyonq(q, B). With (K});>3 a sequence of independent Poisson variables
with meanE[K;] = d'/(21), let

x dls
A =Y KjIn(1+8) - —

B l
e 1
L 7 where 6l=(q—1)(7ﬁ) .

qg—1+e”

ThenE| % | < oo and, in distribution,

1
anq,ﬁ(G) - (n + 3
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1I161—|E(<T3:)|1n(1— ; )+q ln(1+ (i-e ))+—1+ 2o
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Further, as in the k-spin model the replica symmetric phase can be characterized in terms of the overlap. For-
mally, define the overlap of two colorings o,7 : V,, — Q as the probability distribution ps; = (05,7 (S, £))s,rcq ON
Q x Q where pg (s, 1) = lo~ () nT71(0)|/n is the probability that a random vertex v is colored s under o and ¢
under 7. Let p denote the uniform distribution on Q x Q, write 1,0 for two independent samples from ug, g g,
denote the expectation with respect to a1, 02 by ()6,9,8 and the expectation over the choice of Gby E[-].

Theorem 1.4. Forall g =2, >0 we have dcond(q, B) = inf{d >0:limsup,,_ o E{lpo,,0, — pIITv>G'q'ﬁ > 0}.

As in the case of the k-spin model it is easy to see that (|| pg,,0, — pllTv)5,4, = 0(1) iff the colors assigned to two
randomly chosen vertices of G are asymptotically independent with probability tending to one. Hence, dgonq(q, B)
marks the onset of long-range correlations.

In many diluted models, and in particular in the Potts antiferromagnet, the condensation transition is conjec-
tured to be preceded by another threshold where certain “point-to-set correlations” emerge [43]. Intuitively, the
reconstruction threshold is the point from where for arandom vertex y € V,, correlations between the color assigned
to y and the colors assigned to all vertices at a large enough distance ¢ from y persist. Formally, with o chosen
from HG,q,8 let V 2,4.8G,7) be the o-algebra on QVn generated by the random variables o (z), where z ranges over
all vertices at distance at least £ from y. Then

corty p(d) = lim limsup % y;/nseZQ[Eq(l{a(y) =5}V 86 )G 05 1/q|>6,q,ﬁ (1.8)
measures the extent of correlations between y and a random boundary condition in the limit ¢, n — co (the outer
limit exists due to mononicity). Indeed, with the expectation E[-] in referring to the choice of G, the outer
()6,9,8 chooses a random coloring of the vertices at distance at least ¢ from y and the inner (- IVe,q.8G,))6qp
averages over the color of y given the boundary condition.

The reconstruction threshold is defined as dec(q, 8) = inf{d > 0 : corry g(d) > 0}. A priori, calculating drec(q, )
appears to be rather challenging because we seem to have to control the joint distribution of the colors at distance
¢ from y. However, according to physics predictions drec(q, f) is identical to the corresponding threshold on a
random tree [43], a conceptually much simpler object. Formally, let T(d) be the Galton-Watson tree with offspring
distribution Po(d). Let r be its root and for an integer ¢ = 1 let T (d) be the finite tree obtained by deleting all
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vertices at distance greater than ¢ from r. Then

corr’;ﬁ(d) = Zlim Y [E<‘<1{0(r) = s}|V[,q,ﬁ('ﬂ'[(d), 7‘)>

TPseQ

g >
T!(d),q,p T(d),q.8

measures the extent of correlations between the color of the root and the colors at the boundary of the tree. Accord-
ingly, the tree reconstruction threshold is defined as d;;c(q, B) =inf{d >0: corr; ﬁ(d) > 0}. Combining Theorem [[.4]
with a result of Gerschenfeld and Montanari [34], we obtain the following result.

Corollary 1.5. Foreveryq =2 and >0 we havel < drec(q, B) = d}5.(q, B) < deond(q, B)-

Previously it was known that drec(q, B) = d;;c(q, B) for q exceeding some (large but) undetermined constant ¢gg [55].
This assumption was required because the proof depended on model-specific combinatorial considerations. A
merit of the present approach is that we replace such combinatorial arguments by abstract probabilistic ones.

1.4. The stochastic block model. The disassortative stochastic block model, originally introduced by Holland,
Laskey, and Leinhardt [38], is an intensely studied statistical inference problem associated with the Potts model [56].
We first choose a random coloring o™ : V;, — Q of n vertices with g = 2 colors. Then, setting

dgeP dq

dpg=—1— -1
BT g-1+e P qg-1+e b

dout =
we generate a random graph G* by connecting any two vertices v, w of the same color ¢ * (v) = o (w) with proba-
bility din / n and any two with distinct colors with probability do,/ 7 independently. Thus, the average degree of G*
converges to d in probability.

Two fundamental statistical problems arise [26]. First, given g, B, for what values of d is it possible to recover
a non-trivial approximation of ¢* given just the random graph G*, i.e., to do better than just a random guess (see
for a formal definition)? A second, more modest task is the detection problem, which merely asks whether the
random graph G* chosen from the stochastic block can be told model apart from the natural “null model”, namely
the plain Erd6s-Rényi random graph G.

Decelle, Krzakala, Moore and Zdeborova predicted that for d < donq(q, B), i.e., below the Potts condensa-
tion threshold (L3), it is information-theoretically impossible to solve either problem. That is, there is no test or
algorithm that can infer with probability tending to 1 as n — oo whether its input was created via the stochastic
block model or the Erdds-Rényi model, let alone obtain a non-trivial approximation to o *. On the other hand, they
predicted that there exist efficient algorithms to solve either problem if d exceeds the Kesten-Stigum bound (L7).
Both of these conjectures were proved in the case g = 2 by Mossel, Neeman and Sly and Massoulié [45].
After advances by Bordanve, Lelarge and Massoulié [20], the positive algorithmic conjecture was proved in full by
Abbe and Sandon [3]. On the negative side, [23} Theorem 1.3] shows that no algorithm can infer a non-trivial ap-
proximation to * if d < d.onq(q, B) for any g = 3, f > 0. Additionally, Banks, Moore, Neeman, and Netrapalli [12]
employed a second moment argument based on Achlioptas and Naor [8] to determine an explicit range of d where
itis impossible to discern whether the graph was created via the stochastic block model or the Erd6s-Rényi model.
However, there has remained an extensive gap between their explicit bound and the actual condensation thresh-
old.

Our next result closes this gap and thus settles the conjecture from [26]. Recall that the random graph models
G,G* are mutually contiguous for d > 0 if for any sequence (<), of events we have

lim P[Geo/,] =0 iff lim P[G*€of,]=0.
n—oo n—oo

If so, then clearly no algorithm (efficient or not) can discern with probability 1 — o(1) whether a given graph stems
from the stochastic block model G* or the “null model” G.

Theorem 1.6. Forallq=3, f>0, d < dcond(q, B) the random graph models G and G* are mutually contiguous.

This result is tight since Theorem 2.6] implies that G,G* fail to be mutually contiguous for d > d.onq(q, B).
Theorem[L6ldeals with the disassortative version of the block model, which corresponds to the Potts antiferro-
magnet. There is a contiguity conjecture in for the assortative (viz. ferromagnetic) version as well, and Banks,
Moore, Neeman, and Netrapalli obtained upper and lower bounds in that case too, but the techniques of the
present work do not apply to ferromagnetic models (see Section[Z.4).
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2. MAIN RESULTS

Factor graph models have emerged as a unifying framework for a multitude of concrete models arising in physics,
combinatorics, and other disciplines [47, [63]. The main results of this paper, which we present in this section,
therefore deal with a general class of random factor graph models, subject merely to a few easy-to-check assump-
tions. In Section 2.1l we define this general notion. Then we state the results for general random factor graph
models in Section[2.21 Moreover, in Section 2.3 we indicate how the diluted k-spin model, the Potts antiferromag-
net and the stochastic block model fit this framework. Section24 contains a discussion of related work.

2.1. Factor graphs. The following definition encompasses most important examples of spin systems on graphs .

Definition 2.1. LetQ be a finite set of spins, let k = 2 be an integer and let ¥ be a set of functions y : Q% — (0,2) that
we call weight functions. A W-factor graph G = (V, F,(0a) aer, (W 4) acF) consists of

e afinite set V ofvariable nodes,
e afinite set F of constraint nodes,
e anordered k-tupleda = (0 a,...,0ra) € vk foreachac F,
o afamily (W) acr € YT of weight functions.
The Gibbs distribution of G is the probability distribution on QV defined by ug(0) = wg(0)/ Z(G) foro € QV, where
v60) = [[va0(01a),...,00r@) and Z(G)= ) (D).
acF 7eQV

A W-factor graph G induces a bipartite graph with vertex sets V and F where a € F is adjacentto 01 a,...,0ra. We
shall therefore use common graph-theoretic terminology and refer to, e.g., the vertices 01 a, ..., 0y a as the neighbors
of a. Furthermore, the length of shortest paths in the bipartite graph induces a metric on the nodes of G.

Diluted mean-field models correspond to random factor graphs. To define them formally, we observe that any
weight function v : Q% — (0,2) can be viewed as a point in |Q2|*-dimensional Euclidean space. We thus endow the
set of all possible weight functions with the o-algebra induced by the Borel algebra. Further, for a weight function
(/S Qk - (0,2 and a permutation 0 : {1,...,k} — {1,...,k} wedeﬁnel/IG :QF = (0,2), (01,...,0L) =W (Oa),---»T0)-
Throughout the paper we assume that ¥V is a measurable set of weight functions such that for all v € ¥ and all
permutations 0 we have v’ € ¥. Moreover, we fix a probability distribution P on V. We always denote by y an
element of ¥ chosen from P, and we set

g=10l and &=g* Y Elpo)l.

oeQk
Furthermore, we always assume that P is such that the following three inequalities hold:
ENn®(1—max{|1 - w@)|: 7€ Q)] <00,  Elmaxiy () *:7e€ 0k} <oo, Y El(w(@)-%>0. (2.1

1eQk

The first two inequalities bound the ‘tails’ of y() for 7 € QF. The third one provides that ¥ is non-constant.

With these conventions in mind suppose that n,m > 0 are integers. Then we define a random ¥-factor graph
G(n,m, P) as follows. The set of variable nodes is V;, = {x1,..., X}, the set of constraint nodes is F;,, = {ay,..., am}
and the neighborhoods da; € V,} are chosen uniformly and independently for i = 1,..., m. Furthermore, the weight
functions 4, € ¥ are chosen from the distribution P mutually independently and independently of the neighbor-
hoods (0a;);=1,.,m- Where P is apparent we just write G(n, m) rather than G(n, m, P).

Since we aim to study models on sparse random graphs such as the Potts model on the Erdés-Rényi graph we
are concerned with the case that m = O(n) as n — oco. To express this elegantly and in order to be able to take the
thermodynamic limit 7 — oo easily, we fix a real d > 0 that does not depend on n, let m = m (n) have distribution
Po(dn/k) and write G = G(n, m, P) for brevity. Then the expected degree of a variable node is equal to d.

While in G the neighborhoods da; € V¥ are chosen uniformly, in order to accommodate certain applications
such as the Potts model on the Erdés-Rényi graph we need to impose two conditions. First, that for any constraint
node a; the k neighboring variable nodes 0 a;,...,0a; are distinct. Second, that {0, a;,...,0ka;} # {01 aj, ... ,aka]-}
forall i # j. Let us denote the event that these two conditions hold by &. Combinatorially G is the event that the
hypergraph whose vertices are the variable nodes and whose edges are the neighborhoods of the contraint nodes
is simple and k-uniform. We are going to state all results both for the unconstraint G and conditional on &.

Apart from the condition (2.I), which we assume tacitly, the main results require (some of) the following four
assumptions. Crucially, they only refer to the distribution P on the set ¥ of weight functions.
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SYM: Forallie{l,..., k}, w€ Q and v € ¥ we have

Y 1l =oly@) =g"'¢ 2.2)
TeQk

and for every permutation @ and every measurable </ < ¥ we have P(«#) = P({y/? : y € o#}).
BAL: The function

k
p:pe@P@Q— Y Elp@][]ur)
T7eQk i=1
is concave and attains its maximum at the uniform distribution on Q.
MIN: Let £(Q) be the set of all probability distribution p = (p(s, 1))s,eq on Q x Q such that Y scq p(s, 1) =
Y eqp(t,s) = g ' forall € Q. The function

k
PERQ)— Y Elw@w®l]]pl; 1)
o,1eQk i=1
has the uniform distribution on Q x Q as its unique global minimizer.
POS: For all 7,7’ € 22(Q) the following is true. With p;, p,,... chosen from 7, P}, P, ... chosen from 7" and
¥ € YV chosen from P, all mutually independent, we have

k
> v []pi)

1eQk i=1

- kA

k
Yy HP,-(Ti)) +(k=1A

1eQk i=1

2 y@p; (1) Hp,(m)
7eQk

Conditions very similar to SYM, BAL and POS appeared in [23] as well. SYM is a symmetry condition.In the
language of the cavity method [47], the condition ensures that the unique Belief Propagation fixed point on any
acyclic W-factor graph is such that all messages are identical to the uniform distribution on Q (but we will not need
this fact explicitly) [1 Condition BAL is going to guarantee that for small enough values of d the Gibbs measure p¢
is typically concentrated on “balanced” o € Q% e, oY (w)| ~ n/ g for all w € Q. Further, MIN is a technical
condition that we need in order to study the overlap of two independent Gibbs samples. Finally, POS is required
so that we can apply certain results from [23]. As we shall see in Section[2.3] the conditions are easily verified in the
models from Section[Tland several others.

2.2. Results. We proceed to state the results on the condensation phase transition, the limiting distribution of the
free energy, the overlap, the reconstruction and the detection thresholds for random factor graph models.

2.2.1. The condensation phase transition. The following theorem pins down the condensation phase transition in
random factor graph models precisely in terms of a stochastic optimization problem that encodes the “1RSB cavity
equations with Parisi parameter 1” from the cavity method [47].

Theorem 2.2. Assume that P satisfies SYM, BAL and POS and let d > 0. Withy aPo(d)-random variable, p’f, p’ZT, .
chosen fromm € 22(Q) andw,,¥,,...€ ¥ chosen from P, all mutually independent, let

d(k—- 1)
%B(d,Pm) =E ALY 1'[ Y Yrp=oly;(1) Hpk,+](T])) ALY wl(T)Hp](T])) (2.3)
oeQi=11eqk é TeQk
dcondzinf{d>0 sup %B(d,Pm)>Ing+ glnvf} (2.4)
neP?(Q)
Then1/(k—1) < d.onq < oo and
lim l[E[an(G)] = lim l[E[an(G)I('S] =lng+ glnf ifd < dcond,
limsup — [E[an(G)] =limsup — [Ean(G)IG I<lng+ glnf ifd > dcond-

n—oo n—oo

IThe condition emerged out of a discussion with Guilhem Semerjian.
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Theorem[2.2lgeneralizes Theorem 2.7], which requires that the set ¥ of weight functions be finite.

Admittedly the formula for d.onq provided by Theorem [2.2]is neither very simple nor very explicit, but we are
not aware of any reason why it ought to be. Yet there is a natural generalization of the Kesten-Stigum bound for
the Potts model from (L7) that provides an easy-to-compute upper bound on dqpq in terms of the spectrum of a
certain linear operator. The operator is constructed as follows. For y € ¥ let ®y, € R?*9 be the matrix with entries

Dy (0,0) =g Y 1 =0, =0y@) (0 €Q) (2.5)
7eQk

and let Z = Zp be the linear operator on the g>-dimensional space R ® R defined by
E=Ep=FE[Dy ®Dy]. (2.6)

Further, with 1 denoting the vector with all entries equal to one, let

&={zeRT®R7:VyeR:(z,18y)=(z,y®1) =0}. 2.7)
Finally, we introduce
-1
dgs=|(k—1) max (Ex,x)| (2.8)
xe&:|x|l=1

with the convention that dks = co if max,eg:|xj=1 (Ex,x) =0
Theorem 2.3. If P satisfies SYM and BAL, then dconq < dks.

We shall see in Section [B] that = is related to the “broadcasting matrix” of a suitable Galton-Watson tree, which
justifies referring to dxs as a generalized version of the classical Kesten-Stigum bound from [41]. While the Kesten-
Stigum bound is not generally tight, it plays a major conceptual role, as will emerge in due course.

2.2.2. The free energy. Theorem [Z2] easily implies that n~!In Z(G) converges to Inq + %lnf in probability if d <
dcond- Yet due to the scaling factor of 1/n this is but a rough first order approximation. The next theorem, arguably
the principal achievement of this paper, yields the exact limiting distribution of the unscaled free energy In Z(G) in
the entire replica symmetric phase. Recalling (Z.5), we introduce the Q x Q-matrix

DO =0p =E[Dy]. (2.9

Also recall that mgPo(d n/k) denotes the number of constraint nodes of G and let Eig(®) be the spectrum of ®.

Theorem 2.4. Assume that P satisﬁes SYM, BAL, POS and MIN and that 0 < d < dcong- Let (K7) ;=1 be a family of
Poisson variables with meansE[K]] = 27 L (d(k— 1))l and let(wl i ])1 ijz1 be a sequence of samples from P, all mutually
independent. Then the random variable

(d(k-1)! L

H = Z [ - r(@h) + Zlntrn Oy, 2.10)
i=1 j=1
satisfies E| Z'| < oo and
1 1 — oo
1nZ(G)—(n+—)1nq—m1n(§)+— Y I(-dk-Dy) "= & @.11)
2 A€Eig(®)\{1}

in distribution. Further, given S the random variable on the left hand side of (2.11) converges in distribution to

(d(k-1)" ;
e (1-o@h) + lzllntr H Oy, |

— — 2 _ 2 [e’s)
= d(k—1)(1—-tr(D)) N 1{k=2}d (I —tr(®“)) N Z
2 4 1=2+1{k=2}

which also satisfiesE| #'| < co.

Since key parameters of the random factor graph such as the size of the largest connected component of G
exhibit fluctuations of order y/n even once we condition on m, one might a priori expect that the same is true of
the free energy In Z(G). However, (2.I1) shows that given m the free energy has bounded fluctuations.
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2.2.3. The overlap. For 0,7 € QV" we define the overlap py,; = (05+ (,®"))s req € P(Q x Q) by letting
Po,r(@,0") =0 W) Nt (@"I/n.

Let p be the uniform distribution on Q x Q. The following theorem confirms one of the core tenets of the cavity
method, namely the absence of extensive long-range correlations for d < d.,nq. We write o, T for two indepen-
dent samples chosen from the Gibbs measure (g, (-)¢ for the expectation with respect to the ¢ and E[-] for the
expectation with respect to the choice of G.

Theorem 2.5. If P satisfies SYM, BAL, POS and MIN, then

deond(q, B) = inf{d >0:limsupE(llpg,r — plitv) ¢ > 0} = inf{d >0 :limsupE [(pg,r — pllv) S| > 0}.
n—o0 n—oo

If we let pg,, () = (1{o'(y) = -}); be the Gibbs marginal of y € V;, and pig, y,,y, (-, ) = (Lo1(y1) = -,02(y2) = -})¢
the joint distribution of the spins at y;, y» € V},, then Theorem[Z.5limplies together with standard arguments that

lim iz Y Elke e — Hep ® ey |y =0 for all d < dcong-
Y1,Y2€Vn
In other words, for d < d.,nq with probability tending to 1 as n — oo, the spins assigned to two randomly chosen
variable nodes yj, y» are asymptotically independent.
Conversely, Theorem[Z.5]shows that for any & > 0 there exists dgong < d < deond + € such that

. 1 -
limsup— Y E|k6y1,y. =0y >0 (2.12)
n—oo 1%y yrev,
Hence, if we know that the Gibbs marginals y¢,, are uniform (e.g., due to the symmetry among colors in the Potts
model or the inversion symmetry in the k-spin model for even k), then (2Z.12) becomes

. 1
limsup — Y E|k6 .y — M ® G,y ||TV > 0. (2.13)
n—oo N=y yrev,
Since two randomly chosen variable nodes y, y» of G have distance Q(In n) with probability 1 - o(1), Z.I3) states
that long range correlations persist for d beyond but arbitrarily close to dcong-

2.2.4. The teacher-student model. Finally, there is a natural statistical inference version of the random factor graph
model, the teacher-student model [67], a generalization of the stochastic block model from Section [[.4l Suppose
that o : V;, — Q is an assignment of spins to variable nodes. Then we introduce a random factor graph G* (n, m, P,o)
with variable nodes V,, and constraint nodes F,, such that, independently for each j € [m], the neighborhood da 5
and the weight function y; are chosen from the following joint distribution: for any y,..., yx € V,, and for any
measurable of c ¥,

E(l{y € o/ e
P [0a; = (51, .oy Wy € | = [1{y tw(o(n) o (¥l (2.14)

.....

Thus, the probability of the outcome (y1,..., k), ¥a; = V¥ is the ‘prior’ probability P(y) of selecting v times the
‘posterior’ weight w (o (y1),...,0 (k).
Further, given d > 0 consider the following experiment where the initial assignment is chosen randomly as well.

TCH1: anassignment o™ :V, — Q, the ground truth, is chosen uniformly at random.

TCH2: independently of ¢*, draw m = m,(n) from the Poisson distribution with mean dn/k.

TCH3: generate G* = G*(n,m,Bo").
The intuition behind this model is that a “teacher”, in possession of the ground truth ¢*, finds herself unable to
communicate o* to a student directly. Instead the teacher utilizes ¢* to set up a random factor graph G* that the
student gets to observe. Given G* the student aims to recover o * as best as possible. As in the case of the stochastic
block model, two natural questions arise: given G*, is it information-theoretically possible to accomplish a better
approximation to o * than a mere independent random guess? More modestly, there is the detection problem: given
a factor graph G is it possible to discern with probability 1 — o(1) as n — oo whether G was chosen from the model
G* or from the “null model” G? As the imprint that the ground truth imbues on G* increases with d, we should
expect the existence of a threshold from where either problem turns solvable. Regarding the detection problem,
we recall that the random graph models G,G* are mutually contiguous if for any sequence («#,), of events we
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have lim, P [G € «/,] = 0 iff lim,_.oP [G* € «/,] = 0. The following theorem establishes a generalization of the
conjectures put forward in for the stochastic block model to the case of random factor graph models.

Theorem 2.6. If P satisfies SYM, BAL, POS and MIN, then G,G* are mutually contiguous for all d < d.onq, While
G, G” fail to be mutually contiguous for d > dgonq. The same holds given G,G* € G.

Previously it was known that for d < dgonq it is impossible to recover an assignment that has a strictly greater
overlap with ¢* Theorem 2.6]. Theorem 2.6]shows that, in fact, d.onq marks the threshold for the feasibility of
the humble detection problem.

While Theorem is bad news from a statistical inference point of view, the upshot is that throughout the
replica symmetric phase typical properties of Gibbs samples of G can be investigated accurately by way of the
teacher-student model (G*,0*), a technique known as “quiet planting” [4},[42]. This idea has been used critically
in rigorous work on specific examples of random factor graph models, e.g., [54]. Formally, quiet planting applies
if the factor graph/assignment pair (G*,¢*) comprising the ground truth ¢* and the outcome G* of TCH1-TCH3
and the pair (G, o) consisting of the random factor graph G and a Gibbs sample o of G are mutually contiguous.
Previously this was known to be true for a few specific models (e.g., [22]]), albeit not generally in the entire replica
symmetric phase. The following corollary to Theorem[Z.6]shows that “quiet planting” is a universal phenomenon.

Corollary 2.7. Assume that P satisfies SYM, BAL, POS and MIN. For all d < d.onq the pairs (G,o) and (G*,0™) are
mutually contiguous. The same is true given G,G* € .

2.2.5. Reconstruction. According to the physics deliberations the condensation phase transition is generally pre-
ceded by another threshold where certain point-to-set correlations emerge, the reconstruction threshold [43]. Re-
construction plays a major role in the cavity formalism because it provides the conceptual underpinning for the
notion that the Gibbs measure decomposes into a multitude of “clusters” [47} 51]. Formally, suppose that G is a
factor graph with variable nodes V, y € V and that £ = 0. Let V;(G, y) be the o-algebra on Q" generated by the
random variables o (z) such that z is a variable node whose distance from y in G is at least 2¢. Further, define

corr(d) = lim limsup ! Y Y E((Ho(y) = sHVe(G, 1) —1/4])¢- (2.15)
(=00 n—oo YEV), s€EQ
Of course, the expectation E[-] refers to the choice of G, the outer expectation (-)g averages over the “boundary
condition”, i.e., the spins of the variable nodes at distance at least 2¢ from y, and the inner (-|V/(G, y))¢ is the
conditional expectation given the boundary condition. If corr(d) = 0, then the influence of a “typical" boundary
condition on the spin of y decays with the radius ¢. Thus, the reconstruction threshold dye. = inf{d > 0: corr(d) > 0}
is the smallest degree where the influence of the boundary persists.

A priori determining drec appears to be challenging because the joint distribution of the spins at distance 2¢
from y is determined not merely by the “local” effects within the radius-2¢ neighborhood of y but also by the graph
beyond. But according to physics predictions (e.g., [43]), actually dye. is equal to the corresponding threshold on
a suitable Galton-Watson tree. Conceptually this amounts to an enormous simplification because the branches of
the tree are mutually dependent only through their being connected to the root, a situation amenable to precise
treatment via the Belief Propagation message passing scheme [47].

Formally, we introduce a multi-type Galton-Watson tree T'(d, P) that mimics the local geometry of G. The types
are either variable nodes or constraint nodes, each of the latter endowed with a weight function y € W. The root
of the Galton-Watson tree is a variable node r. The offspring of a variable node is a Po(d) number of constraint
nodes whose weight functions are chosen from P independently. Moreover, the offspring of a constraint node is
k — 1 variable nodes. For an integer ¢ = 0 we let T?(d, P) denote the (finite) tree obtained from T'(d, P) by deleting
all variable or constraint nodes at distance greater than 2¢ from r. In analogy to we set

* T _ 14 _
corr (d)_}LrEOSEZQ[E<|<1{a(r) = §}|V,(T (d,P),r)>T[(d'P) 1/q|>T[(d,P) 2.16)

The tree reconstruction threshold is defined as d;;c =inf{d > 0: corr*(d) > 0}.

Theorem 2.8. Suppose that P satisfies SYM, BAL, POS and MIN. Then 0 < drec = dr’fec < dcond and corr(d) > 0 for all
d € (dyec, dcond) . Moreover,

1
lim limsup — Z Z [E[(|<l{0(y) = S}|V[(G,J/)>G - 1/q|>G|6] =0 ifandonlyif corr(d)=0.
(=00 n—oo N YEV), s€EQ
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We prove Theorem 2.8]by way of the teacher-student model and the “quiet planting” result Corollary2.7 This
argument provides a perspective on the reconstruction problem that has an impact on the statistical inference
questions as well. Specifically, we observe that the reconstruction problem on the random tree T (d, P) is equivalent
to a natural “Bayesian” reconstruction problem in the teacher-student model. Formally, let V; (G*,0*,y) betheo-
algebra generated by the graph G* and the random variables ¢ * (z) with z at distance at least 2¢ from y. Then

1

corr*(d) = lim limsup — Z Z [E[|I]3> (0" (y) = s|V2(G*,a*,y)] - 1/q|] 2.17)
(=00 n—oo N YEV), s€EQ

measures the correlation between ¢ (y), the spin at y under the ground truth, and the spins that ¢* assigns to the

variables at distance at least 2¢. The proof of Theorem[28lis based on showing that corr* (d) = corr* (d) for all d.

Theorem 2.9. IfP satisfies SYM, BAL, POS and MIN, then for all d > 0 we have

1
corr™ (d) = corr*(d) = lim limsup— ) Y E [|<1{¢r(y) = $}|Ve(G*, 1)) g+ (@) —1/4| ‘6] .
[—*OO n—oo n
YEV, SEQ
Finally, we highlight an immediate but interesting consequence of Theorems 23] and 2.8 that generalizes the
classical Kesten-Stigum upper bound for reconstruction on trees [41].

Corollary 2.10. IfP satisfies SYM, BAL, POS and MIN, then corr* (d) > 0 for all d > dxs.

The reconstruction problem on a certain class of random factor graph models (that includes, e.g., the Potts an-
tiferromagnet) was previously studied by Gerschenfeld and Montanari [34]. They observed that overlap concen-
tration about p as provided by Theorem 2.5l for d < d.ong guarantees that the reconstruction thresholds dyec and
d}. coincide. Subsequently, with the condensation threshold well out of reach at the time, Montanari, Restrepo
and Tetali [55] attempted to verify the required overlap concentration at least for all d up to the tree reconstruction
threshold. However, their combinatorial (essentially second moment) argument did not cover the entire range of
parameters, e.g., all g and/or all B in the Potts model. By comparison to [34}[55], Theorem[Z3]provides a different,
perhaps more conceptual angle: tree reconstruction is equivalent to reconstruction in the teacher-student model
for all d, and up to donq the equivalence extends to the random factor graph model G thanks to contiguity.

2.3. Examples. Here we show how the models from Section [Tl can be cast as random factor graph models that
satisfy the assumptions SYM, BAL, POS and MIN.

2.3.1. The Potts antiferromagnet. For an integer g =2 and areal f>0weletQ={1,...,q} and
Wqp:(01,02) € Q®—exp(—flio] = g2}). (2.18)

Let ¥ be the singleton {y 4 g}. Then the Potts model on a given graph G = (V, E) can be cast as a ¥-factor graph: we
just set up the factor graph G’ = (V, E, (0€) ek, (We) ec ) Whose variable nodes are the vertices of the original graph
G and whose constraint nodes are the edges of G. For an edge e = {x, y} € E we let 0e = (x, y), where, say, the order
of the neighbors is chosen randomly, and y. = v g, of course. Then ¢ coincides with g 4 5 from (L3).

To mimic the Potts model on the Erdés-Rényi graph G = G(n,d/n) we let Ppos = Oy of be the atom on 4 g.
Then the sole difference between the factor graph representation G’ of the Erdés-Rényi graph G and G = G(n, m, P)
is that the latter may have factor nodes a such that 8;a = d2a (“self-loops”) or pairs of distinct factor nodes a, b
such that {0, a,02a} = {01 b,0, b} (“double-edges”). However, conditioning on the event & rules out self-loops and
double-edges. Indeed, we have the following.

Fact 2.11 ([23} Lemma 4.1]). The random factor graph G' and G given S are mutually contiguous.
Lemma 2.12. The assumptions SYM, BAL, POS and MIN hold for Ppoys for all g = 2 and all 5 > 0.

Proof. That SYM, BAL and POS hold is known already Lemma 4.3]. With respect to MIN, we observe that for
any distribution p on Q x Q with uniform marginals,

Y Wap01,0)Y, (T, T2)p(01, TP02, 1) = 1-2(01—e F)/g+1-eP)? Y plo, D)

01,02,T1,T2€Q) o0,71eQ)

The last expression is strictly convex as a function of p with the minimum attained at the uniform distribution. [J
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Thus the results stated in Section [[.3]follow from the results for general random factor graph models. Indeed,
to obtain Theorem[L.3lwe observe that the matrices from (2.3), (Z.6) and (Z.9) satisfy

D=0y =(g-1+eHTa-(1-ePlid, ZE=(g-1+eP)2A-1-ePidea-1-eP)id), (.19

where 1 is the all-ones matrix and id is the identity matrix. Clearly, the eigenvalues of ® are 1 and (e # —1)/(g -1+
e_ﬁ), the latter with multiplicity g — 1. Hence,

1 1
tr(@) —1=(g-1) _ef-1 Intr@)=In|1+(g-1 _ef-1
B PR - P
Thus, Theorem [I3] follows from Theorem [2.4] and Theorem [I.4] from Theorem Finally, shows that
maXyeg:|xj=1 (ZX,X) = (1 - e‘ﬁ)zl(q —1+e )2 and thus @38) matches the “classical” Kesten-Stigum bound (L.7).

2.3.2. The stochastic block model. The teacher-student model G* corresponding to Ppos is very similar to the
stochastic block model. As in the case of the Potts model on the Erd6s-Rényi graph, the only discrepancy is due to
the possible occurrence of self-loops and double-edges.

Lemma 2.13 ([23) Lemma 4.4]). Forany q =2, >0, d > 0 the stochastic block model G* and the teacher-student
model G* given & are mutually contiguous.

Theorem follows from Theorem and Lemma[2.13]

2.3.3. The k-spin model. Let Q = {£1}. For J € R, > 0 we could define the weight function ¥;g(01,...,0¢) =
exp(fJoy---0k) to match the definition (LI) of the k-spin model. However, these functions do not necessarily
take values in (0,2). To remedy this problem we introduce vyploy,...,0) =1+ tanh(JB)o---ok. Then (cf. [60])

IZ/],ﬁ(O’l,...,(Tk) = COSh(]ﬁ)wLﬁ(Ul,...,Uk). (2.20)

Thus, let ¥ = {y; 5: J € R}, let w =y 5, where J is a standard Gaussian and let Py g be the law of w. Similarly as in
the case of the Potts model we have the following.

Fact 2.14. Forallk =2,d >0, > 0 the random measure uy, j g from (L) and the Gibbs measure KG(n,m,P; ) Of the
random factor graph given & are mutually contiguous. Furthermore,

E anﬁ(I]-I],]) - Z Incosh(BJ,) | =E[lln Z(G(n, m, P,,ﬁ))IG] +o(n).
ecE(H)
Instead of just verifying the conditions SYM, BAL, POS and MIN for the k-spin model with standard Gaussian
couplings J, we will establish the following more general statement. Recall that a random variable J is symmetric
if J and —J have the same distribution.

Lemma 2.15. For any k = 2, > 0 and for any symmetric random variable J such that Py g satisfies (2.1) the three
conditions SYM, BAL and POS hold. If k is even, then MIN holds as well .

Proof. Tt is immediate that ¢ = 1 and that Pyp satisfies SYM. For BAL observe that u— Y .« E[y/(7)] Hle p(r;)is
constant because J is symmetric. To verify POS we generalize the argument from Section 4.4] by observing
that for any integer / = 1, with the notation from POS,

k l k
(1— > wm(cﬂl—[m(m)) (tanh(JB)) H P;(l)—Pi(_l))l-

oeQk

Hence, expanding A(-) and using (Z.I) and Fubini’s theorem to swap the sum and the expectation, we find

Al Y v Hp (1 )) f Eltanh7/)]
l
TeQk

El(p,(0-p (—D)’]k
= ll-1 ! ! '

Applying similarly manipulations to the other two terms from POS and introducing X; = E[(p, (1) — p;(=1))!], Y; =
El(p} (1) - p} (=1))!1, we see that POS comes down to showing that

(e8]

)3

121(1—1)

E[anh(p)! | (Xf - kX, v + (k- 1Yf) =0 2.21)
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Since J is symmetric we get E[tanh(JB)!] = 0 for odd /, while E[tanh(JB)!] = 0 and X}, ¥; = 0 for even [. Hence, (Z21)
follows from the elementary fact that x* — kxy*~! + (k- 1)y* = 0 for all x,y = 0.

Moving on to MIN, we assume that k is even. Suppose that p € Z(Q) is a distribution on Q x Q with uniform
marginals and let @ = p(1,1) + p(—=1,-1). Then p(1,1) = p(-1,-1) = a/2, p(1,-1) = p(-1,1) = (1 — @) /2 and because
] is symmetric,

k k
Y [E[w,,ﬁ(a)w,,ﬁ(r)]]'[p(a,-,r,-):1+[E[tanh(ﬁ])2]( Y UTp(U,T)) =1+E[tanh(B?]2a—-DF.
i=1

o,7eQF o,71eQ)

Because £k is even, the last expression is convex with the minimum attained at @ = 1/2, viz. p = p. OJ

Lemma [2.I5]shows not only that the k-spin model from Section [[.2lwith a standard Gaussian J satisfies SYM,
BAL,POS and MIN, but that the same is true if J is the uniform distribution on {+1}. This model is known as the
k-XORSAT model in computer science. It is intimately related to low-density generator matrix codes [2].

Proof of Theorem[I.1l Comparing (I.I) and (Z.20), we see that

%E[lnzﬁ(H,m:%E Y Incosh(fJ.)

1
+—E
ecE(H) n

n Y I 1+tanh(ﬁ]e]—[r(y))]

te{+1}Vn ecE(H) yee
d

V2nk
Therefore, Theorem [ Ilfollows from Theorem[2.2]land Lemma O

f In(cosh(z)) exp(-z%/2)dz + %[E (InZ(G)|&).

Proof of Theorem[L.2. Equations (L) and (2.20) ensure that the Gibbs measures iy j 5 and pg given & are identi-
cally distributed. Hence, Theorem[L2lfollows from Theorem 2.5]and Lemma 215l O

2.4. Discussion and related work. The results in this section provide a map of the replica symmetric phase, its
boundary and the evolution of the Gibbs measure within it, thereby vindicating for a universal class of models
the predictions of the cavity method [43]. The results extend, complement or generalize prior work on the con-
densation phase transition from [23], which only dealt with the case that the support ¥ of P is finite, and on the
reconstruction problem [34][55]. Additionally, in the example of the Potts antiferromagnet and the stochastic block
model prior work based on combinatorial methods only gave approximate results [12}22], whereas the present re-
sults are tight for all values of g, 3. Indeed, a merit of the present approach is that we perform fairly abstract
arguments that do not require model-specific deliberations.

Beyond the examples treated explicitly in Section[2.3]there are several other important and well-studied models
that also satisfy the assumptions of our main results. For instance, Bapst, Coja-Oghlan and Rafmann obtained
approximate results on the replica symmetry breaking phase transition in the random hypergraph 2-coloring prob-
lem. This model is easily seen to satisfy SYM, BAL, POS and MIN and thus the main results of the present paper
clarify the structure of the entire replica symmetric phase. More generally, the hypergraph version of the Potts
model satisfies our assumptions as well. So does the random k-NAESAT model, a variant of Boolean satisfiability
that resembles the hypergraph 2-coloring model.

Apart from proving an upper bound on the condensation threshold, the Kesten-Stigum bound plays an impor-
tant role with respect to statistical inference aspects of random factor graph models. Specifically, by extension of
the predictions from for the stochastic block model, it seems natural to expect that there should be efficient
algorithms for both the detection problem and for recovering a non-trivial approximation to the ground truth in
the teacher-student model for d > dxs. On the other hand, an intriguing question is whether for d.ong < d < dks
these two problems may be soluble in exponential time but not efficiently, i.e., in polynomial time [12}[26]. Indeed,
while Theorem 2.2 shows that d.nq is always finite, there are models where dxs = oo, e.g., the k-XORSAT model.
Thus, for such models there might be an enormous computational gap. This question is intimately related to the
k-SAT refutation problem, an important question in computer science [31].

There are a few models that fail to satisfy our assumptions. For instance, in the random k-SAT model [9] and the
hardcore model on the Erdds-Rényi random graph [I1] condition SYM is violated. Indeed, in these two cases the
Gibbs marginals are non-uniform in the replica symmetric phase. In effect, we do not expect that the free energy
is as tightly concentrated as Theorem [Z4] shows it is in the case of “symmetric” models. Thus, it is not just that
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the present proof methods do not apply, but “asymmetric” models appear to be materially different. Moreover,
ferromagnetic models generally violate SYM, BAL and POS.

A further class of models that we do not treat in this paper is models where the weight functions vy take val-
ues in {0,1}, thus imposing hard constraints. An example of this is the “zero-temperature” version of the Potts
antiferromagnet, better known as the random graph coloring problem [9]. Certain specific models with hard con-
straints have received considerable attention in combinatorics. For example, [17} 15} established the precise
condensation threshold, a contiguity result and the exact limiting distribution of the number of g-colorings of
the Erd6s-Rényi random graph via combinatorial methods under the assumption that g exceeds a large enough
constant. (Subsequently the condensation threshold in the random graph coloring problem was determined for
all g = 3 [23].) Similar results, albeit not quite up to the precise condensation threshold, are know for the hyper-
graph 2-coloring and the k-NAESAT problems [6}[7}[61], a version of the random k-SAT problem with regular literal
degrees [24] and the independent set problem in random regular graphs [18]. Additionally, in zero temperature
models the ‘satisfiability threshold’ from where Z(G) is typically equal to 0 plays a major role [5} 10} 27 B57].

3. PROOF STRATEGY

Throughout this section we keep the notation from Section[2

The apex of the present work is Theorem 2.4l about the limiting distribution of the free energy; all the other results
either lead up to it or derive from it relatively easily. The classical approach to proving such a result would be
the second moment method, pioneered in this context by Achlioptas and Moore [6], in combination with the
small subgraph conditioning technique of Robinson and Wormald [64]. This strategy was applied to, e.g., the
stochastic block model [12] and the k-spin model [37]. But only in the stochastic block model with two colors
and the diluted 2-spin model was it possible to obtain complete results [37}[58]. Indeed, as noticed by Guerra and
Toninelli [37], a combinatorial second moment computation generally appears to be too crude a device to cover
the entire replica symmetric phase.

Therefore, here we pursue a different strategy. We craft a proof around the teacher-student model G*. More
specifically, the main achievement of the recent paper was to verify the cavity formula for the leading order
lim;, oo %[E[an (G™)] of the free energy in the teacher-student model (in the case that the set ¥ is finite). We will
replace the second moment calculation by that free energy formula, generalized to infinite ¥, and combine it with
asuitably generalized small subgraph conditioning technique. The challenge is to integrate these two components
seamlessly. We accomplish this by realizing that, remarkably, both arguments are inherently and rather elegantly
tied together via the spectrum of the linear operator = from (2.6). But to develop this novel approach we first need
to recall the classical second moment argument and understand why it founders.

3.1. Two moments do not suffice. For any second moment calculation it is crucial to fix the number of constraint
nodes because its fluctuations would otherwise boost the variance. Hence, we will work with a deterministic inte-
ger sequence m = m(n) = 0. More precisely, we will fix d > 0 and consider specific integer sequences m = m(n) =0
is such that [m(n) — dn/k| < n3'5 for all n. Let .4 (d) be the set of all such sequences.

The second moment method rests on showing that E[.Z(G(n, m))?] is of the same order of magnitude as the
square E[Z(G(n, m))]? of the first moment. If so, then standard concentration results can be used to show that
lim;, oo %[E[an(G(n, m))] =lim; o % InE[Z(G(n, m))]. The second limit is easy to compute because the expecta-
tion sits inside the logarithm, and thus we obtain the leading order of the free energy.

In fact, if we can calculate the second moment E[Z(G(n, m))?] sufficiently accurately, then it may be possible to
determine the limiting distribution of In Z (G (n, m)) precisely. For suppose that there is a “simple” random variable
Q(G(n, m)) such that

Var[Z(G(n, m))] = (1+ o(1))Var[E[Z(G(n, m))|Q(G(n, m))]]. (3.1
Then the basic formula Var[Z (G(n, m))] = Var[E[Z (G(n, m))|Q(G(n, m))]] + E[Var[Z(G(n, m))|Q(G(n, m))]] implies
E[Var[Z(G(n, m))|Q(G(n, m))]] = o(E[Z(G(n, m))1°) (3.2)

and typically it is not difficult to deduce from that In Z(G(n, m)) —InE[Z(G(n, m))|Q(G(n, m))] converges to 0
in probability. Hence, if Q(G(n, m)) is “reasonable enough” so that the law of InE[Z(G(n, m))|Q(G(n, m))] is easy
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to express, then we have got the limiting distribution of In Z(G(n, m)). The basic insight behind the small sub-
graph conditioning technique is that (3.1) sometimes holds with a variable Q that is determined by the statistics of
bounded-length cycles in G(n, m) [39}[64].

Anyhow, the crux of the entire argument is to calculate E[Z(G(n, m))?]. Of course, by the linearity of expectation
and the independence of the constraint nodes, the second moment can be written in terms of the overlap p, ; as

m
ELZ(Gn,m)* 1= Y E|[]va(@@1a),...,00ca))Wa,(T01a1),..., 70k a;))
o,7eQVn  |i=1
k m
= ) (Z [E[w(s)w(t)ll'[pa,r(si,t,-)) . (3.3)
0,7€QVn \s,1eQk i=1

Given a probability distribution p = (p(s, 1))s,rcq on Q2 such that np(s, £) is integral for all s, f € Q, the number of
assignments o,7 € Q" with p, ; = p equals ( p"n). Therefore, Stirling’s formula yields the approximation

k
InE[Z(G(n,m))*| = max n#(p)+min| Y Elpw®O][]pels, &) |+00nn), (3.4)
PEP(Q2) s, reQk i=1

where /#£(p) denotes the entropy of p. In other words, computing the second moment comes down to identifying
the overlap p that renders the dominant contribution to (3.3). By comparison, under assumptions SYM and BAL it
is not difficult to see (cf. Lemmal4.6lbelow) that the first moment satisfies

InE[Z(G(n,m))] =nlng+mlné+ O(nn). (3.5)

But there are two major issues with the second moment argument. First, actually solving the innocent-looking
optimization problem (3.4) turns out to be daunting even in special cases. For example, in the Potts antiferro-
magnet the task remains wide open, despite very serious attempts [8} 22]. The source of the trouble is that the
entropy is concave while the second summand in (3.4) is convex (cf. MIN), causing a proliferation of local maxima.
Second, and even worse, comparing (3.4) and we can verify easily that the desired second moment bound
E[Z(G(n, m, P)*] = O(E[Z(G(n, m, P)]*) can hold only if the maximizer p of 34) satisfies || px — |, = 0(1). How-
ever, this is not generally true for average degrees d below but near the condensation threshold. For instance, in
the Potts antiferromagnet the second moment exceeds the square of the first moment by an exponential factor
exp(Q(n)) for d below the condensation threshold [22].

The problem was noticed and partly remedied in prior work by applying the second moment method to a suit-
ably truncated random variable (e.g. [17} 22]). This method revealed, e.g., the condensation threshold in a few
special cases such as the random graph ¢g-coloring problem [I7], albeit only for g exceeding some (astronomical)
constant ¢, and in the random regular k-SAT model for large k [14]. Yet apart from introducing such extraneous
conditions, ad-hoc arguments of this kind tend to require a meticulous combinatorial study of the specific model.

3.2. The condensation phase transition and the overlap. The merit of the present approach is that we avoid com-
binatorial deliberations altogether. Rather than bothering with the second moment bound (3.4) we will employ an
asymptotic formula for the free energy of the teacher-student model G*. To be precise, it will be convenient to
work with a slightly tweaked version G of this model: following Section 3], we let G(n, m, P) be the random
factor graph chosen from the distribution

E[Z(G(n,m, P))I{G(n,m,P) € o/}
E[Z(G(n,m, P))]

Recalling that m = m;(n) is a random variable with distribution Po(dn/k), we also introduce G = G(n,m,P). As
before we ease the notation by dropping P where possible.

Loosely speaking G(n, m) is a reweighted version of G(n, m) where the probability that G comes up is propor-
tional to Z(G). Intuitively, the construction of the teacher-student model G* induces a similar reweighing as the
probability that G* = G depends on the number of assignments ¢* that could plausibly be used to generate G via
(2.14). In fact, as we shall see in Section[lit is not difficult to verify the following.

P[G(n,m,P)e ] =

for any event «/. (3.6)

Lemma 3.1. If P satisfies conditions SYM and BAL, then G*(n,m,o ™) and G(n,m) are mutually contiguous for all
d>0, me 4 (d).

The following theorem verifies the cavity formula for the free energy of G and G*.
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Theorem 3.2. Assume that P satisfies SYM, BAL and POS and let d > 0. Then with %(d, P, ) from (2.3) we have

1 1 .
lim —E[InZ(G™)] = lim —E[InZ(G)]= sup 9%A(d,Bn).
n—oo n n—oo p TeP2(Q)
Theorem[3.2lwas established in for the case that the set W of weight functions is finite. In Section[I0lwe extend
that results via a limiting argument to prove Theorem B.2]for infinite ¥. Furthermore, in Section[6lwe deduce the
following result from Theorem 3.2

Proposition 3.3. Assume that BAL, SYM, POS and MIN hold and that d < d.onq. There exists a sequence { = {(n),
{(n) = 0(1) but n*'%¢(n) — oo as n — oo, such that for all m € 4 (d) we have

E{[|oo1,02 = Bllvv) g, my =< - 3.7)

Proposition B3] resolves our second moment troubles. Indeed, the proposition enables a completely generic
way of setting up a truncated second moment argument: with ¢ from Proposition[33]we define

7(6)= 261 {000, = Bllry) g =0 (3.8)

Hence, Z(G) = Z(G) if “most” pairs 01,02 drawn from . have overlap close to g, and Z (G) = 0 otherwise. Propo-
sition[B3lshows immediately that the truncation does not diminish the first moment.

Corollary 3.4. IfBAL, SYM, POS and MIN hold and d < d.ong, then E[-Z (G(n, m))] ~ E[Z(G(n, m))] uniformly for
allme 4 (d).

Proof. Equation and Proposition[3.3lyield

E[Z(G(n,m))] = E[Z(G(n, m))]-P [( loor.02 = Blmv) gmm = c] = (1+0(1)E[Z(G(n, m))],

as claimed. O

The second moment calculation for Z is easy, too. Indeed, the very construction of Z guarantees that the
dominant contribution to the second moment of Z comes from pairs with an overlap close to p. Hence, computing
the second moment comes down to expanding the right hand side of (3.4) around g via the Laplace method. Yet
in order to apply the Laplace method we need to verify that p is a local maximum of the function

d k
pEe@(QZ)HJf(p)+Eln Y. Elws)wl [ psit) (3.9

s,teQk i=1
from (3.4). For the special case of the Potts antiferromagnet the overlap concentration (3.7) was established and
the second moment argument for Z was carried out in [23} Section 4.3]. While the generalization to random factor
graph models is anything but straightforward, an even more important difference lies in the application of the
Laplace method. More specifically, in the case of the Potts antiferromagnet the fact that p is a local maximum of
for all d < d.ong was derived extremely indirectly by resorting to the statistical inference algorithm of Abbe
and Sandon for the stochastic block model [3]. But of course there ought to be a general, conceptual explanation.

As we shall see momentarily, there is one indeed, namely the generalized Kesten-Stigum bound.

3.3. The Kesten-Stigum bound. To see the connection, we observe that the Hessian of at the point p is equal
to q(id — d(k— 1)) (with = the matrix from (2.6)). Hence, taking into account that the argument p is a probability
distribution on Q x Q, we find that p is a local maximum of if and only if

(d-dk-1DE)x,x) >0 forallxeRY®RY suchthatx L 1®1. (3.10)

In order to get a handle on the spectrum of the operator = from (2.6) we begin with the following observation about
the matrices @, and @ from (2.35) and (Z.9).

Lemma 3.5. Assume that P satisfies SYM. Then the matrix ®y, is stochastic and thus ®y1 = 1 for every v € V.
Moreover, ® is symmetric and doubly-stochastic. If, additionally, P satisfies BAL, then maxy, 1 (®x, x) < 0.

Proceeding to the operator =, we recall the definition of the space & from (2.7) and we introduce

E ={xecRI9R7:(x,191)=0}D &. (3.11)
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Lemma 3.6. Assume that P satisfies SYM and BAL. The operator E is self-adjoint, 2(1® 1) = 1® 1 and for every
xeRT wehaveZ(x®1) = (Px)®1, Z(1® x) =1® (Ox) and

(E(x®1),x®1)<0, (E(1®x),1x)<0 ifx L1. (3.12)
Furthermore,Z6 c & and Z&' c &'.

Lemma [3.6] shows that = induces a self-adjoint operator on the space &. The following proposition yields a
bound on the spectral radius of this operator. Let

Eig"(E)={leR:Ix €&\ {0} : Zx = Ax}. (3.13)
Proposition 3.7. If P satisfies SYM and BAL, then dcond (k — 1) maxyegig (=) Al < 1.

The proof of Proposition[3.7] which is based on highlighting an inherent connection between the spectrum of =
and the Bethe free energy functional 4 from (2.3), is the main technical achievement of this paper. The details can
be found in Section[d] Let us observe that Theorem[2.3]is immediate from Proposition[3.71

Proof of Theorem[2.3. We have maxyeg:|x|=1 (X, X) = max,cgig* =) |A| because Lemma [3.6] shows that = is self-
adjoint. Therefore, Theorem[2.3]follows from Proposition[3.7} O

Lemma[3.6land Proposition [3.7]show that is satisfied, and thus that g is a local maximum of (3.9), for all
d < dcong. Indeed, it is immediate from that ((id — d(k—1)E)x, x) > 0if x is of the form 1 ® y or y® 1 for some
11 y € RY, and Theorem2.3]shows that ((id — d(k—1)E) x, x) > 0 for all x € &. Hence, Proposition B.7 provides the
link between the free energy calculation for the reweighted model G and the second moment of Z.

3.4. Second moment redux. We begin by deriving the following asymptotic formula for the first moment in Sec-
tion[7l Observe that by Lemma[3.5]the set Eig (®) of eigenvalues of ® contains precisely one non-negative element,
namely 1. Therefore, the following formula makes sense.

Proposition 3.8. Suppose that P satisfies SYM and BAL and let 0 < d. Then uniformly for allm € 4 (d),
grraem
[Mhcrigonmy v1-dk- DA

Proceeding to the second moment, we recall from Lemma [3.6 that = induces an endomorphism on the subspace
&' from (B.I1) and we write

E[Z(G(n, m))] ~

(3.14)

Fig(E) = {leR:Ix €&\ {0} : Ex = Ax}
for the spectrum of =Z on &’. Lemma[3.6land PropositionB.7limply that d¢onq(k—1)A <1 for all A € Eig'(Z). There-
fore, the following formula for the second moment, whose proof we defer to Section[7] makes sense as well.
Proposition 3.9. Suppose that P satisfies SYM and BAL and let0 < d < dconq. Then uniformly for all m e 4 (d),
(1 + 0(1))6]2”4-152]’71

E[Z (G(n,m)?*] < : (3.15)
[Mrcpig® vV1-dk—-1DA
Combining Corollary[3.4lwith Propositions[3.8land B9 and applying Lemma[3.6] we obtain for m € .4 (d),
E L m))? i 1-d(k-DA 1
[Z(G(n,m)?]  [lrerig@n B ifd < dons. (3.16)

ELZ(Gm)?  epge VI-AE-DA  jckig'@ VI-dk-DA
In particular, the ratio of the second moment and the square of the first is bounded as n — oco.

3.5. Virtuous cycles. In order to determine the limiting distribution of In Z(G(n, m)) we are going to “explain” the
remaining variance of Z (G(n, m)) in terms of the statistics of the bounded-length cycles of G(n, m). However, by
comparison to prior applications of the small subgraph conditioning technique, here it does not suffice to merely
record how many cycles of a given length occur. We also need to take into account the specific weight functions
along the cycle. Yet this approach is complicated substantially by the fact that there may be infinitely many differ-
ent weight functions. To deal with this issue we are going to discretize the set of weight functions and perform a
somewhat delicate limiting argument.
We need a few definitions. A signature of order ¢ is a family

Y = (Ey, 81,0, E2,82,12,...,Ep, Sp, tp)
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such that Ey,...,Ey c ¥ are events, sy, f1,...,S¢,tp €{1,...,k} and s; # t; forall i € {1,...,¢} and s; < t; if £ = 1. Let
%, be the set of all signatures of order ¢, let %<, = U;<, %) and let & = U,>; %, be the set of all signatures. If G is
a factor graph with variable nodes V;, and constraint nodes F;,, then we call a family (x;,, ay,, ..., X;,, an,) a cycle of
signature Y in G if the following conditions are satisfied.

CYC1: iy,...,ig €{1,...,n} are pairwise distinct and i; = min{iy, ..., iz},

CYC2: hy,...,hy €{l1,..., m} are pairwise distinct and hy < hy if ¢ > 1,

CYC3: V’ahj e Ejforall jefl,..., 44,

CYC4: 6Sj ap; = Xi; forall je{l,...,4}, 6tj ap; = Xij,, forall j <¢and 0, ap, = x;;.
Conditions CYC1- CYC2 provide that the variable nodes that the cycle passes through are pairwise distinct. More-
over, to avoid over-counting CYC1 specifies that the cycle starts at the variable node with the smallest index and
CYC2 that from there the cycle is oriented towards the constraint node with the smaller index if ¢ > 1, respectively
that s; < f; if £ = 1. Further, CYC3 states that the weight functions along the cycle belong to Ej,..., E,. Finally,
CYC4 ensures that the cycle enters the jth constraint node in position s; and leaves in position ;.

Let Cy (G) denote the number of cycles of signature Y. Moreover, for an event «f < ¥ with P(«/) >0 and h, k' €

{1,..., k} define the g x g matrix @, j, ;y by letting

Dy @,0) =g KT Y =01y = EW@I] (0,0 €Q). (3.17)
7eQk
In addition, for a signature Y = (Ey, 81, 1,..., Ey, S¢, t¢) define

1 (d ¢ 4
KY=—(—) [[PED, Oy = [[ g, 51,0 Ky =Ky tr(®y). (3.18)
20\kJ o i=1
Further, two signatures Y = (Ey, s1,1,...,Ep, S¢, 1), Y' = (E}, 8, t{,...,E},,s’[,,tg,) are disjoint if either ¢ # ¢', or
(si, ;) # (s;., tlf) for some i, or E; nE; = @ for some i. Finally, a cycle of order ¢ is a family (x;, ay,, ..., x;,, ap,) that
is a cycle of signature (¥, 51, 11,..., ¥, sy, ty) for some sequence si, 1, ..., S¢, ty, and we let Cy signify the number of
such cycles. The following is a basic fact from the theory of random graphs.

Fact 3.10 ([191). Let ¢s,...,¢; =1 be pairwise distinct integers and let y,,...,y; = 0 be integers. Then for every d >0
uniformly for all m € .4 (d) we have
k=1d)’
PO((( )d) ):yil

1
P[Vi<l:Cp(Gn,m,P)=y;| ~ [P o7,
i=1 !

and the expected number of pairs of cycles of order at most ¢1 + --- + ¢ that share a common vertex is O(1/n).
In Section[@we establish the following enhancement that takes the weight functions along the cycles into account.

Proposition 3.11. Suppose that P satisfies SYM and BAL. Let Y1,Y>,... Y; €% be pairwise disjoint signatures and let
¥1,.-., Y1 be non-negative integers. Let d > 0. Then uniformly for all m € .4 (d),

l l
P[Vi<l: Cy,(Gn,m) =y~ [[P[Polxy,) =y:], P[Vi=<l: Cy,(G(n,m)=y:|~][[P[Poky,)=y:]. (3.19)
t=1

=1
Moreover,
P[G(n,m) € G] =P [C1(G(n, m) + 1{k = 2}C>(G(n,m)) = 0] + O(1/n) ~ exp (~d(k—1)/2 - 1{k = 2}d*/4),
— — 242
P[GuLm)e6]=P[Cﬁémﬁm)+uk=mCﬂGULm»=0]+ounﬁ~em)—d“:])u@»—lﬁiiii¢u¢%.

Thus, for disjoint Y3,..., ¥; the cycle counts Cy, are asymptotically independent Poisson.

Equipped with Propositions 3.8 B9 and B11] in the case that the set ¥ of weight functions is finite we could
determine the limiting distribution of In Z(G) and thus prove Theorem [2.4]by just applying Janson’s version of the
small subgraph conditioning theorem [39]. However, to accommodate an infinite set of weight functions like in
the k-spin model a discretization of ¥ and a limiting argument are required. Specifically, recall that

¥ < (0,212

and for an integer r = 1 let &, be the partition of ¥ induced by slicing the cube [0, Z]QIC into pairwise disjoint
sub-cubes of side length 1/r. Further, let %, , denote the set of all signatures (E1, s1, t1,..., Ep, S¢, t¢) such that
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Ej,...,Ep € €, and such that P(E;) >0 for all i < ¢, and define %~ , = Ule %, ;. Furthermore, if € ¥ belongs to a
sub-cube C € €, then we let

v (1) =Elyw(1)|C] 1 e k).

The following proposition, whose proof can be found in Section[@] establishes that the random variable % from
Theorem[2.4]is well-defined and that it can be approximated arbitrarily well via the discretizations €, .

Proposition 3.12. Assume that P satisfies SYM and BAL and let0 < d < dgonq. Let (K});=1 be a family of indepen-
dent Poisson variables with E[K;) = (d(k —1)!/(2]) and let (Wy,)1i,j be a family of independent samples from P.
Furthermore, define

K; 1 K; 1
= 5[ 1) Bma Ty |, = £ [9 1woh) s Sne o,
i=1 j=1 by i=1 j=1

and # =337 | #;. Thenall %, , are uniformly bounded in the L'-norm, #y,, is L' -convergent to %y as r — oo and
Ky is L' -convergent to & as ¢ — co. Furthermore,

(d(k— 1))’ (d(k— 1))’

)

PRV
lim lim exp Z ky —ky)® = H . . (3.20)
{—o0T—00 Y@y, Ky A€Eig* (2) \/m
3.6. Small subgraph conditioning. We have all the ingredients in place to prove Theorem 2.4l Thus, fix0 < d <
dcong and let m € 4 (d). Let §¢,r = §¢,r(n, m) be the o-algebra generated by the cycle counts (Cy)yea,,,. Follow-
ing the small subgraph conditioning paradigm, we intend to show that for sufficiently large ¢, r, with probability
tending to 1 as n — oo, Z(G(n, m)) is “close” to E[Z(G(n, m))|F ¢, 1. Since Proposition 3.9 shows that E[Z(G(n, m)) —
Z(G(n,m))] is small and that the second moment of Z(G(n, m)) is under control, we are going to argue via the
truncated random variable.
More specifically, to show that Z(G(n,m)) is “close” to E[Z (G(n, m))|§,,] with probability 1 — o(1) for suffi-
ciently large ¢, r, we are going to prove that E[Var (E[Z (G(n, m))|%¢,,1)] is small. Clearly,

Var[Z (G(n, m))] = Var(E[Z (G (n, m))|§,,/]) + E[Var(E[Z (G(n, m))|§,, 1] (3.21)
Hence, to prove that E[Var(E[-Z (G(n, m))|§,,r])] is small it suffices to show that
Var(E[-Z (G(n, m))[§¢,r]) = E[E[Z (G(n, m)) ISf,r]Z] —E[Z(G(n,m)))? (3.22)

is nearly as big as Var[Z (G(n, m))]. Given what we know at this point this is not particularly difficult. Nonetheless,
let us put the details off for just a little while to Section[3.7] where we prove the following.

Lemma 3.13. Suppose that P satisfies SYM and BAL and let0 < d < dconq. For anyn > 0 there exists y(n) such that
for every € > £y(n) there exists ro(n,¢) such that for all r > ro(n,¢), uniformly for all m € 4 (d),

lim P[I.Z(G(n, m) —E[Z(G(n, m)[Fe,r1| > nEIZ(G(n, m)]] =

Proof of Theorem[24 Because Z (G(n, m)) < Z(G(n,m)) and E[Z (G(n, m))] ~ E[Z(G(n, m))] by Corollary B.4] we
have E|Z (G(n, m)) — Z(G(n, m))| = o(E[Z(G(n, m))]). Therefore, Lemma[B.I3limplies that

lim P [1Z2(G(n, m) —E(Z(G(n,m)|F¢, 1| > NEIZ(G(n, m))]] =0. (3.23)

Thus, we are left to determine the law of E[Z(G(n, m))|§,,r]. On this count, Proposition B.11]shows that for any
non-negative integer vector (cy)yea.,,,

ElZ(G(n,m)IVY €Wy, :Cy(G(n,m)) =cy] PIVYeBy,: Cy (G(n,m)) = cy]

E[Z(G(n,m))] CP[VY €Wy, : Cy(G(n,m) = cy]
P[Po(ky) = cy]
~ - = In(tr®y) — (RKy — .
yel@_lsg_,P[PO(KYFCY] exp Y%‘;hcy n(tr®y) — (kKy —xy)

Hence, letting Ké . (G(n,m)) = ZYE%” Cy(G(n,m))In(tr®y) — (Ky —xy) we conclude that, in distribution,

n— oo

Ky,r(G(n,m)) =InE[Z(G(n, )|, - INE[Z(G(n,m)] "= K, .(G(n, m)). (3.24)
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Further, by (3.18)

4 _ I
K, (G(n,m) =) (d(kill))(l—tr(cbl))+ Y Cy(G(n,m)Intrdy
=1 Ve,

Thus, combining Propositions B.IT]and B.12] we conclude that K é r(G(n, m)) converges to &7, in distribution as
n — oo for every ¢, r. Hence, due to (3.24) so does K, (G(n, m)). Consequently, Proposition[38.12land (3.23) show
that for any bounded continuous function g: R — R,

Ve >030y(e)VEl = ly(e)Iro(e, O)VT > 1€, ) : limsup E[g(A)] —E[g(Ky, - (G(n, m)))] <&,
n—oo
Z(G(n,
Ve > 036, (e)Y0 2 £4(e)3ry(e, (YT > rj(e, 0 IimSup ELg(Kr,-(Gln, m)] ~E g(ln %)] <e
Combining these two statements and observing that the first and the last term are independent of ¢, r, we obtain

limsupE[g(A£)] -E[g(nZ(G(n, m)) —InE[Z(G(n, m)])] =0,

n—oo

i.e., InZ(G(n,m)) —InE[Z(G(n, m))] converges to £ in distribution. Plugging in the formula for the first moment
from (3.14) yields (2.11). Finally, because Proposition[3.IT]shows that

P[G(n,m) € SA{C1(G(n, m)) + 1{k =2}C>(G(n, m)) = 0}] = O(1/n),
the formula for the conditional free energy given & follows from (Z.I1) and Lemma 3131 O

Organization. The paper is organized as follows. After proving Lemmal[3.I3lin Section[3.7] in Section @ we collect
some preliminaries, introduce notation, supply the proofs of Lemmas[3.5land[3.6land show how Theorem[2.5] The-
orem [2.:6land Corollary 2.7 follow from Theorem [Z4] Because we consider the proof of Proposition 3.7 the main
technical achievement of this work, the proof is self-contained, and as we deem the argument rather interesting,
that proof follows in Section[Bl Further, Section [6]contains the proof of Proposition[3.3] which is by way of a (sub-
stantial) generalization of an argument from [23] for the Potts antiferromagnet. Subsequently Section[7] contains
the proofs of Proposition[3.8land Proposition[3.9labout the moments of the truncated variable Z. Moreover, Sec-
tion[8 deals with the proof of Proposition 311l The somewhat delicate proof of Proposition B.I2] can be found in
Section[@ Section [T0l contains the rather technical proofs of Theorem [Z.21and Theorem 32} Finally, the proof of
Theorem[2:8labout the reconstruction problem can be found in Section [T}

3.7. Proof of Lemma[3.13l The proof is by generalization of the argument from [24] Section 2] for the random
regular k-SAT model to the current setting of random factor graph models. We begin with the following lower
bound on the second moment of the conditional expectation. Let 6y =tr(®y) —1 = (RKy —ky)/Ky.

Lemma 3.14. Suppose that P satisfies SYM and BAL and let0 < d < deong, ¢, > 0. Then uniformly forallm e 4 (d),
E[ELZ (G(n, m))I¢,1°] = ELZ(G(n, m)))* exp (0(1) + ) 5§/Ky) .
Ye@sﬂ,r

Proof. Fix a number a > 0, choose B = B(a, ¢, r) sufficiently large and let I' = I'(¢, 1, B) be the set of all families
(ev)vea,, of non-negative integers such that Y ycq. ., Cv = B. Moreover, let € = €(¢,r,B) be the event that
(Cy(G(n,m)))yea,, €T. Then and Proposition[3.IT]yield

E[{GIEIZ(G(n,m)IFe,1?] PIVY €By,: Cy(G(n,m) = cy)? P [Po((1+0y)xy) = cy]?

E[Z(G(n, m))]? _Cezr PVY €@y, :Cy(G(n,m)) =cy] Nceryelg_[g_r P [Po(ky) = cy]
2 Cy
—exp|- Y +2opy|y [ GHOKODT (3.25)
YeWep, ceEl' Yy, cy!

Let S =Y yea. o (Lt 8y)?xy. Since the matrices @y, are stochastic, (3.18) shows that there is a number T'(¢) such
that S < T'(¢). Therefore, choosing B = B(a, ¢, d) sufficiently large, we can ensure that exp(S) < exp(a) Y ;<p SL/L.
Hence,

st (1+8y)xy)eY
—=y [ —=r

' (3.26)
=8 L' Ceryew,, Cy-

exp(S—a) <
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Combining and (3.26), we find
E[L{E}ELZ(G(n, m)|F,,1*] = ELZ(G(n, m))]* exp (—a+ > 62Y1<y). (3.27)
Ye% ,

Finally, we need to show that Z (G(n, m)) can be replaced by Z (G(n, m)) on the Lh.s. of 3Z7). Since Z(G(n, m)) =
Z(G(n,m)) but E[Z(G(n, m))] ~ E[Z (G(n,m))], we have

E[H{EHELZ(G(n, m)IF e, 1* —ELZ (G(n, m))IFe,r1%)]
=E[H{EHEIZ(G(n,m)[e, ] +EIZ(G(n, m)IF D EIZ(G(n, m)IF¢, ) —ELZ(G(n,m)ITe, )]
< 2| H{BIELZ(G(n, m)IF ¢, ok [ELZ(G(n, )| e,/] — EIZ (G(n, m))ITe,r1]
= o(E[Z(G(n, m)DIIHEIEIZ(G(n, m)IS ¢,/ llco- (3.28)

To bound [|[1{€}E[Z(G(n, m))|F ]l we observe that for all (cy)y €T,

E[Z(G(n,m)IVY :Cy =cy] PIVY €@y, : Cy(G(n,m)) =cy]

= by (3.6)
ELZ(G(n, m))] P[VY €@y, : Cy (Gt m) = cv] by B8
P[Po((1+0y)xy) = cy] -
~ YE]@—LJ P POt y) = o7] [by Proposition[B.1T]
= H 1+6y)Y exp(=Fyky) = O(1) l[asdy =O(1) and Yy cy < BJ.

Ye@ep,

Hence, [|1{€}E[Z(G(n, m)|F ¢ rlllcc = OEIZ(G(n, m))]) and the assertion follows from (327) and by taking
a — 0 sufficiently slowly as n — oo. O

Proof of Lemmal3.13 We use a similar trick as in the proof of [24] Corollary 2.6]. Recall that aim to show that
P [IZ (G(n,m)) —EIZ(G(n, m)|F,, 1| > NEIZ(G(n, m))]] = 0. (3.29)

Given 1 > 0 choose @ = a(n) > 0 small enough. Then by G.21), and Lemma BT4land (3.20), for sufficiently
¢,r,n we have

E[VarlZ (G(n, m))[F,]] < aE[Z(G(n, m))]%. (3.30)

Now define

Z(G(n, —E[Z(G(n,
X(G(n,m))=|z(G(n,m))—[E[z(G(n,m)nsz,rnl{' (Gn, m)) ~ELZ (G m))'gé””m“}.

E[Z(G(n, m))]
Then
X(G(n,m) < &' BE(Z(G(n, )] = | Z (G(n, ) —E[Z (G(n, )| e]| < aPE[Z(G(n, m))]. (3.31)

Furthermore, by Chebyshev’s inequality

E[X(G(n,m)[§e,] < &' PE[Z(G(n,m)] ) 2/ [X(G(n, m)) > 2/ a'*E[Z(G(n, mmmr]
j=0

Var[Z (G(n,m))|S¢,r]

~1/3 )
<4da E[Z(G(n,m))] ELZ (G )2 (3.32)

Combining and (3.32), we obtain
EIX(G(n, m)] =E[E[X(G(n, m)IFe, 1] < a'’E[Z(G(n, m))]. (3.33)

Finally, follows from (3.31), 3:33) and Markov’s inequality. O
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4. GETTING STARTED

4.1. Basics. Throughout the paper we continue to use the notation introduced in Sections[2land Bl In particular,
we write V,, = {x1,..., x,} for a set of n variable nodes and F,,, = {a, ..., a;;} for a set of m constraint nodes. Further,
mg(n) is a random variable with distribution Po(dn/k) and we just write m; or m if n and/or d are apparent.
Moreover, for an integer / = 1 welet [/] ={1,...,1}.

For a finite set & we denote the set of probability distributions on & by 22(%Z). We identify 22(%¥) with the
standard simplex in R* and endow 2 (%) accordingly with the Borel o-algebra. By 22?(%) we denote the set of
probability measures on £(%’) and by 93 (%) the set of all 7 € 22(%Z’) whose mean fg(%) pdm(w) is the uniform
distribution on &'. In addition, for a point x in a measurable space we write § for the Dirac measure on x. The
entropy of a probability distribution u on a finite set 2 is always denoted by #(u). Thus, recalling that A(z) = zlnz
for z > 0 and setting A(0) = 0, we have (1) = — ) yeqr A(u(x)).

Further, if p € 2Q")isa probability measure on the discrete cube QY then O T014,02y,...€ Q" denote
mutually independent samples from p. If u = ¢ is the Gibbs measure induced by a factor graph G, we write o g
etc. instead of o,;. Where p or G are apparent from the context we omit the index and just write o, 7, etc. If
X:(QY)! = Risarandom variable, then we use the notation

]
Xop=(X(O1,...,0))y= Y Xoy,...,00) [[ o).
j=1

Thus, (X} is the mean of X over independent samples from p. If u = ug for a factor graph G, then we simplify the

notation by writing (- ) ¢ rather than (-) ;. We use this notation to distinguish averages over g from other sources

of randomness (e.g., the choice of the random factor graph), for which we reserve the symbols E[-] and Var[-].
Finally, we need a few facts about probability distributions on sets of the form Q!. For O1,...,07: V= Qlet

.....

001,00 @1,...,0) = o7 @) NN @) V. 4.1)

.....

We use this notation also in the case / = 1 and observe that p,, is nothing but the empirical distribution of the
spins under ;. Further, we let p; signify the uniform distribution on Q/; we usually omit the index [ to ease the
notation. For two spin assignments 0,7: V — Qweletoc At ={ve V:o(v) # 1(v)}.

Lemma 4.1 ([13]). For any finite setQ), any € >0 and any | = 3 there exist § = 5(Q,€,1) and ny = ny(Q, €,1) such that

Call o € Q" nearly balancedif || ps — p || 1y < n~2"°.

Lemma 4.2 (|23} Lemma 4.7]). For any ¢ > 0 there is § > 0 such that for all sufficiently large n the following is true.
Ifue 2(Q" satisfies (|| po,x - ,5||Tv>u < 8, then for all nearly balanced t we have (|| pg,r — p||Tv)u <e.

Finally, we need the following elementary observation.
Fact 4.3. For any finite set Q) and any € > 0 there is 0 > 0 such that the following holds. If p = (p(s, t))s,req € 2(Q%)

satisfies

<9,

1
——Zp(s,t) +

teQ)

)3

seQ

1
- = (t)s)
7 20

teQ)

then there exists p' € 2(Q?) such that | p — p' || 1y < € and ¥ eq p'(5,1) = Lreq p'(t,8) = 1/q for all s € Q.

4.2. The Nishimori identity. There exists an important distributional relationship between the teacher-student
model G*(n, m, P,o) and the reweighted random graph model G(n, m, P) from (cf. for a discussion from
the physics viewpoint). To state this connection, we need to define an appropriately reweighted distribution on the
set Q' of spin assignments. Specifically, welet &, ,, p € Q' be arandom assignment chosen from the distribution

ElY G n,m,p)(0)]
E[Z(G(n,m,P))]

As before we skip the index P where possible. We refer to the following statement as the Nishimori identity.
22
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Lemma 4.4 ([23 Proposition 3.10]). For every distribution P on weight functions QF — (0,2), for all integers n, m,
for every o € QY and for every event o we have

P [6nmp=0]-P[G*(n,m,Po) e of | =E |16, m, P) € 1y )0 4.3)

A useful consequence of this result is that E[% (G* (n, m, G y,1m), 0 n,m)] = E <3{(G, o) >G for every L'-function & .

4.3. Eigenvalues. The vector or matrix with all entries equal to one (in any dimension) is signified by 1. The

transpose of a matrix A we denote by A*. Additionally, id denotes the identity matrix (in any dimension). Further,

the standard basis vectors on R are denoted by e, w € Q. For the entries of a matrix A € R2*2 e use the notation

A(o,1); thus, A(o,T) = (Aes, ey) for all 0,7 € Q. The spectrum of a linear operator X : E — E' is denoted by Eig(X).
The following simple observation will be used several times. Recall ® from (2.9).

Lemma 4.5. Assume that P satisfies SYM. Then the function
k
$:R?—(0,2, p— Y Ely®I[]pa) (4.4)
7eQk i=1
satisfies D¢ (p) = ké1, D*¢(p) = gk(k —1)é® and ¢ is bounded away from 0.

Proof. Since % = Z?zl Y reqk {7 = wlE[p(7)] H#j p(t;) for every w € O, SYM immediately yields D¢ (p) = k€1.
Proceeding to the second derivatives, we find

0%
= Z Z 1{7j = w, 1) = '}E[y(1)] H o(Ty).
Op@Op@) Lo jrelijzr etk
Consequently, SYM yields D?¢(p) = gk(k — 1)é®. Finally, the fact that inf,em(q) $(p) > 0 follows from (ZID. O

As an immediate application we prove Lemmas[3.5and 3.6

Proof of Lemmal33 Condition SYM readily implies that @y, is stochastic for every y € W. Hence, @y 1 = 1 for all
1w € ¥ and consequently @1 = 1. To see that ® is symmetric let @ be the permutation on {1, ..., k} such that (1) = 2,
6(2) =1 and (i) = i for all i > 2. Since SYM implies that y and y? are identically distributed, we obtain

D(w,0)=q" Y 1 = 0,12 = I ElY(T)]

1eQk
=q" " Y Mmoo, =B’ @)= ¢ Y 1 =0 1= 0lEly )] = 00, 0).
1eQk 1eQk

To verify the last assertion, consider the function ¢ from (£4). Condition BAL ensures that ¢ is concave on the set
2(Q) of probability measures on Q. Since by Lemmal[5]the Hessian satisfies D?¢(p) = gk(k — 1)é®, we see that @
induces a negative semidefinite endomorphism of the subspace {x € R : x L 1}. Hence, max, 1 (®x, x) < 0. ]

Proof of Lemmal3.6. To see that = is self-adjoint let (e,)weq be the canonical basis of R and let 6 be the permuta-
tionon {1,...,k} such that (1) =2,60(2) =1 and 0(i) = i for all i > 2. Then for all s, ¢,0,7 € Q) we have

(Eeg ®er,es®er) =E[(Pyeq, e5) (Pyer, er)| =E [Py (s,0)Py (1,7)] =E[@y0(5,0)Dy0 (1,7)]  [due to SYM]
=E[Qy(0,5)Dy (1, 0] =E[(es, Dyes) (er, Pyer)] = (es @ er,Ees @ ;). (4.5)

Since (e; ® ey) s, req is a basis of R? @ RS, shows that = is self-adjoint.

Furthermore, since @1 = 1for all ¢ € ¥ by Lemma[3.5] we see that Z(x®1) = E[Dyx®Dy 1] = (Px)®1. Similarly,
Z(1®x) =18 (®x) and thus follows from Lemma 3.5l In particular, since ®1 = 1 by Lemma [3.5] we obtain
Z(1®1) =1®1. Because Z is self-adjoint, this implies that 2§’  &'. Finally, assume that z € §. Then for all y € R?
we have (Ez,y®1) =(z,Z(y®1)) = (z,(®y) ® 1) = 0, and analogously (£z,1® y) = 0. Hence, Z§ c &. O
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4.4. Contiguity. Throughout the paper we apply contiguity between several probability spaces. Some of these
contiguity results derive from the following first moment calculation, which also delivers the proof of 3.5).

Lemma 4.6. Suppose that P satisfies SYM and BAL. For any D > 0 there exists ¢ > 0 such that for all m < Dn/ k,
cq" &M <E[Z(G(n,m))] < q"&E™.
Moreover, for any o € QY we have, uniformly for all m < Dn/k,
EllnZ(G(n,m))| < O(n), EllnZ(G* (n,m,0))| < O(n). (4.6)
Proof. By the linearity of expectation and because the constraint nodes of G(n, m) are chosen independently,

EIZ(Gn,m)]= Y. ¢lps)".

oeQVn

Since SYM and BAL provide that ¢(p,) < ¢ for every o, the upper bound E[Z(G(n, m))] < q"¢™ is immediate. With
respect to the lower bound, recall that the number of o : V;, — Q such that ||pg — p||, < n7/? is of order Q(g™).
Hence, applying Lemma[£.5] we see that for such o,

$(po) = P(p) + k& (1,06 — p) + qk(k—1E(D(pg — p), 0 = £) 12+ O po — B[] 31)
=$(p) + O] oo — B[ 5y) = 0() + O/ ). 4.7

Thus, E[Z(G(n,m))] = Q(g™) (p(p) + O(1/n))"™ = Q(q"&™), uniformly for all m < Dn/k. Finally, follows from
because E|In Z(G(n, m))| < mE[max, o« |Iny(7)]] = O(n) due to (ZI) and the independence of the constraint
nodes, and similarly E|In Z(G* (n, m, B0))| <2mE [maxTer |ln1[/(r)|] /¢p(pg) = O(n) by LemmalL5land .1). O

Corollary4.7. Assume that P satisfies SYM and BAL and let D > 0. Then uniformly for all m < Dnl k,
P (106, = Blly > 7 2 Inn| <0G 4.8)
and the distribution of 6 ,,,;, and that of o™ are mutually contiguous. Additionally, for any € > 0 there exists ¢ =

c(e,D) >0 such that

. - -1/2
lle;p max P [|| 06 =Py >cn ] <e. 4.9)
Proof. The bound (4.8) and the mutual contiguity of ¢ ,,,, and the uniformly random ¢* follow from Corol-
lary 3.27]. With respect to BAL, SYM and Lemma[Z.6lensure there is ¢’ = ¢/(D) > 0 such that for every ¢ > 0,

_ _1 _ _1) Elygu,m) (0)]
P10, bl = en | = 5 1{lpo,, ~ply > et} g

oeQVn

q"er - S R - ~172
<———— P .= > zl<c-P .= > .
EZ (Gl oo =plly>en 2| < ¢ -Pllog = pllry > cn™"]
By Stirling we can choose ¢ = c(¢) > 0 large enough so that the last expression is smaller than € > 0. O

Corollary 4.8. Assume that P satisfies SYM and BAL, let d > 0 and let (#,), be a sequence of events. Then the
following two statements are true.

Ve>036>0:limsupP [(G*,0*) € #,] <6 = limsupP [(G,6) € #, | <e, (4.10)
n—o00 n—o0
Ve >036 >0:limsupP [(G,oé) € S] <6=limsupP[(G*,0") € #,] <e. (4.11)
n—o0 n—o0

Proof. Fix m € . (d). By Lemmal[£4] BAL and Lemmal4.6]

P (G, m), 0 ¢,y m) € yn] =P[(G*(n,m,6 ), Gnm) €)= Y Pl(G*(n,m,0),0) € F|P[6,,m=0]
o oeQVn

= FZ G Y P[(G*(n,m,0),0)€ F] <c'P[(G*(n,m,a%),0%) € F] (4.12)

oeQVn
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which implies @@.I0). To prove (£I1) pick L = L(¢) > 0 large enough so that P [Ilpg* —plltv > Ln‘”z] < /2. Then
Lemma [£.5] shows that there exists 7 = n(L) > 0 such that E[y g, m) (0)] = ¢(ps)™ =né™ forall 0 € Q" such that
oo — plitv < Ln~"2. Hence, by LemmasZ4land &6}

* % * 2 * * % — —
P[(G*(n,m,0%),0%) € #] 55+P[(G (n,m,a%),0*) € F, lpg — plirv < Ln~"?
E
<Z4 P(G" (n,m,0),0) € ] r8nm @]
2 Glpo-plrysLn-12 nqrs
e EZ(G(n,m) i . R e PUG(n,m),04, ) € Fnl
SE+WP[(G (n,m,an,m),a'n,m)eyn]sg+ 1 .
Thus, setting § = £n/3, we obtain (@.I1). O

Proof of Lemmal3l By construction, the mutual contiguity of G* (n, m,o*) and G* (n, m, & p, ;) is immediate from
the mutual contiguity of ¢* and &, ,, furnished by Corollary&7l Moreover, G(n, m) and G* (1, m, 6 ., ) are iden-
tically distributed by the Nishimori identity. 0

Finally, we derive Theorem[2.6] Corollary-7land Theorem 2.5 from Theorem 241

Proof of Theorem[2.8 Suppose that d < d.onq and that (%), is a sequence of events. We will prove the following
two statements, from which the mutual contiguity of G and G is immediate.

Ve>03a >0:limsupP [G € Yn] <a=limsupP|[Ge ¥ ]<¢, (4.13)
n—oo n—oo

Ve >03a >0:limsupP[G e &, < a = limsup P [G €S| <e. (4.14)
n—o0 n—o0

Since G and G* are mutually contiguous by Lemma B} mutual contiguity of G and G* follows from and
(@.14). Moreover, the conditional mutual contiguity given & follows by applying the unconditional result to #,n &,
because Lemma[3.Iland Proposition B.I1]show that the probability of S is bounded away from 0 in either model.

We proceed to prove (£.13). Because the random variable # from Theorem[Z4]satisfies E|%| < oo, there exists
0 >0suchthatE[P[Z(G) < 0E[Z(G)|m]|m]] < €/2. Hence,

PIGe %] =EIP[G € Fm]] <e+E[P[G € S, Z(G) = 0E[Z(G)|m]|m]]
E[Z(G)1{G € %, }|m]
E[Z(G)|m]

Thus, setting @ = §¢/2, we obtain (@.I3).

Let us move on to the proof of (£I4). Proposition B9 shows that for every d < d.onq there is ¢(d) > 0 such that
uniformly for all m € 4 (d),

<e+67'E =e/2+ 67 'EP[G e Flmll =€/2+67'P[Ge F].

- E[Z(G(n,m))Z(G(n,m))] _ E[Z(G(n, m))*]
ElZ(G(n,m))] = ELZ(Gon )] = EZGo )] < c(dEIZ(G(n, m))].

Hence, by Markov’s inequality for any ¢ > 0 there is L > 0 such that P[Z (G(n,m)) > L-E[Z(G(n, m))]] < €/2. More-
ovVer, P[.Z(G(n, m)) = Z(G(n, m))] = 1—0(1) by Proposition[3.3l As a consequence,
P[G(n,m) € %] = 0(1) + P [G(n, m) € F, Z(G(n,m)) = Z(G(n, m))]
<e/2+0(1) +P[G(n,m) € F, Z(G(n,m)) = Z(G(n,m)), Z(G(n,m)) < L-E[Z(G(n, m))]]
<el2+0(1) +P[G(n,m) € F, Z(G(n,m)) < L-E[Z(G(n,m))]]

€ ELZ(G(n,m)UG € S, Z(G(n,m)) < L-E[Z(G(n,m)]}] €
=—+o)+ <-
2 E[Z(G(n, m))] 2

Thus, choosing a < €/(3L), say, we obtain (£.14). ]

+0o(1)+L-P[G(n,m) e F].

Proof of CorollarylZZ4 The corollary is immediate from Theorem[2.6] Lemma[Z4land Corollary[Z.7] O
25



Proof of Theorem[23 Theorem[Z6land PropositionB.3limply that lim, ..o E{ll 0,0, — pllTv) = 0 forall d < deong.
To prove that this fails to hold for d beyond but arbitrarily close to d.onq, we calculate the derivative %[E[ln Z(G)]
(for the random graph coloring problem a similar argument was used in [21]). It is well known that

10 1 X4
—@[Eu nZ(G)] = ﬂmz=o @P[Po(dn/k)—m] Elln Z(G)|m = m]
% Z [1{m=1}P[Po(dn/k) =m—-1]+P[Po(dn/k) = m]|E[ln Z(G)|m = m]
m=0
1
—[[E[an(G(n m+1))] -E(InZ(G(n, m)]] = Elln{y 4,,,, (001 Am+1),...,0 0k Am+1))) Gn,m)]- (4.15)

Expanding the logarithm using Fubini and (Z.1), we find

10 &
——ElnZ@Gl=-) ), —[E(l VICCTRE (4.16)
nod I=1 o lieln) Len 1 '
Further with pg,, ¢, denoting the overlap of / independent samples from p as in (£.I), we can cast as
L bnzen=-y ¥ <1‘[1 Wi ))>
——[E[ln = — O i(Xp;
nad =1 hy,....Tpeln] Tknk~\ iy l ¢

=Y —E
l;kl

I
Z <HP01 ..... o (Tj1,... Tj,l)> HI_W(Tl,ir---er,i) .

TeQkxl J 1 G i=1
Hence, if lim,—oo E{ll 05,0, — AllTV) ¢ =0, then due to 2.I), dominated convergence and Lemma[4.1]

10 o o2a-y
r}ggo;%ﬂlnzm)]_—l; 7

—k'Iné. 4.17)

Now, suppose that D > 0 is such that [E(II Poy,02 — pIITv>G =o0(1) for all d < D. Then (2.I), dominated convergence
and (£.17) yield

In +Bln¢'—ln +fD lim li[E[an(G)]dd—ln + lim l Di[E[an(G)]dd— lim l[E[an(G(n mp))]
d k =mnaq o n—oondd =ng n=con o d T oo n ymp))].

Thus, Theorem [Z.2]shows that D < do,q. Consequently, for any D > d.onq there exists an average degree d < D
such that limsup,,_ E ( lpoi,o, — P IITV)G >0, as claimed. The very same argument applies given &. ]

As a preparation for Section[ITlwe put the following on record.

Corollary 4.9. Assume that P satisfies SYM and BAL and that d < dcong- Then for any sequence (%), of events the
following two statements hold.

Ye>036>0: llmsupIF’ [(G",0%) € #]| <6 =limsupP|[(G,0) € #] <¥¢, (4.18)
n—o0
VE>036>0.hmsupIF’[(G,a)eyn]<6:>11rnsup|]3>[(G N )Eyn] €. (4.19)
n—o0 n—o0o

Proof. To prove (4.18) pick a small enough 17 = (¢) > 0 and a smaller 6 = §(n)) > 0. Then Corollary[4.8] shows that
limsup,,_,,P(G*,07) € #,] <0 implies limsup,,_, P [(G,U@) € yn] <. Hence,

limsupP [(1{(G,0¢) € S} ) = V] < V7

n—oo

and thus (@I3) implies limsup,,_.., P [(1{(G,0) € #»})¢ = €] < &, which proves @.I8).
Similarly, to obtain choose 11 = n1(e) > 0 and § = §(n) > 0 sufficiently small. If imsupP [(G,0) € F,] <,
then [@.I4) yields limsup,,_.,, P [(G,aé) € yn] <. Hence, implies limsup,,_. . P[(G*,0") € ] <e. O

5. THE KESTEN-STIGUM BOUND

Throughout this section we assume that P satisfies SYM and BAL.
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5.1. Outline. In this section we prove Proposition[371 The key insight is that the dominant eigenvector of = re-
stricted to the space & gives rise to a natural family of probability distributions 7. € 22(Q), € > 0. Up to an error
term that decays as € — 0, the Bethe free energy %(d, P, r.) of this distribution is given by a quadratic function of
the corresponding eigenvalue. Ultimately, the desired bound on max{|A| : A € Eig* (=)} follows because the defini-
tion (Z.4) of dconq ensures that B(d,Pn.) <Ilng+ %lngr for all d < dgong, € > 0. To implement this programme we
need to show that the dominant eigenvector of = has a particular form. More precisely, in Section B.2lwe prove

Lemma5.1. LetA = maxFEig* (). Then A= —min Eig* (Z) and there exists an orthonormal basis uy, ..., Ug-1€ R of
the space {x eR®: x L 1} and Ay,...,Ag-1 = 0 such that

q-1
Z:Z/liuicbu,-ERQ@[RQ (5.1)
i=1

is a unit vector and =% = 13.

Throughout this section we denote the eigenvector promised by Lemma[5.J1by X and the corresponding eigen-
value by A. The particular structure of X ensures that

(Z,eg®e;)=(Z,e;Qeq). (5.2)

Further, because the coefficients /_1,- in (5.I) are non-negative and uy,..., ug-1 11, we obtain

q-1 =
n=>Y VA u®ueé. (5.3)
i=1

Recalling that (e,)weq is the canonical basis of R%, for each w € Q we define Tew € R by letting
1
Tew(0) = E +e(n,ey®eq). (5.4)

Finally, let 7, = % Y e 0., (with § the Dirac measure on z € R?).

Lemma 5.2. There exists €y > 0 such that for all0 < € < g9 we have i, € 2(Q) forallw e Q andn; € P2(Q).

Proof. Clearly, ., (0) = 0 for all o, w € Q for small enough € > 0. Moreover, since 17 € & by (5.3),

Y mew@)=1+e ) (nes®esy=1+e(ne,®1)=1 forallweQ.

0eQ) oeQ)
Hence, 7¢,, € 22(Q) and 7, € 22(Q). Similarly, once more because n € &, for each o € Q we have
1 1 1 1 1
=Y Feplo)=— —+e(ney®es)|=—+e(nl1ees)=—,
w;Q o qwgg g rElmeneen))=grel g

whence 7, € @f Q). O

Our next goal is to calculate %(d, P, n.). More precisely, we aim to expand %(d, B ;) to the fourth order in
the limit € — 0. The key tool for this expansion is the following elementary lemma, whose proof can be found in
Section[5.3]

Lemma5.3. Suppose ! =1 and that F : ?(Q)¢ — (0,00), (01, ...,p¢) — F(p1,...,p¢) has four continuous derivatives.
Moreover, setting a = (p,...,p) € @(Q)[ , assume that F satisfies the following conditions.

T1: foralla=(ay,...,ar) € 2, allre 0] and all c1, ¢ € Q we have

0*F(a)
0p,(c1)dpr(ca)

T2: thereis Cy € R such that the gradient of F at a satisfies DF(a) = Cp1.
Further, suppose that m € 2%(Q), let p, py, P, ... be mutually independent samples from m and define
1 0/ AoF ]

@- [, Cn-1q. (55
h=1

4
J:2Q)! R, (01,...,p0) — —
1 f;re[fﬂz,:ceﬂf J! aprl(cl)'“aprj(cj)
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Then
1 0%°F(a) 0°F(a) 0°F(a) 0°F(a)
24F(Q) | 41, &7 ceqt \0Pr (€1)0p 1, (¢3) Opr, (€2)0pr, (ca)  Opr, (€2)0pr, (c3) Opry (€1)0pr, (Ca)
(E[plcplea)] - 97°) (E[p(cs)p(ca)] - g77).
Equipped with Lemma[h.3]we will derive the following asymptotic formula in Section 5.4

[E[](plr---rp[)] =

Lemma 5.4. We have %(d,P.r;) = B(d, Pmg) + L2 d(k ) ((k- DdA% - )e +0(®) ase — 0.
Finally, Proposition[3.7lis immediate from Lemma[5.4]

Proof of Proposition[3.2 Due to SYM it is straightforward to verify that (d, Bmo) =Ing + %lnf .Hence, if0 < d <
deond, then B(d,Pn.) < %A(d,P,my) for all small enough ¢ > 0 because 7, € ?}’f (Q) by Lemma (.21 Therefore,
Lemmal.4limplies that (k— 1)dA? — A < 0. As this bound holds for all d < dgong, we conclude that (k—1)deongA < 1,
and thus the assertion follows from Lemma[5.11 ]

Remark 5.5. A local expansion of the Bethe functional around the atom 1t = 6; on the uniform distribution was
performed independently by Guilhem Semerjian (manuscript in preparation), albeit with a different objective and
without the realization that the eigenvectors of = can be used to construct an explicit family of perturbations, cf. (54).

5.2. Proof of Lemmal5.1l The canonical basis (e,)weq gives rise to the basis (es ® e;)g req 0f the qz-dimensional
space R ® R, Hence, we can identify R ® R with the space R of g x g-matrices via the linear map
1R e RY - R Y asres®er— Y. dgrese; (o €R).
o,71eQ o0,71eQ)

Since ker: = {0}, ¢ is an isomorphism. Moreover, if we equip the space RO*Q

then (x,y) = (1(x),u(y)) for all x,y € R® ® R®.

By Lemma[3.6]the linear operator = is self-adjoint and Z& < &. Therefore, & admits an orthogonal decomposi-
tion into eigenspaces of =. Suppose that A = max{|L| : L € Eig* (Z)} and let &) < & be the corresponding eigenspace.
Moreover, consider the linear map defined by 9: & — &, e; ® e; — e; ® e; for 0,7 € Q. Due to the particular
form of = we have =0y = 9=y for all y € &. Consequently, 96, < &,. Therefore, for any z € &, we have
%(z +9(2)) € &,. Because 9? = id, this means that there exists a unit vector z € &, such that 9z = z. Further, i1(z) is a
symmetric matrix as 9z = z and ((z) satisfies 1(z)1 =0 and ((z)x L 1 for all x € R because z € &. Thus, there exists
an orthonormal basis uy, ..., 41 of the space {x € R?:x L 1}and wy,..., wy-1 € Rsuch that

with the Frobenius inner product (-, -),

Wz) =) wiuiu;. (5.6)
i=1
Since ¢ is an isomorphism, (5.6) yields the representation
q-1
z= Z wil; ® U;. (5.7)

i=1
Further, if we define X = Z? 1 lwilu; ® u;, then X € & because u; L 1 for all i. Moreover, because z is a unit vector
and uy,...,u4-1 are orthonormal,
-1

IZ1% = (Z,2) = Z lwiw;|(ui,up) = Z w?=|zl*=1. (5.8)
i,j=1 i=1
Finally, once more due to the particular form (Z.6) of =, yields
q-1
A=|(Ez,2)| = Z wiw;j (Zu; @ U, uj ® uj)| = Z w,w][E[(QDV,ul,uj>2]‘
i,j=1 i,j=1
-1
Z |wlw]|[E[ Dy 1t Uj) ] Z |w,w]| Zu ® uj, uj®uj)=(EX,%). (5.9
i,j=1 i,j=1

Combining (5.8) and (5.9), we thus see that X is a unit vector with (£%,%) = A = max({] (Ey,y)l :yeé,lyl =1} as
desired.
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5.3. Proof of Lemmal5.3] We recall the following well-known generalization of the chain rule.

Fact 5.6 (Faa di Bruno’s formula). Suppose that F : (R — oo has Jj = 1 continuous derivatives. Let I1(j) be the set
of all partitions of [ j1, denote by |Y| the cardinality of a partition Y € I1(j) and similarly let|B| denote the cardinality
ofaset BeY in the partition Y. Then

i . |B| ,
6JA(F(x1,...,x])) _ Z AUY”(F(xl,...,xj)) H 0" F(xy,..., xj)

(5.10)
0x;...0x; Yé) gey  Iliep0x;

For r e [¢)/ and ce Q/ let

3 0/ AoF
0pr, (c1)-+-0py; (cj)

Fre (@)-E

J
[T, n- I/q)] :
h=1

Because p,,..., p, are mutually independent with mean p, we have ¢, . = O unless for each i € [j] thereis h € [j]\{i}
such that r; = rj,. Hence, setting R; = {r € [0)) : Vie[jl3he[jI\i}:r; = ry}, we see that

Fi= Y Ire= 2 Fre (5.11)

rel0)d,ceQi reR;j,ceQl
In particular, (5.I11) implies
#1=0. (5.12)
Proceeding to j = 2, we apply Fact[5.6to obtain

__OMF a2 e —F (5.13)
3pr (c)dpr, () 9pn(c1) Opy, (c2) 0pn (c10pry(c2) |

Since Ry = {(r,1) : r € [£]}, T1 and (5.13) entail that

o= NE@) i ¥ 0F(a) OF(@)

E[(p,(c)=1/q)(p,(c2) =1/ )
r=1e/czeq 0pr(c1) Opr(c2) (CAC Qpric2 2l

= CSA"(F(Zl))f-[E Z (plc)) —1/q)(p(c2) — I/q)] [due to T2]
c1,02€Q
2
=C2N"(F(@)¢-E (Z (p(c)— 1/q)) =0 [as Y ccq p(c) = 1]. (5.14)
ceQ
Moving on to _#3, we observe that Rz = {(r,1,7) : r € [¢]}. Moreover, FactG.6lyields
Ao F _ AN(E@) °F
0pr(c1)0pr(c2)0pr(c3) 0pr(c1)0pr(c2)0p;(c3)
P ( oF 0’F oF 0’F oF 0%F
+ A" (F(a) + +
0pr(c1) 0pr(c2)0pr(c3)  0py(c2) 0pr(c1)dpr(c3)  Opr(c3) Opr(c1)0pr(c2)

OF OF OF

0pr(c1) 0pr(c2) 0pyr(c3)
=N"(F(@) oF _OF _0F [due to T1]
- dp,(c1) 0pr(c2) dp(c3) ‘

+ A" (F(a))

Hence, T2 yields

_ 0F(a) OF(a) OF(a)
=A"(F(a)) E
73 rE[[]'C§2'C3EQ apr(cl) apr(CZ) 6Pr(C3)

3
(Z (plo) - 1/q))

ceQ

3
[Tt - 1/q)]
h=1

=(C3N"(F(@)-E =0 las Y ceqp(c) = 1]. (5.15)
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Finally, we come to _#;. Fact[G.6lyields

0'AoF — N(E@) o'F
0pr (c1)---0pr, (ca) 0pr, (c1)---0py, (c4)
oF a*F

+MN"(F(a)

ieX[z:u 0pr; (¢i) jeraniy 0pr; (cj)

0’F 0’F

+AN"(F(a)

i,je%:,kj 0pr,; (c)0pr;(cj) Teeani, i 0Pr, (co)

OF OF 0’F

+ A" (F(a)
i,je[;],kj 0pr; (c) 0pr;(cj) Teeranii,jy Opr, (o)

AR oF oF oF oF 5.16
0pr (c1) 0pr,(c2) 0pr,(c3) Opy, (€a) '

Since Ry = {(r1,72,73,74) € [01% : |{r1, 12, 13, T4} < 2}, T1 implies that

0*F 3*F )
=0 and =0 forall r € Ry, i € [4]. (5.17)
0pr (c1)---0pr, (cq) [jeans 0pr; (cj)

Moreover, similarly as before T2 implies

A"(F@) Y, or or or OF ¢ f[(p, (cn)—1/q)
reRy,ceQ? aPrl (Cl) aprg(CZ) aprg (63) aPr4 (64) h=1 h

4
IT (Z prh(C)—llq))

h=1\ceQ

=CyAN"'(F(@) ) E

reRy

=0 las Yeqp(©)=1].  (5.18)

Analogously, once more by T2

oF oF 0’F 4
A"(F(a)) E[, (cn-1/q)
m%em i,je[;],kj 9pr;(ci) 0pr; (c)) Teeiani,jy Opr, (co) }g "
=CN"(F(@) ). Y OF [E[ - p (ch)—l/q)]
= l
bjeldi<j reryoeas Leelaniijy0Pr (0 |y !
2 AN = azF 2 1
=CiA"(F(@) ), E| T[> (o, @-1@|]] (o, (c)-1/q)
i,j€l4],i<j reRy,ciy,Ciy €Q H€€[4]\{i,j} aprf(cf) h=1 \ceQ h=3
—0. (5.19)
Thus, combining (5.16)-(5.19), we obtain
0’F 0’F 4
1= AN"(F(a) E (P, (cp)=1/q)
% ,€R§€Q4i,j€%‘fi<j5Pr,»(6i)0prj(6j) [eeani, jy 00+, (co) [;[[1 T
P 0’F 0’F 0’F 0°F
=N"F@) ) +
r et ceqd V0P (€1)00r, (€3) 0pr, (€2)0pr, (ca)  Opr (€2)0pr, (c3) Opr (c1)0pr, (ca)
(E[plen)p(c)] —q7%) (E[p(cz)plca)] — q72) [duetoT1].  (5.20)

Since E[J(p;,...,p)] = Z‘}:l 1! JZjand A" (x) = 1/x, the assertion follows from (G.12), (G.14), and (5.20).

J
5.4. Proof of Lemmal5.4l Recall that A = max rekig*®) [Al, that £ € & is an eigenvector of = with eigenvalue A, and
that 7 is the vector defined by (5.3). We tacitly assume that ¢ is small enough so that 7, € @2* (Q) (cf. Lemmal5.2)
and we denote by p, p,, p,, ... independent samples from 7. Hence, for any function X : R — R the expectation
E[X(py,...,p,)] can be viewed as a function of €. Further, since 7, is the uniform distribution on the distributions
e from (B.4), which are atoms, the function € — E[X(p,,..., p,)] has the same continuity as X.

Ultimately we are going to expand the function ¢ — %(d, P, 7,) to the fourth order. But first we need a few
preparations. First we observe that X encodes the covariance matrix of the random vector (p(w))weq.
30



Claim 5.7. We haveE[p(c1)—q '1=0andE[(p(c1)—q (p(c) —q N =q 'e*(Z, e, ® e, ) forall ey, cr € Q.

Proof. The first assertion follows from Lemma [5.2] which shows that 7, € @f (). Moreover, because the vectors
ui,...,ug-1 €& from (E3) are orthonormal, (G.I) and (5.4) yield

qe*E[(ple) —q7") (plea) - q7")] = Z (mev®@ec,)(mev®ec,)

Z A /1 Z (ui®uj,en®ec )(Uj®Uj,en®ec,)= Z VAL iuiec ) (uj,ec,) Z (Ui, ew) (Uj, ew)

l] 1 l]—
Z NI i(uiree ) (uj,ec,)(ui, uj) = Z/l (ui® uj,ec, ®ec,) =(Z,ec, ®ec,),
i,j=1
as claimed. O

Additionally, we need the following algebraic relation.
Claim 5.8. Foranywy € ¥ we have ((®y ® ®y)Z,%) = ¥ ccqt Py (€1, 63) Dy (2, ¢4) (T, €c, ® €, ) (T, €0, ® e, ).
Proof. Since X =Y ;cq Aiu; ® u; we have

(@y@DYE,Z)= Y Aidj{(Dy@Dy)(u; @ u), (ujuj))y= 3 AiA; (q)wu,,u])

i,jeQ i,jeQ
2 2
= > Aidj Z(%ui,ec)<u,~,ec)) = /h/lj( Y <I>w(c,c’)<ui,ecr>(uj,ec>)
i,jeQ ceQ i,jeQ) c,c'eQ)
= 2 2 Aidj®yler,c) @y (cz,ca) (g, ) (ujy ec, ) (ir ey ) (s ec, )
i,j€Q ceQ?

Y. @y (1, c3)Dy (c2, 1)

Y ij(uj ®uj, e ®902)) (Z Liui ® ug, e, ®ec4))

ceQ? JjeQ icQ
=Y Dyler, )Py lca, ) (Z,ec, ®ec, ) (Z,ec; ®ec, ),
ceQt
as claimed. O

We proceed to expand € — %B(d, B n¢). For v, 1//1,...,%, eV let

Bi(y1,...,yy) =E|A| Y 1'[ > 1{rk-h}w,(r)ﬂpk(, y+i(Ti )) By(y)=E|A| ), w(r)]‘[p,(r,))
helql j=17eqk TeQk
Then with ¥, ¥, ¥,,... chosen independently from P,
1 -1
%(d,P,ﬂg)=E[E[f_y&(ll/l,---,ll/,,)]— ( )[E[Bz(ll/)] (5.21

and we shall derive the approximations to both summands separately, using Lemmal5.3]in either case.

Claim 5.9. We have

etd(k-1)
12

Proof. Fixing y and y1,...,y, for the moment, we consider the function

a'EYBi(yy,..., w,) | =Ing+diné + [(k—2)(EX, %) +d(k— 1) (Z%Z,2)] + O(e). (5.22)

Fyp,ipy : 2@ DY - (0,00), (OLL - Py 1) — H Y l{rk-h}w](r)l'[p,,(r,)
heQ j=17eQk

..........

...............

Eet(k-1)
Elyr, (01, )1]] A(qfY)ﬂT

ElRy,,..p,(P;)ij] = O exp(O(y), (5.24)

.....

[d(k-2)(EZ, )+ d* (k- 1) (E°Z, )], (5.23)
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whence (5.22) is immediate because the Poisson distribution has sub-exponential tails.
To prove (5.23) we apply Lemma[5.3] Thus, we need the first and second partial derivatives of Fy,
out the first partial derivatives, let s€ [y], r € [k — 1] and ¢; € Q. Then

- To work

.....

""" o Z( I1 Zl{rk—h}w,(r)ﬂp,l(r))(z Vre=h 1, =clys(@  [] Ps,i(Ti))-
heQ

0ps,r(c1) jelyiVis reak ek ielk—11\(r)

In particular, SYM ylelds a p (Cl) L(p,...,0) = &, and thus the assumptions T1-T2 of Lemma [5.3] are satisfied.
With respect to the second derlvatlves, there are two cases. First, fix s € [y], distinct r;, 72 € [k—1] and ¢;, c3 € Q. Let
01 : [k] — [k] be the permutation such that 8, (r;) =1, 0,(r2) =2 and 0(i) = i for all i # r1, r»2. Using SYM, we obtain

azFl(p)---)p) 1-k 3-k
= i =Ry (1) Yt =h1, =C1,Tr, = c3}Ws(T)
0ps,r, (€1)0pPs,r, (c3) %2 jehfl_][\{s}rgk k vit)qg Tgk k n=CLTr =C35Ys(T)q

:57’_16/3_]6 Z Z Wrp=Nh1p =1, Tr, = C33ps(T)
helql reQk

_é‘Y ! 3 k Z ]-{Trl _Cl»Trg_Cl%}WS(T) éyq O] 91 (01!63)
1eQk

Second, fix distinct s, s’ € [y] and any r1,7; € [k—1], ¢1,c3 € Q. Let 02,03 be the permutations such that 6, (k) =
2,02(r1)=1and 6,(i) =i forall i # 1,k and 63 (k) = 1,05(r2) =2 and 03(i) = i for all i # ry, k. Then SYM yields

0*Fy(p,...,P) ( l—k)
= Hrr=hlvi(t)q
005, (€1)dpy 1, (C3) ,gﬂ je[yl]_\[{s,s’}rgk k ]

( Z I{Tk = ]’l,Trl = Cl}ws(f)qz_k)( Z l{Tk = ]’l,Trz = (,‘3}1//3/(T)6]2_k)

ek 7eQk

=gV 2tk Z ( Z Ut =h,7, =c}ys(t)

heQ \reQk

( Y Utk=hrtp, = cg}ws/(r))

1eQk

=8'q" ) By, sth,c) Dy, s'(c3, W) =& g (d> 0, - ® 63)(61;03)-
WS v

Hence, LemmalG.3]gives

Te
EUyr,wy (03, )1 = AT @) + "; (k- 1D(k-2)81 +(k-1)2S2)),  where

Si=3 > (‘D 01 (€1, ¢3)® o, (C2,€4) + @ o, (C2,C3)P 01(01»04))<Z ec, ®ec, ) (X, ec; ® ec,),
syl ce[q)* $

S2 = Z Z (Z,ecl®602><2,ec3®ec4>[((QD 0, - P 03)(01"‘3)‘(@ 0, - @ 63)(6'2,04)
s,s’eh’]is#s’ Ce[q]4 Vs WS/ Vs wx’

+o, "Dwf/g)(cz,cs)'(q)wfjg -@wfrg)(q,m].
Further, Claim[5.8lyields

=2y <(<1> 0 ®D el)z z),

selyl
S$=2 ) <((q> 6, - @ 03)®(q> 6, - @ 63))z,z>:2 Y <((<1> 09, ® D 92)(<1> 0, @ D 93))z,z>.
s,s'elplests’ 2SR vty R A Vs Ys v, v,
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Therefore, since SYM provides that the distribution P is invariant under permutations,
e qé (k— D(k-2)
12

4 Y k_ 1 2
€
. &qk-1) E
12

Y
2 ((@y, ®y)2,2)
s=

Y ((Dy, @Dy )( Dy, @Dy )Z,E)

5, 8'€[ylis#s

e*qé(k-1) :

— Y
AT q) + B

d(k-2)(EX, %) +d* (k- 1)(E%%,3)],
which completes the proof of (5.23).

.....

1 aAon1 ,,,,, vy (2} 5 »
""" Pri)= 51 (On; (ci)—q ), (5.25)
Yy \Lg h€([y]><[k2—:1])5,ceﬂ5 5! 0pp, (c1)---0pp, (c5) z:l_ll i

where g = (0; ;);,j isa pointon the line segment between the points (0,..., 0) and (p;,j); ;. In particular, H?zl (P, (ci)—
g~ 1) = O(¢%). Hence, Fact[G.6lshows that

’

heYEN(s) P gey 1lie0pn; (ci)

where p ranges over the convex hull of the support of 7.. Because all weight functions take values in the interval

.....

.....

i=1TE
Y
AP (Fy, .y, () = OFy, ..y, ()7 = 0Q) [ [ maxiy; (1) : 7€ QF} (1=2).
i=1
Thus, (2.I) shows that Ry, .., vy (0ij) = 0O(e®) exp(O(y)), which is (5.24). O

Claim 5.10. We haveE [By ()] = A(©) + SKE=D (=5 5 4 0(e5).

Proof. To investigate B, (1) we apply Lemma[b.3]to Fy(01,...,01) = X 1eqr ¥(T) Hi.‘:l pi(t;). The derivatives are

OF,
5, (il) = ,ék iz, = e}y (1) ie[lk_][\{r}Pi(Ti),
a2¢(p p)=1lr#r} Y Uty =c1,Tr =iy g = géd o (cr,c3)
3pr, (cdprylcs) | i R e
where 6 : [k] — [k] is such that 6(r1) =1, 8(r2) =2 and O(r) = r for all r # ry, r». Thus, SYM yields
Fy(p,...p)=¢ and OFy (D,...,p) =¢.
0p(c1)

Once more we write Ao Fy = Jy, + Ry, where Jy, is the fourth Taylor polynomial as in (5.5). Applying Lemma[5.3] we
obtain

[E[]w(Pl;---,Pk)] =N+

k(k—1)q%¢

T L (yolerea®yo(ca,ca) + @ yo(ca )@y o1, ) (E[p(c)p(e)] ~ a7°) (E[p(ea)p(cn)] - 7).

celqg)*

Further, Claim BZ]yields (E[p(c1)p(c2)] — g 2)Elp(c3)p(ca)l — g72) = €' g2 (2, ec, ® e, ) (T, ec, ® ec, ), whence by
Claim[5.8]

etek(k-1

E[Jy(pro s pp)] = AO+ ——5 ) (@0 ®D,y0)Z, 5). (5.26)
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Furthermore, by Fact[5.8 for any py, ..., py in the support of 7, exist p on the line segment between (p, ..., ) and
(p1,---,Ppx) such that

5 aYn = alB‘Fw(ﬁ)
Ry(p1,....p0) =0 Y Y supAMV(F, () [[ =———,
heYell(5) P ey Llies 0pn; (ci)
Hence, 2.I) guarantees that E[Rq (p1,...,0k)] = O(£%) and thus the assertion follows from (5.26). O
Proof of Proposition[5.4 Combining (5.21) with Claims[5.9and 5.10] we obtain
d tdk-1

#(d,Pre) =Ing+Ing+ # [d(k-1)(=E%%,%) - (E2,3)] + O(e”). (5.27)

Since (E3,3) = A, (223,3) = A% and #(d,P71) =Ing + %lné, the assertion follows from (5.27). O

6. OVERLAP CONCENTRATION IN THE TEACHER-STUDENT MODEL
Throughout this section we assume that P satisfies conditions BAL, SYM, MIN and POS.

6.1. Outline. In this section we prove Proposition[3.3] We will exhibit a connection between the overlap and the
derivative %[E[ln Z(G)] of the free energy: if E{||lpg,,0, — OllTv) ¢ is bounded away from 0 for some d < dcond, then

the derivative of the free energy is so large that the formula n lE(nZ(G)] =In q+ % In¢ + o(1) cannot possibly hold,
in contradiction to Theorem We begin with the following “continuity statement”, which is a generalization
of Lemma 4.6] for the Potts model: if the overlap deviates from p for some average degree d, then the same
holds for at least a small interval of average degrees.

Lemma6.1. Foranye>0,d >0 thereis0< 09 =0(g,d, P) < € such that the following holds. Assume that m € ./ (d)
is a sequence such that

liinfupE<||p01102 _p||TV>G(n,m) > E. (6.1)
Then
limsuprnin{[E( looro: =Pl rv)gmm :6n<m—dnik < 26n} > 6.
n—o00 !
The proof of Lemma 6.1l can be found in Section Further, in Section [6.3]we derive the following asymptotic

formula for the derivative of the free energy.

Lemma 6.2. Uniformly for all d < dyong + 1 we have

k o .
- ﬁ[E[an(G)] =o()+EE[A((wlo(xi),....0(xi,)e)].- (6.2)

with y chosen from P independently of G and iy,..., i\ € [n] chosen uniformly and independently.

Corollary6.3. Uniformly for all d < dgonq + 1 we have

% +o(1). (6.3)

10 .

Moreover; for any € > 0 there is d = §(g, P) > 0, independent of n or d, such that uniformly for all d < d.ong + 1,

_ 10 . _In¢
E|loo,r=0|r)e>€ = —5gEInZ(@) = == +6+o(D). (6.4)

For the special case of the Potts model a result like Corollary[6.3]was known Lemma 4.10]. The proof was rel-
atively straightforward because in the special case it is possible to write a fairly explicit formula for the expression
A({yp(o(xi)),...,0(xi,)))¢). Remarkably, the following proof shows that we can do without an explicit formula
thanks to a mildly tricky application of Jensen’s inequality in combination with condition MIN.

Proof of Corollaryl6.3 Since A is convex, Jensen’s inequality gives
E[A((w(o(xi),...,0(x;)))e)] < AE(w(o(xi),...,0(xi)))¢) - (6.5)
Hence, using the Nishimori identity (£.3) and Corollary[4.7] we obtain
E{w(o(xi),...,0(xi))e =E[W(0 nm(Xi),.... 0 nm(xi))] =&+ 0(1). (6.6)
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Combining (6.2), and with Lemmal6.2]gives (6.3).
To prove the second assertion we expand A(x) to the second order around ¢ to obtain

AX) =A@+ (x—EN (&) + %(X—f)z./\"((x) for some {; between ¢ and x. 6.7)
Since A”(x) =1/2 for all x € (0,2), and yield

1
E[A((w(oxi),....0(xi0)e)] 2 MO+ N QO [E(p (o (i), 0 (xi)) g —¢] + 7 E [((ww(xil),...,a(xik)))é —6)2]

1 2
=o(1)+A) + Z[E [(w(a(x,-l), ...,a(x,-k))fé - %. (6.8)
Further, with o1, 07, denoting two independent samples from the Gibbs measure of G we obtain
E[(woxi), .0 05007 =E(W@1(xi),... 1 (5 ) W@ (xi)), ., 0251, Y- 6.9)

Since iy, ..., i are chosen uniformly and independently of each other and of G and ¥, we can cast in terms
of the overlap pg, 4, as

k
E{w(o1(xi),...,01 ()W 02(%i),...,02(xi))g = 3 [E<II/(U)III(T)Hpal,az(ai,fi)> . (6.10)
i=1

0,7€Qk G

Further, CorollaryE.7land the Nishimori identity @3) yield E(||pg; = f |1y + | 0o, = B 1v) & = 0(1), whence

b ),

Moreover, the function p € P(Q?) — Za,reﬂk Ely (0)w ()] 1k p(0i,7;) is uniformly continuous. Therefore, if
E{| oo,z — b1y) > € then FactE3] and conditions MIN and SYM yield 6 = §(¢) > 0 such that

E +1) poye, (T,0) =o(1). (6.11)

TEQ

Z p0‘1,0'2 (U; T)
7€Q

k
Y [E<1[/(U)1[/(T)Hp,,h,,2(Ul-,‘r,-)> >5+0)+q%F Y Elw@w@ml=&+5+0(D). (6.12)

o,7eQF i=1 G o,7eQF
Finally, (6.2), 6.8), 6.9), (6.10) and (6.12) yield ©.4). O

Corollary6.4. Foralld >0 we havelim,_. %[E[ln Z(&)] =1n q+ %lnf.
Proof. This follows from by integrating. O

Finally, to prove Proposition 3.3l we combine Lemma and Corollary [6.3] to argue that if E(|| oo+ — ﬁ”Tv) ¢ is
bounded away from 0 for some d < d.nq, then in fact for all d in a small interval the derivative %%[E[ln Z(G)]

strictly exceeds k™' Iné. Consequently, n~'E[In Z(G)] is strictly greater than Ingq + %lnf for some d < dgong, in
contradiction to Theorem[3.2)

Proof of Proposition[3.3. Assume that there exist Dy < d.ong and € > 0 such that
lizlnfo‘ip[E<||Pa,r - p||TV>G(n,mD0(n)) > E.
Then Lemmal[6.J]shows that there is § > 0 such that with D} = Dy +38/2 < dggnq for infinitely many »n we have
E(|lpo,r = bl rv)gum >0 +o)  forall Do+48/3<d < D;.
But then Corollaries[6.3]and [6.4limply that for infinitely many 7,

D
l[E[an(G(n,le(n)))] = l[E[an(G(n,mDO(n)))]+lf li[E[an(G)]ddzlncH &lné’+9(1).
n n nJp, 0d k

Consequently,

1 ~ D
limsup ;[E[an(G(n, mp,))] >Ing+ 71 Iné.

n—oo

Therefore, Theorem [B2lyields SUP e 2 () AB(Dy,Pm)>Ing+ % In¢, in contradiction to Dy < d¢opq. O
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6.2. Proof of Lemmal6.1} The proof, which is a non-trivial generalization of the argument for Lemma 4.6] for
the Potts model, is based on a coupling of the random factor graphs G(n,m) and G(n, m') with different numbers
m, m' of constraint nodes; to set up the coupling we use the Nishimori identity £3). Thus, as a first step we need
a coupling of 6, and 6, '

Lemma 6.5. Foranyn >0, d >0 thereisd >0 such that

limsup max{drv (6 p,m, 6 ) : Im—dnlk|+|m' —dnlk| <n} <. (6.13)

n—oo

Proof. Given 1 > 0 pick a sufficiently small § = §(n)) > 0. Let ¢ be the function from (£4). Because the constraint
nodes of G are chosen independently, forall m =0, o € Q" we have

INE[YG(n,m (0)] = mIng(po). (6.14)
Furthermore, by Corollary[£.7]there exists C > 0 such that
P [”p;,mm 0y > C/\/ﬁ] +P [Hp;,n'm, - p“w > C/\/ﬁ] <28 forallm,m' = (d+Dnik, (6.15)
which implies that
Y. U||po = p|lpy = CIVREWGm (0)] = 1 - PEIZ(G(n,m))]  forall m=<(d+1)n/k. (6.16)
oeQVn

Applying Lemmal[4.5]to expand to the second order, we obtain C’ > 0 such that for all m and all ¢ satisfying
oo~ pl = CIVE,

[INE[wGen,m) (0)] — m (Iné + gk(k—1){@ (o5 — p), po — p) /2)] = C'min®>.

Hence, choosing 6 = §(8,C, d) > 0 small enough, we can ensure that for all m, m’ such that |m —dn/k|+|m’ —
dn/k| <6 and all o satisfying || po — f|| 1y < C/+v/n the estimate

[INE[Y G (n,m) (0)] = INE[W Gn, ) (0)]] < 28 (ng(d + D) (k= 1) [{@(ps — p), po — p)| 12+ C'IVn) < p (6.17)
holds. Further, combining and (6.17), we obtain that
[InE[Z(G(n, m))] - InE[Z(G(n, m"))]| <n/4, (6.18)

provided that |m — dn/k|+|m' —dn/k| < § and § = () was chosen small enough. Moreover, combining
and (6.I8), we conclude that if [m — dn/k|+|m' —dn/k| < 6 and ||pg — p|| 1y < C/v/n, then

P[6p,m=0] _ EWGumm ()] -EIZ(G(n, m)]
Plo,m=0] ElWemm) (0)]-EIZ(G(n,m)]

Finally, the assertion follows from (©.15) and (G.19). O

exp(-n/2) < <exp(n/2). (6.19)

Proof of Lemmal6.1l Assume that m € ./ (d) satisfies (6.1). Pick n = n(¢) > 0 small enough, let 56 = §(n) > 0 be the
number promised by Lemmal6.5land assume that 7 is a large enough number such that [m —dn/k| < dn/2 and

E(lPor - Alr)aium > €12 (6:20

Further, suppose that m’ > m is such that |m’ — dn/k| < §n/2. Then by Lemma[6.5we can couple 6, and 6,
such that the event of = {6, = 6,5y} satisfies

Pled]>1-1. 6.21)

We extend this to a coupling of a pair of factor graphs G', G” such that G’ is distributed as G*(n, m', &, /) and
G' is distributed as G*(n, m, & p,,;,) as follows. First choose G’ from the distribution G*(n, m’, &, ). Then obtain
G" from G’ by deleting a uniformly chosen set of m’ — m constraint nodes. On the event «f set G’ = G"'. If o/ does
not occur, then choose the constraint nodes of G” independently of those of G’ in such a way that G” is distributed
as G*(n,m, 0, m).

Now, implies that with probability at least £/2 the random graph G” is such that a random sample T from
e satisfies (| po,r — pllTv) g7 = €. By Corollary[47]and the Nishimori identity (£.3), with probability 1 — o(1) this
random sample 7 is nearly balanced. Consequently, there exists a map G — 7 that provides a nearly balanced
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7 for every factor graph G such that P[(Ing,TG,, - pIITv)G,, > ¢] = /2. Thus, [E(Ing'TG,, - pIITv)G,, > £2/2. Hence,
assuming that 7 was chosen small enough, we obtain from and the Nishimori identity that

E[1os e = llry st | > €2/3. 6.22)

Finally, on the event «f the factor graph G” = G" is obtained from G’ by deleting a few random constraint nodes.
Thus, for a graph G’ let T be a random assignment with distribution 7 g». Then implies

E [ pr’n,mMTc/ - ﬁHTvld] > €%/3.
Hence, by the Nishimori identity (@.3) and G210,

- _ . - 2
Elloog =Bl ) =E 0o, w0 =], > 216 6.23)
Since by construction 7 ¢ is nearly balanced, the assertion follows from (6.23) and Lemma[4.2] O

6.3. Proofof Lemmal6.2] We shall see shortly that calculating the derivative % Elln Z(G)] basically comes down to
calculating the difference E[ln Z (G(n,m+1))]-E[In Z(G(n, m))]. We are going to perform this calculation by way of
avery accurate coupling of G(n, m+ 1) and G(n, m). A similar argument was used in for the case that the set ¥
of weight functions is finite. Once more the coupling is based on the Nishimori identity 4.3). Thus, we begin with
a coupling of the random assignments & ,,;, and &, ;u+1. The following is a generalization of [23] Corollary 3.29].

Lemma 6.6. There exists a coupling of 6 ,,;m and & ,, ;m+1 such that the following holds uniformly for alld < dcong +1.
(i) With probability 1 — O(n~tn?n) we have & ,m = 6 nm+1-

(ii) With probability 1 — O(1/n?) the SetO mAG pnm+1 =1X € V3 10 pn,m(N) # 0 p,m+1(X)} has size at most n?'3,

Proof. By definition, for any o € Q"7

ElY G, m) (0)] ElY o, m+1) (0)]
Plo =0]=——D—, Plo =0]l=———. 6.24
T =0 = G, ) Tt =01 = B G, m+ )] ©.249
Further, due to the independence of the constraint nodes, we obtain
E[y ()] 1
—m) — —— Y E[we(n),.... o). (6.25)
[E[WG(n,m) (0] n V1o Yk€Vn
Let ¢ be the function from (£4). Then Lemma (3.5 and Lemma A5 show that for p € 22(Q),
d0) =E+0(|p— 5|5 (6.26)
Hence, expanding the r.h.s. of to the second order, we obtain
1 _
— Y E[WO,..,000)] =¢ps) =+ 0([ps B3y 6.27)
n Y1 Yk€Vn
Moreover, let A be the set of all p € 22(Q2) such that np(w) is an integer for every w € Q. Then
m
_ n
EZ(Gn,m))= Y. [nF Y E [w(r(yl),...,r(yk))]) =) ( )(,b(p)m. (6.28)
7eQVn V1o YK€V pEN np

Further, let A" ={pe A :|p—p| = n V?Inn}. Then E2Z8), Stirling’s formula and Lemmas[B:5land A5lyield

ElZ(G(n,m)]=(1+0m™Y) Y ( " )(,b(p)m.
peN! np

Of course, the corresponding formula holds for E[Z(G(n, m + 1))]. Hence, and yield
E[Z(G(n,m+1))] 1,2
————————— =¢(+0(n" ' In“n). (6.29)
E[Z(G(n, m))] J
Combining (6.24), (6.25), and (6.29), we conclude that
P(& nme1 =01 =Pl&nm =01 (1+0(|[pg = 7y + n ' In ). (6.30)

By Corollary[47] 106, — PliTv is bounded by O(n~Y21n n) with probability at least 1 — O(1/n). Hence, shows
that 6 ,,m, 0 »,m+1 have total variation distance O(n~!1n? n), which yields the first assertion follows.
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With respect to the second, we obtain from Corollary[4.7]that
B ([0~ g = 1210 4B [0, ~ By <5721 n] =1- 007,

Hence, if we choose the empirical distributions pg, ., 06, s, independently, then || pg,, ., = P s |7y <2072 Inn
with probability 1 — O(n~2). Finally, we obtain the desired coupling of &, m, 6 . m+1 for (ii): given p, p’ € A choose
a collection of pairwise disjoint sets (Sy)weq < Vi with |Sy| = nmin{p(w), p'(w)} randomly, set o (x) = ¢’ (x) = w for
all x € S, and let 0,0’ assign different spins to the nodes in V,,\U,eq So SO as to ensure that p, = p and p,r = p'. O

Corollary 6.7. Uniformly for all d < d.ong + 1 the following is true. Given the random assignment @ ,;, choose a
constraint node a from the distribution

fg{U/(&n m(V1),. 0 nm(yi))dP(y)
Zzl 21€Vp f\yW(Un m(21),..., 0 n,m(2))dP ()

.....

Plda=(y1,....yk) WaE L] = Vlyees Yk EViy L <) (6.31)

and choose G* (n,m, 6 ,,;m) independently. Then

Elln Z(G(n, m+1))] —E[ln Z(G(n, m)] = [ln(wa(a(alu), a(@ka))>G*(n'm'&mm)] +o0(1). (6.32)

Proof. By the Nishimori identity we have
E[ln Z(G(n,m))] = E[lnG*(n, m,6 ,,m)l, (6.33)
Elln Z(G(n,m+1)] =E[InG*(n,m+1,6 ;, n+1)]. (6.34)

To calculate the difference of the two terms on the r.h.s. we couple ¢’ = 6, and ¢” = &, ;11 via Lemma [6.6
Clearly, if ¢’ = ¢”, then we can couple G' = G*(n,m, 6 ;, m+1) and G’ = G* (n, m+1,6 ,,;,+1) such that G” is obtalned
from G’ by addmg one additional independent constraint node a = a,,+) and thus

Z(G") Y (1)

G - L Var@ua),...101@)

7eQVn

=(Va(o(014),...,00r@))q .

Hence, by (2.I) and the first part of Lemmal[6.6]

— Z(GH) r_ | _ P
X=E|In Z@h |7 =7 =E[In(yq(001a),...,00ra))q 0" =0"]
=E[In(yq4(0(01a),...,00ra)) g ]| +o0(1). (6.35)
If|o’ Ao”| < n?3 and | pg' — pll < n~'/?In n, then by ZI) we have
Y Elw(o'(z1),...,0" (zp)] ~ n*E, Y Elw"(z),...,a" (z)] ~ nFe. (6.36)
Z]5eeey zZreVy Z]yeeey zZreVy

Further, let us write a’ for a factor node chosen from (Z.I14) with respect to o’ and a” for one chosen with respect to
o”. Let of be the event that a random factor node does not have a neighbor in 6’ Ag”. Since || pg — pll < n~"/?Inn,

@.1I) and imply that

Yonzev, izt zidn (0’ Ad”) # BIE[w (0 (21),...,07 (21))]
Yo zev, Elw(0'(21),...,07 (2¢))]

and similarly P [a” ¢ «¢] = O(n~'/%). Moreover, given that a’,a" € o/, both factor nodes a’, a” are identically dis-

tributed. Therefore, there is a coupling of @', a” such that a’ = a” with probability 1 — O(n~/3). Hence, G’,G" can

be coupled such that the set A of constraint nodes in which both factor graphs differ has expected size O(n?/3). In-
deed, A is a binomial random variable because the constraint nodes are chosen independently. Thus, (Z.I) implies

Pla' ¢t]= =0(lg'Ad"|/n) = 0(n™'73),

.....

Z(G" 2/3
E|l Ad" <0 |lpgr — <—A < O(ME 1 =0(A
‘ nZ(G,, lo'Aa" | = 0™, lpg =Pl Nk (A) ?glgxl ny(7)] )
and therefore
ZGH
X’:[E[ln#G,)) 0<lo’aa”|=n*,llpe —pll = n*Inn| = 0(n*'3). (6.37)
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Finally, if either |6’ Aa”'| > n?’3 or | pg — pll > n~/21In n, then we couple G', G” by just choosing their constraint
nodes independently. Then .I) implies
Z(GH)
Z(G"
Combining (6.33)-(6.38) and applying Corollary[4.7land Lemmal[6.6] we obtain
EllnZ(G(n,m+1))] —E[In Z(G(n,m)] = (1 —0(1)) X + O(n ' In* ) X' + O(n?) X"
=E[In(ya(0(01a),...,00ra)) ] +o0(1),

as claimed. O

lo' Ad”| > n?3 or llpgr — pll > n 2 Inn| = O(n). (6.38)

X"=FE [ln

Proof of Lemmal6.2 The proof is a generalization of the proof of Lemma 3.32], which dealt with the Potts
model. We begin with the well-known observation that

10 . 120 R
—=gEInZ@)1=— 3 | - P[Po(dn/k) = m] | Elln Z(G)|m = m]

3
o

[1{m=1}P[Po(dn/k) =m—-1]+P[Po(dn/k) = m]][E[an(G)Im =m]
0

T8

|~ 1=

[[E[an(G(n,m+ 1)) —E[ln Z(G(n, m)]). (6.39)

To calculate the last term we apply Corollary[67l Let us write {-) = (*)* (5,m,6.,,,) for brevity. Expanding the loga-
rithm on the r.h.s. of , we obtain

10
;a—[E[an(G)] =o0(1) —[EZ (1 Valo(01a),.. ,0(6ka))>l
(where the expectation is over the choice of ¢, G*(n,m,6,,,) and a). Due to 2I) and Fubini’s theorem we

can interchange the sum and the expectation. Hence, writing the expectation on a chosen from (6.31) out, with ¥
chosen from P independently of everything else, we obtain

10 R e
—~—7EInZ(@)] = 0(1) - Y E

Yiryizeln WO nm (X)), .. ,é'nm(xik))<1—W(O'(xil),---»o'(xik)»l]
=1

k1Y ireln] f\yW(Un m(Xi)s - O, (X)) P ()

.....

Further, because I&;}m (w)| ~ n/q for all w € Q with probability at least 1 — o(1) by Corollary [£7] we obtain from
(2.1I) and SYM that

10 R

——EnZ(G)]=0()-

nod 2‘1 11,...%€[n] klf
To evaluate the expectation on the r.h.s. of we harness the Nishimori identity (4.3), which implies the fol-
lowing: if & : (G,0) — Z (G,0) e Ris an L!-function, then E[Z (G* (n, m,6,,m),0n0,m) =EIX (G (n,m, 6 ,,m),00)].
Applying this fact to the function X (G, 0) = (o (x;),...,0(x;)) (1 -ypo(x;),.. .,a(xik)))G, we obtain

e G5 ) (1= W@ (xi), 0| (6.40)

E[W@nm(ti), o 6 nm (i) (1= W@t 0, ) |

=E[(1-p@ ), 00) - (1-p(@x),.., o () | (6.41)
Plugging into and writing i1, ..., i; for uniformly random indices chosen from [n] we obtain
k o A 1 & l
;%[E[IHZ(G)]=0(1)—E[E<1—W(U(xil),---,lf(xik)» lZél(l 1)§[E<1 Y(o(xi),...,0(x:,))) . (6.42)
Finally, since ;> ﬁ A-0'=1-x+A), yields (©6.2). O

7. MOMENT CALCULATIONS

In this section we prove Propositions and[3.91 We begin with a very general calculation in Section [ZI] from
which we subsequently deduce Propositions[3.8land 3.9
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7.1. An asymptotic formula. The following result paves the way for the proofs of Propositions[B.8land[3.91
Proposition 7.1. Assume that P satisfies SYM and that d > 0 is such that the eigenvalues A, = --- = 14 of © satisfy
d(k—1)max{A,,...,A4} < 1. (7.1)
Furthermore, assume that € = €(n) — 0 but \/ne — oo as n — oo and let
Ze(G(n,m) = Z(G(n,m)) (1{¥w € Q: |lo™ ()| - n/ql <en}) g, 1 -
Then uniformly for all m € 4 (d),
qn+%€m
ne,vi-dk-n2a;

Proof. Let R, ¢ be the set of all distributions p € 22(Q2) such thatnp € R9?isan integer vector and such that |[p—pl2 <
¢ for all w € Q. Additionally, for each p € Ry, ¢ let Z,(G(n, m)) = Z(G(n,m)) (1{ps = p})G(n m - Then

E[Z:(G(n, m))] ~

ElZ:(G(n,m)] = ) E[Zy(G(n,m))]. (7.2)
PERpe

Remembering ¢ from (4.4), we claim that uniformly for all p € R, and m € .4 (d),

exp(nf,(p))
Verm T yeq p@)

Indeed, because there are precisely (n';) assignments o € Q' such that p, = p and since the constraint nodes of

E[Z,(G(n, m))] ~ where falp) = 72(p) + %ln(p(p). (7.3)

G(n, m) are chosen independently, we have the exact expression E[Z,(G(n, m))] = ( p”n)([)(p) ™ and thus (7.3) follows
from Stirling’s formula. Combining and (7-.3), we obtain

E[Z:(G(n, m))] ~ 2rm) "~ P2g9"2 N exp(nfu(p)). (7.4)
peRn,e

In order to calculate the sum via the Laplace method, we compute the first two derivatives of f. The first derivative
works out to be

of m Tecor Lo ElW@ILT; = 0} i) o (71)

=-In(p(w) -1+ —- :
0p(w) n Yreak Bl @] e p (11)

Hence, using SYM we see that the gradient at the point p equals

Dfy(p) = (n(g) - 1)1+ kTmCIJl =(n(q) -1+ km/m1. (7.5)

Proceeding to the second derivatives, we find

Ol _ M=o L Lreqk Ljleiklj# HTj =0, 7/ = 0 YE[W @O e 0 p (T1)
0p(w)dp(w" - p(w) n Y cor ElW @1 e 0 (71)
m (Zreat EW@ITE 1{7) = 0} iz p (00| (Z e EW@IZE 1{r) = 0/} iz p (1)
" (X ek Elw (M ek P(Ti))2 '

Consequently, using SYM we find that the Hessian at p comes out as
D? f(p) = —q(id — (k(k — 1) m/ n)®) + (k* m/ n)1. (7.6)

Additionally, the third derivatives of f are uniformly bounded. Thus, combining and and observing that
p—p L1forall peR,;,,, wesee that uniformly for all p € R, ¢,

Jal®) = Fu(p) = 7 {(id = (k= DmIm®)(0 - p), (0 = p)) + O(E). 7.7)
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Since € = 0(1), plugging (7.7) into we obtain uniformly for all m € .4,
E[Ze(G(n,m)] ~ @nn)I=P"2q72 3" exp(nf,(p))

PERpe
~ @am) D2 g1 exp(nf(p) Y eXp[—%((id—(k(k—1)m/n)®)(p—ﬁ),(p—ﬁ)>]
PERpe
~ @rn)I- P2 gnralzem N exp[—%((id—(k(k—1)m/n)<I>)(p—,5),(p—,5))]. (7.8)
peRn,f

Further, Lemma[3.5shows that ® is symmetric, there exists an orthogonal matrix Q such that ® = QLQ™, where Lis
the diagonal matrix whose entries are the eigenvalues 1 =1; = 1, = --- = A4 of ®. Since ® is stochastic (once more
by Lemmal[3.5), the top eigenvalue is 1; = 1 and the corresponding eigenvector is 1. Moreover, because all p € Ry, ¢
are probability distributions on Q, we have p—p L 1 for all p € Ry, . Therefore, the set R;, ., = {Q* (0~ p) : p € Ry ¢}
is contained in the (g —1)-dimensional subspace spanned by the eigenvectors of ® corresponding to Az,...,A4.
Hence, because €y/11 — oo the sum from (Z.8) can be approximated by a (g — 1)-dimensional Gaussian integral and
thus uniformly for all m e .4,

1
19 1 q q-1 m 5 qn+§€m
ElZ:(G(n,m))] ~ (2n/q)Z q"*2 ’”f exp|—— 1-k(k—1)—Aj1 | x5 | dx ~ ,
e q q ¢ - p 2 z:zl ( 0 z+1) i H?:Z %—d(k—l)li
as claimed. O

Remark 7.2. We observe that the proof of Proposition[Z1 did not use 2.1)).

7.2. Proof of Proposition[3.8l In this section we assume that P satisfies SYM and BAL. Then Lemma 3.5 readily
shows that (7Z) holds for all d > 0 and thus Proposition [ZTlapplies. Hence, to prove Proposition [3.8] we merely
need to show that E[Z;(G(n, m))] ~E[Z(G(n, m))] for a suitable £(n) = o(1).

Lemma 7.3. Assume that P satisfies SYM and BAL, let d > 0 and set € = e(n) = n=''3. Then uniformly for all m €
A (d) we haveE[Z.(G(n,m))] ~E[Z(G(n, m))].

Proof. Let R, be the set of all distributions p € 22(Q)) such that np is an integer vector and let R, ¢ be the set of all
0 € Ry such that [p(w)—1/ql<eforallwe Q. Letp:p€ R? — Y reak Ely (@1 e (7)) (cf. &AD). Then by the
linearity of expectation and the independence of the constraint nodes of G(n, m),

EIZ(G(n,m)) = Y (n” )¢(p)m, EIZ:(G(n,m)] = Y (n”p)¢(p)m.

PERR PERpe

Hence, with p denoting the uniform distribution, uniformly for all m € . (d),

ELZ(G(n, m)] —E[Z:(G(n,m)] = Y ( 5 )</>(p)'"

PERy\Rpe np
< ) exp(n#(p)+ming(p)+00nn)) [by Stirling]
peR"\Rn,f
< ) exp(n#(p)+mng(p)+0(nn)) [dueto BAL]
PER\Rpe
<exp (n7(p) + mIing(p) — Q(n''?)) las #(-) is strictly concave]
= q"" exp(-Q(n'"?) [due to SYM].
Finally, Proposition[ZIlimplies that g"¢™ exp(—Q(n'/%)) = o(E[Z¢ (G(n, m))]). O

Proposition3.8]is immediate from Proposition[Z.Jland Lemma[7.3]

7.3. Proof of Proposition[3.90 Assume that P satisfies SYM and BAL and that d < donq4. In order to calculate the
second moment, we employ a known construction (e.g., [I3]) of an auxiliary random factor graph model whose
first moment equals the second moment of the original model. The spin set of this auxiliary model is the set
Q% = Q x Q and we denote the pairs (s, f) € Q x Q by s® ¢. Further, for functions ¢, v : QF — R we define

pey: Q5 —R, (018T1,...,0k®TE) — @(O1,...,0 )W(TT,..., Tk).
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Then the set of weight functions of the auxiliary model is ¥® = {yy ® v : v € W}. Moreover, the probability distribu-
tion P® on ¥*® is simply the image of P under the measurable map v € ¥ — y ® w. Clearly, the fact that P satisfies
SYM implies that so does P®. (However, P® does not necessarily satisfy BAL, and P® need not satisfy the last two
bounds in 2.1, but these are not needed to apply Proposition[Z.Ildue to Remark[7.2])

For any v € ¥ the matrix ®yey as defined in can be expressed in terms of the matrix ®, induced by the
original weight function as ®y gy = ®y ® ®y. Hence, recalling the definitions and (2.9),

Dpo = E[Dyay] = E[Oy Dyl = Zp. (7.9)

Proof of Proposition[3.9 For a factor graph G let G® be the factor graph obtained by replacing the weight function
Wa by v, ® ¥, for every factor node a of G. Then

ZGH= Y [l waoya(o@a),...,00ra)
oe(Q®)" acF(G)

= Y [l val@@ia),....00ra)ya(T01a),...,T(0r2) = Z(G)*.
0,71€Q" aeF(G)

Hence, if € = (n) = o(1) satisfies £y/n — oo, then (Z.9), Lemma[3.6] Proposition[3.7land Proposition[Z.lyield

9 ® q2n+152m
E[Z:(G(n,m))°] =E[Z:(G(n,m)")] ~ )
’ ) [Trerigenm vV1I—dk—1A
as desired. O

8. CYCLE CENSUS
Throughout this section we assume that P satisfies SYM and BAL.
The aim is to prove PropositionB.I1} The proof of the first assertion is rather straightforward.

Lemma 8.1. Letd > 0. For any Y € % we have E[Cy (G(n, m))] ~ xy, uniformly for all m € .4 (d). Moreover, if
Y1,..., Y €% are pairwise disjoint and y,, ..., y; = 0, then uniformly for allm € 4 (d),

l
P[Vi<!:Cy,(G(n,m) =y;| ~ [[P[Polxy,) = yil. 8.1)
t=1

Proof. Let m € 4 (d) be such that m(n) takes the least possible value for every n. Then is immediate from
Fact[B.I0land the fact that in G(n, m) the weight functions of the constraint nodes are chosen independently from
P. Furthermore, if m’ € .4 (d) is another sequence, then the random graph G(n, m') is obtained from G(n, m) by
adding at most n%/* random edges and with probability 1 — o(1) none of these edges closes a cycle of bounded
length. Hence, we obtain the desired uniform rate of convergence for all sequences in . (d). U

Lemma 8.2. Letd > 0. Forany Y € % with xy > 0 we have [E[Cy(G(n, m))] ~ Ky, uniformly for all m € 4 (d).
Moreover, if Y1,...,Y; € % are pairwise disjoint, Ky,,...,Ky, >0 and y1,...,y; = 0, then uniformly for all m € .4 (d),

l
P[Vi<!:Cy,(Gn,m) =y;] ~ [| P[Po(ky,) = y:l.
t=1

The proof is based on known arguments. We begin by calculating the expected number of dense small subgraphs
of G(n, m).

Claim 8.3. Let u = 1 be an integer and let U(G) be the number of subsets S c V,, U Fy, of size |S| = u that span more
than 2|U| edges. Then E[U(G* (n, m,0))] = O(1/n) uniformly for all m € 4 (d) and allo € Q".

Proof. Fix numbers uy, uy such that u; + up = u and let S; < V,; and Sy < F,;, be sets of size [S1] = u1, |S2| = up.
Moreover, let E c Sy x [k] be a set of size v > u; + up and let </ (S1, Sz, E) be the event that for all pairs (a, i) € E we
have 0;a € S;. Then

E[UG* (n,mo)l< Y P[G*(n,m,0)€ o4 (S1,S,B)]. (8.2)

uy,u2,51,82,E
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Furthermore, 2.I) ensures that there is a number a = a(P) > 0 that does not depend on ¢ such that the lower
bound ¥y, y.ev, Elw(0(y1),...,0(yi))] = an® holds. Therefore, (ZI4) implies that for variable nodes y,..., yi €

.....

S1, any constraint node a € S, and for any subset J c [k] we have

Elmax, qr w(1)]nkVI

o, (8.3)
ank

P[VieJ:0;a=yi]| <

Since the constraint nodes are chosen independently, (8.3) implies that, uniformly for all o and all m € .4 (d),
P[G*(n,m,0) € (81,52, B)] < O(n™'F)). (8.4)

Finally, given u, u, the number of possible sets S; is bounded by n*!, the number of possible S, does not exceed
m"2 and given v and S, the number of possible sets E is bounded. Thus, since u; + up < v < kuy the assertion
follows from and (8.4). O

Proof of Lemmal8.2 Due to the Nishimori identity (£.3) we may prove the claim for the random factor graph model
G' = G*(n,m,é ,,;m). Moreover, by Corollary[£.7lwe may condition on the event that 16~ (w)| ~ n/ gforallwe Q,in
which case SYM yields

Y Ew@(xw),..., 6 (xy, )] ~ nke. (8.5)

We begin by showing that for any Y = (Ey, 1, 11,..., E¢, S¢, tr) € %, uniformly for all m € .4 (d),
E[Cy(G)] ~&ky. (8.6)

Indeed, let i = (iy,..., i¢) € [n] be a family of pairwise distinct indices such that i} < min{iy, ..., i/} (cf. CYC1) and let
J=(1,..., jeo) € [m] be pairwise distinct indices such that j; <min{js,..., js} if ¢ > 1 (cf. CYC2). Let 6y (i, j) be the
event that x; ,aj,,..., x;,, aj, form a cycle with signature Y. Set iy, = i1. Then by 2I14), 3I7) and we have

[P) [G E(gy(l ]) — ﬁ Zul ..... uke[n] l{uSh = ihruth = ih+1}[E[w(a'(xu1)r---)&(xuk))l{wE Eh}]

h=1 Y upetm EIW (0 (X)), ..., 6 (x4))]
n 2 gt ]‘[ @, 5,1, (6 (X7,),0(xi,,,)). 8.7)
h=1
Summing on i, j, we get
! 1
[CY(G,) ( ) Z l_[ (I)E}I,Sh,l’h (6.(xlh)ra'(xlh+1)) =Ky tr 1_[ IE[(DW,Sh,th|Eh] = ’kY,
i h=1 h=1

as claimed.
For integers hy,...,h; = 1let Cp, 1, (G) = Hi’:l HZI(CYi(G’) —1+1). Then due to the inclusion/exclusion ar-

gument for the joint convergence to independent Poisson variables Theorem 1.23], in order to complete the
proof it suffices to show that for any £, ..., h; = 1, uniformly for all m € .4 (d),

n(G)] ~ 1'[ (8.8)

Combinatorially, Cy, .. p, (G') is nothing but the total number of (h; +...+ h;)-tuples of cycles in G’ such that the
first h; cycles have signature Y7, the next hy cycles have signature Y», etc. Hence, if we define C;ll hy (G') as the

.....

number of such families of pairwise vertex disjoint cycles, then Claim[B3]yields

E[Cy,..n (6)] =E[C), (6] +0(D). 8.9)
Furthermore, we claim that uniformly for all m € .4 (d),
Lo
E[Chy. )] ~ TTRY. (8.10)



Indeed, the argument that we used to prove (8.6) easily extends to a proof of (8.10); for if we fix index families
(Ev,w, J 1) v=1,...L,w=1,...,h, that suit the signatures Y1,..., ¥; such that no index from [n] resp. [m] occurs more than
once, then similar steps as above reveal that

[ hy I hy
Ge N by,Guwiv,)|~I] PG eby,Gvuw i,

v=1lw=1 v=1lw=1

Hence, @.10) follows by summing on all (i,, j ;) v,w- Finally, @.8) and show the dedired convergence for
a single sequence m € ./ (d) and the uniformity of the rate of convergence follows from a similar argument as in
the proof of Lemma[8.1] O

Proof of Proposition[3.11l The claim (3.19) about the cycle counts is immediate from Lemmas[8.I]land[8.2] To prove
the assertion about the probability of G, let us first assume that k = 2. Then the event S occurs iff C; = C; =0 and
thus the assertion about P [G(n, m) € &S] is immediate from FactB.10l Moreover, the assertion about P[G(n, m) € &S]
follows from Lemma[B2Z]applied to all signatures of the form (s, t;, V) and (s, f1, ¥, s2, 2, ¥). For k > 2 we express
theevent S as G = {C1 =0AVls<i<jsm:{01ai,...,0ra;} # {61ai,...,6kal-}} .In particular, G occurs onlyif C; =0
and therefore, by the same token as in the case k = 2, the expressions stated in Proposition [3.11] are asymptotic
upper bounds on P[G(n, m) € S],P[G(n, m) € G). Finally, we notice that for k > 2 the expected number of pairs
1<i< j<msuchthat{0;a;,...,0ra;} ={01a;,...,0ra;} is O(1/n). ]

9. THE LIMITING DISTRIBUTION
Throughout this section we assume that P satisfies SYM and BAL.
In this section we prove Proposition 3.12] Let ¥, ¥, ¥,,... be chosen independently from P and for ¢ = 0 set

Yo=tr Hle Dy, The following lemma is the main step toward the proof of (3.20).

Lemma9.1. Ifd < deond, then ¥ | W—I”[E[(Y ~1?] = -1 jepigrmIn A - d(k—DA).
_11¢
Proof. Let®, = 1'[].=1 Dy . Then

(tr®,—1)?% = (tr®,)> —2tr®; + 1 = tr(®,; ® ®y) — 2tr D, + 1.

Hence, remembering and (Z9), we ind E[(Y, — 1)?] = E[(tr ®, — 1)?] = tr(EY) — 2tr(®¢) + 1. Furthermore, Lem-
masB.5land[B.6lyield

rEH= Y A=1+2 Y A+ Y A=-1+20@H+ Y AY

A€Eig(E) A€Eig(®)\{1} A€Eig* (2) A€Eig* ()
and thus
(d(k—1))¢ 5 (d(k—1)1)¢
————E[(Y,-D?*]= Y ——. 9.1)
2t A€Eig* (B) 2¢

As d < dgonq PropositionB7]yields max cgig* (=) Al < d(k—1), whence summing on ¢ completes the proof. [J
To prove (3.20) we need to get a handle on the discretization of the set ¥ induced by the partition &, for r = 1.

Hence, we introduce Y, , = trI"[?zl [ v
j

1Y
Corollary9.2. Ifd < deond, then Y32, “CEYE((Y ), — 1)?] < — 3 ¥ g In (1 - d(k - DA).

l l
Proof. By Jensen’s inequality Z‘;‘;l M('CZ%[E[(Y[,, -1)? < Z‘;‘;l M”;%[E[(Y[ —1)2] and thus the assertion follows
from Lemma[0.1] O

We are ready to prove (3.20).
Proof of Proposition[312, part 1. Given L, let
(Ky —Ry)? (d(k 1))” L d(k 1)%
Sr= Y, ——F Z El(Y ¢, 1)), Z El(Y, -1,

YE@SLJ Ky /=1
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The construction of €, ensures that for every fixed ¢, Y, converges to Y, almost surely as r — co. Hence, by
Lemma[3.1] Corollary[@.2land dominated convergence,

lim lim exp(SL P = 11m exp(SL) H 1-dk- 1)/1)_%,
L=ocor= AeEig* (2)

which proves (3.20). O

In order to establish the convergence of %7 , to £ we use similar arguments. We begin with the following bound.
4

Lemma 9.3. For every0 < d < dcong there exists > 0 such thar Y3 | %%[E [1{Y, < f}InY | < oo.

Proof. Pick > 0 sufficiently small and let S = Z;‘;l(d(k - 1))[[E |1{Y[ < fB}n Y[| / (2¢). Because by Lemma[3.5]the
matrices ®y, are stochastic, we have

Ty, Py, = Y Oy, (01,02) Py, (07,01) Zmindy, (0,0 = g miny, (o).

In fact, since the trace is invariant under cyclic permutations, we obtain
tr( @y, -+ Doy,) = g ¥ " maxminw (7). 9.2)
v Py =4 et vk i

Since ¥,,..., ¥, are chosen independently, (ZI) and imply that we can choose < 0 small enough so that
E{Y, < B} InY,| < (d(k- 1))‘[ for all 4, in which case the sum converges. O

Corollary9.4. Forevery0<d < dgonq and everyl,r 21 we haveE|InY ¢|+E[InY ;| < co.

Proof. Because all weight functions ¥ € ¥ take values in (0,2), it is obvious that E | 1{Y, = B}In Yg| < oo for every
B < 1. Moreover, similar steps as in the previous proof show }_ ;-1 E | 1{Y; < B}In Y1| < oo for some small 0 < f < 1.
Finally, since x € (0, f) — —Inx is convex, the assertion about |In Y, ,| follows from Jensen’s inequality. ]

We are going to prove that £, %, are well-defined by showing that they come out as the limit of the %7 , as
¢,r — oo. However, a priori it may not be entirely clear that the £}, are well-defined because they involve sums
on random numbers K; of terms. Let us observe that this is not a problem actually, because Corollary[@.4limplies
the following. We continue to let (y;; ;);,;,; signify a family of independent samples from P.

Corollary9.5. Foreveryl=1,r =1 the following L' -limits exist:

K; l KynH I K; I K;nH
;lntrgq)w”,j:}}{‘};o l; lntr]l:[lq),,,lvi,j, i;lntr]l:[lq)w = 11m Z lntrnq)

Lemma 9.6. For every0 < d < dcong there exists c = c¢(d, P) >0 such that forallr =1, L =1,

L
S E <c, Z[E(d(k L' (1-tr@h)+ Zlntrﬂfb .
i=1

=1 ll]

(d(k-1)) K L
—— (1-u@h)+ ;lntr]l:[l Oy,

<c.

Proof. Letx; = (d(k—1)!/20), X;; :trH5.=1<I>,,,”j,XEr; =trH 1@y - Then E[Xy,] = tr(®) and for every [ > 1,
7 ) Li,j

_1!
E (d(k—1))

1-tr(@)]+ Y Int [[ @
(1w L[, |-

K;
ElxE[Y;—1]-) InX;;
i=1

K;
ZX“ -1-InX;;
i=1

<E|kE[Y;-1]- Z(Xll—l) +E

i=1

lel—l—lnxll
i=1

1/2
VarZ(Xl - 1)) +E 9.3)

i=1

because [E[Zf:ll(Xl,i - 1)] = «;E[Y; — 1] and due to Cauchy-Schwarz. Further, because the Y are ii.d., for any
given integer h we find

n 2
E (Z(Xl',-—l)) ‘ = h(h—1E[Y;— 11>+ hE[(Y; - 1)?]. (9.4)
i=1
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ASE[K;(K;—1)] =7, implies

K;

Z(Xz,i -1

i=1

Var =xE[(Y;-1)?]. (9.5)

Moving on to the second summand in [@.3), we recall that the function x € (0,00) — x — 1 —Inx is convex and
that for any (small) g > 0 there exists © > 0 such that x—1—-Inx < u(x - 1)2 for all x = B. Hence, introducing the
convex function g: x € (0,00) — max{x—1—-Inx, u(x - 1)2} = 0, we have
K;

X i—-1-InX;;
i=1
Lemmas[@.Jland[@.6lshow that summing the right hand sides of and on [ gives a finite number. Thus, the
first assertion follows from (9.3). With respect to the second bound, analogous steps yield

K;

E <E|Y g(X;)| <2KE[{Y; < B InY ]+ ux E[(Y; - 1)?]. (9.6)
=1

1

d(k-1)! 4 L Y 4
p| @ DY (1-w@h)+ Y e [[@,0 |<y|Var| Y X7 -1|+E| Y gx{)
21 o1 j=1 Thi s izl ’
and thus the desired bound follows from Jensen’s inequality. 0

Proof of Proposition[3.12 part2. Lemma shows that the random variables .#7,, are uniformly L!-bounded.

Furthermore, the construction of €" guarantees that .# , — £ almost surely for every fixed ¢. Hence, %7 , con-

verges to #7 in the L' -norm and a second application of Lemma@.6lshows that %7 tends to .# in the L!-norm. [
10. THE CONDENSATION THRESHOLD

Throughout this section we assume that P satisfies SYM, BAL and POS.

In this section we prove Theorems[2Z2]land[3:21 As a technical preparation we need a concentration inequality for
the free energy of our random factor graph models.

10.1. Concentration. We begin with the following elementary observation.
Lemma 10.1. Suppose that P satisfies SYM and BAL. For a factor graph G = (V, F,(0a) acr, (W a) acF) define
0G) =Y Y In*y,0).

oeQk acF

Then for every D > 0 there exists C = C(D, P) > 0 such that uniformly for allm < Dn, t = 1 and o € Q" we have

P[G(G(n,m,P)) > tCn] +P [G(G*(n,m,P0)) > tCn] =t 20(n"?), (10.1)
Elln Z(G(n, m, P)|6(G(n, m, P)) < tCnl = E[ln Z(G(n, m, P))] + o(1) = O(n), (10.2)
E(ln Z(G* (n,m,P.0))|0(G(n,m,P.o)) < tCn] =E[ln Z(G(n,m,Po))] + o(1) = O(n). (10.3)

Proof. The bound (2.I) guarantees that P [max, [Iny(r)] = (rn)®’ 8] <1 30n%.Asa consequence, the probability
that either G(n, m, P) or G*(n, m, P, o) contains a constraint node a; such that max; [Iny, ()| = (rn)3'8 is bounded
by t730(n~?). Therefore, it suffices to prove (I0.I) given .« = {max; |Iny,, (1)| < (tn)3'8}. Due to 1) the condi-
tional expectation E[max; |Iny(7)| | max; | Iny(1)] < (tn)3'8] is bounded. Thus, the definition of the random factor
graph models guarantees that uniformly for all o, m < Dn,

El0(G(n, m,P))| 41 +E[G(G"(n,m,P0))|«]=0(n). (10.4)
Further, because the constraint nodes are chosen independently, Azuma’s inequality implies that for any s > 1,
$2
P [0(G(n,m,P)) > E[G(G(n,m,P))| /] +s|/] <2exp (—W) . (10.5)

Thus, (I0.1) follows from (10.4) and applied to s = tCn—E[O(G(n, m, P)) | </] with C > 0 chosen large enough.
Finally, let either G’ = G(n, m, P) or G’ = G*(n, m, B,o). Since In Z(G') < v/ m@(G') by Cauchy-Schwarz, (I0.I) yields

E[L{O(G') > Cn}In Z(G')] < V/mE [1{6’(G’) >Cn) \/@’(G’)] <ow/min) =o(1),

whence (I0.2) and (I0.3) are immediate. O
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Lemma 10.2. Suppose that P satisfies SYM and BAL and let D > 0. There exists C = C(D, P) > 0 such that for any
£>0and C' > C there exists 5 > 0 such that for allo € Q"", m < Dn/k we have

P[Iln Z(G(n, m, P)) —E[ln Z(G(n, m, P))]| > en|0(G(n,m,P)) < C'n] < 2exp (-6n),
P [[InZ(G* (n,m,P0)) —Elln Z(G" (n,m, B,0))]| > en|0(G* (n,m,P,0)) < C'n] < 2exp (-6n).

Proof. Let either G' = G(n, m, P) or G' = G(n, m, P,o) and choose ¢ = c(g, C') > 0 big enough so that the following is
true: if 0(G") < C'n, then

Z maxllnwal |- l{rnaxllnwal (1) > c} <enl4. (10.6)

i€[m]

Let G” be the factor graph obtained from G’ by deleting all constraint nodes a; such that max; |Inyg, (7)| > ¢. Then
ensures that |In Z(G') —In Z(G")| < en/4. Furthermore, if G is obtained from G by changing the neighbor-
hood of some constraint node a and/or its weight function, subject merely to the condition that the new weight
function v satisfies max; |Iny 4, (7)| < ¢, then |In Z(G"") —In Z(G")| < c. Therefore, Azuma’s inequality implies that
forany >0,

P[IInZ(G") -EIn Z(G")| > t] < 2exp(—t?/(2c* m)). (10.7)
Combining and (I0.7) with and (I0.3) completes the proof. O

10.2. Proofof Theorem[3.2l We recall from Section[3.5]that €, is the partition of ¥ obtained by chopping [0, 212"
into sub-cubes with side lengths 2/r. Since €, is finite the distribution P, of " is supported on a finite set ¥, of
weight functions Qk - (0,2).

Lemma 10.3. Forany a >0, D >0 thereis ro > 0 such that for all d < D and all r > ry we have

Sup |<%(d,P,7[)—¢%(d,Pr,7[)|<a
TEP2(Q)

Proof. Let

B:(Y1,..., Wy, P1,-.., Piy) € VT x P(Q)V — —A

Y H Y Yre=0tyi@ [ pra- 1)+](T]))

geQi=11eQk j<k

Analogously, for a fixed r let

Br1(1//1,---,1//y,p1,---,Pky)*—>— (Z [T k= U}W(r)(f)npku 1)+](T]))
oeQi=17eQk j<k

That is, we approximate y; by the average wg.r ) over the weight functions in the sub-cube that ; belongs to. Since
A is continuous on [0,00) and therefore uniformly continuous on any compact subset of [0,00), B, — B uniformly
as r — oo on the entire space ¥ x 2(Q)*Y for every y. Since the Poisson distribution has sub-exponential tails,
this implies the desired convergence for the first term on the right hand side of 23). A similar argument applies
to the second term. 0

Lemma 10.4. The distribution P, satisfies SYM and BAL. Moreover, for any o > 0, d > 0 there is r > 0 such that the

following is true for all t,n' € 22(Q). With p,,lt,,... chosen from 7, py, 1), ... chosen from n' and w' € ¥ chosen
from P, all mutually independent, we have

=-a. (10.8)

k k
Y v Hu;(m) -2 A
h=1

1eQk i=1

Y v @, ] u;(ri))

TeQk ielk]\{h}

k
Y v'@o][] u,-(n-)) +(k—1A
TeQk i=1

Proof. The fact that SYM and BAL are satisfied is immediate from the fact that P; is a conditional expectation of P.
To prove we observe that by the uniform continuity of A on compact subsets of [0,00), we can choose r >0
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large enough so that for all y € W, 1, i}, ..., i, i), € P (Q),

ALY v Hul @) |-Al Y v Hu,(r )| <als,
1eQk i=1 TeQk
Y vm Hu;(m Al Y v@ Hu,(f ) || <ars,
TeQk i=1 TeQk
Y v P@pnar) [] wad|-Al Y v@Ouan [ @) || <als.
T7eQk ie[k]\{h} TeQk i€[k]\{h}
Thus, (I0.8) follows from the triangle inequality and the fact that P satisfies POS. O

Lemma 10.5. Forany a >0, d >0 thereis ry > 0 such that uniformly for all r = ry we have
|Eln Z (G(n, m, P))] - Elln Z(G(n, m, P;))]| < (a+ o) n.

Proof. By Lemma[3.Jlthe models G(n,m,P) and G*(n,m,P.o*) are mutually contiguous. Hence, Lemma [10.2]im-
plies that E[In Z(G(n,m, P))] =E(In Z(G* (n,m, P.a*))|+o(n). Similarly, since P; satisfies SYM and BAL by Lemma[10.4]
another application of Lemmas[3.I]land[T0.2lyields E[In Z(G(n,m, P;))] = E[In Z(G* (n, m, Py, 0 *))]+0(n). Therefore,
it suffices to prove that for any « > 0 for all sufficiently large r we have

max |E[InZ(G*(n, m, Pr,0))] —E[ln Z(G* (n,m, B0))]| < (a + o(1)) n. (10.9)

oeQVn
In fact, since the Poisson variable m has sub-exponential tails, shows that (10.9) would follow if we could show
that
|Eln Z(G* (n, m, P,0))] —E[In Z(G* (n, m, P,o))]| < (a + o(1)n. (10.10)

max
oeQVn m<2dnlk
To prove pick B = B(a,d, P) > 0 small enough and then r = r(B) > 0 large enough. Fix any o € Q"” and
m < 2dnlk. We couple two factor graphs G', G” such that G’ has distribution G*(n, m, Po) and G” is distributed
as G*(n,m, Py,0) as follows. First choose G' = G*(n,m,P,0). Let us write ¥,,,..., ¥4, for the weight functions
of G'. Then let G” be the factor graph where each constraint node a; is adjacent to the same variable nodes as
in G’ but where the corresponding weight function is 1//5{1.) . It is immediate from (ZI4) that G” is distributed as

G*(n,m,P;,0).

To bound E[In(Z(G")/ Z(G')] we observe that

/! U ! ") 6 yesey 0 I
[E‘an(G,) Efn ¥ Ve (1) Vg (‘,r) _Elin Hwal (T(01a:),...,7(0k(ai)))

Z(G) ream Ve (@) Z(G) i1 Ilfa,-(T(aldi),---,‘l'(ak(ﬂi))) ¢
m r) 9 T X m r) (r)
< [E max ana, (0ra:) 7(0k(a:))) <E) max|ln Wa,( 2 <dn-E|max|ln wal( 2 . (10.11)
TeQVn 5 Wai(T(alai),---,T(ak(ai))) im1TeQk | Yq,(T) ek | Wq (T)

Since the function x — In? x is strictly convex on (0,2) for small § and large r we obtain from (2.I4), the tail bound
(Z.1) and Jensen’s inequality that

E (10.12)

(max|ln1//a1 @]+ rnax|1n1//(r) (T)|) (1 {?;glanm @|>p } +1 {mﬂllnw“) > ﬁ_l})

On the other hand, since the map z € [e"'/#,2] — Inz is uniformly continuous, we can choose a sufficiently
large r = r(p) such that rnax,lln(w(” )/a (T))| < a/(2d) whenever max, o« | Iny g, (7)], max, o« IInw(” ()] <
1/p. Thus, (I0.10) follows from (TO.IT) and ( O

Proof of Theorem[3.2l Fix d > 0. Since Lemma [10.4] shows that P, satisfies SYM and BAL, [23} Proposition 3.6]
implies that
limsup n_l[E[an(G(n, m,P.))< sup AB(d,Pr,mn). (10.13)
n—oo ne?2(Q)
Furthermore, Proposition 3.7] implies together with equation from Lemma[T0.4lthat for any a > 0 there
is r > 0 such that
hmmfn YE[In Z(G(n, m, P,))] = sup %B(d,P;,m)— (10.14)
neP2(Q)
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Combining (I0.13) and (I0.14) with Lemma[I0.3] we conclude that for any a > 0 for all large enough r we have

sup .%(d,P,ﬂ)—aSliminfn_l[E[an(G(n,m,Pr))]Slimsupn_l[E[an(G(n,m,P,))]S sup %A(d,Pn)+a.
neP2(Q) n—oo n—oo neP2(Q)

Applying Lemma [[0.5] therefore yields

lim n 'E[ln Z(G(n, m, P))] = sup %(d,P ). (10.15)
oo TeP2(Q)

Moreover, since G* (n, m, P.o*) and G(n, m, P) are mutually contiguous by Lemma [B.J] Lemma [[0.2] implies that
lim,,—.co nLE[In Z(G(n,m,P))] = SUP e 2 () 2(d, P, ), too. Finally, since the probability of the event & is bounded
away from 0 by Proposition 3.1} Lemma([I0.21shows that

lim n~'Eln Z(G(n, m, P))|S) = lim n'Elln Z(G* (n,m,Pc*))|S] = sup %B(d,Bm)
- > TeP2(Q)

as well. O

10.3. Proofof Theorem[2.2l We begin with the observation that d.q,q is bounded and bounded away from 0.
Lemma 10.6. We havel/(k—1) < d.ong < 0o.

Proof. Fix any d < 1/(k—1). Then for any nearly balanced o : V,, — Q the expected degree of every variable node
of G*(n,m,P,0) is d + o(1) < 1/(k—1). Therefore, the well-known result on the ‘giant component’ threshold of a
random hypergraph (e.g., [65]) shows that with probability 1 — o(1) the random factor graph G* (n, m, P,o) consists
of connected components of order O(In n), all but a bounded number of which are trees. But assumption SYM
guarantees that for every tree factor graph with n variable nodes and m constraint nodes the free energy is precisely
equal to nln g+mln¢, as is easily verified by induction on the size of the tree. Hence, n~YE[ln Z(G* (n,m, m, P.o))] =
Ing+ %lnf + 0(1) by Lemma[I0.2] Since this formula holds for every nearly balanced assignment ¢, we obtain
n~'E[ln Z(G* (n,m,Po*)] =ln q-+ % Iné+o0(1). Hence, Theorem[3.2]shows that d < d.opq and thus deopg = 1/(k—1).

We move on to the upper bound. Recalling that m has distribution Po(dn/k) and that the m constraint nodes
in the teacher-student model are chosen independently, we obtain

m
Y Iny,, (0" (014),...,0" (0ra:))
i=1

Ei[E[l ( *)]—fi[E =E[l (" (01a41) *@Ora1)]. (10.16)
PEY nyYyg+ o _I’lad = nyYq (o 1a41),...,0 rail)l. .

Further, plugging in the definition (2.14) of the teacher-student model, we can write the last term out as

.....

E[lnyg, (6" (01a1),...,0" (0rar))] =E

.....

Since the uniformly random ¢ * is nearly balanced with probability 1—o(1) as n — oo, due to SYM and Z.1) the last
expression simplifies to

1
E[lnyg (6" (01a1),...,0" (0rar))] = o(1) + T Y. E[A(o*(xi),...,07 (x;))]. (10.17)

Further, due to the third part of (ZI) and because A (-) is strictly convex, Jensen’s inequality shows that there exists

an n-independent number a > 0 such that

E[A(p (0™ (x3),...,0% (x;)))]
Enk

Elw(o* (xi),...,0" (x;)]
énk

za+o)+A| ) =a+Iné+o(l). (10.18)

Combining (I0.16)-(10.18), we find % %[E[lnwc* (@] =k (@+1Iné) +0(1). Hence, for d > §lnq we obtain
1 1 d d
;[E[an(G*)] > ;[E[lnwc* ()] = T (@+Iné)+o0(1)>Ing+ Eln£+Q(1).

Hence, applying Theorem[3.2]and recalling (Z4), we conclude that d¢ong < 5 In g < oco. O

We derive Theorem 2.2 from Theorem [3.2]in two steps. First, generalizing the argument from [23} Section 3.5] to
the setting of infinite W, we prove the free energy formula for d < d.onq.
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Proof of Theorem[2.2 part 1. First assume that d < dgopq is such that for some § > 0,
lilgrliorgfn_l[Ean(G(n, m,P)) <Inq+ %lnf —36.
Then there exists a sequence m € .4 (d) such that
lilgrlicgfn_l[Ean(G(n, m,P)) <Ilng+ % Iné —26.

Hence, Lemmal[I0.2]shows that for a suitably large C > 0 and a sufficiently small € > 0,

d
lirxlgg}fn‘llnp n 'InZ(G(n,m,P) =lng+ Elnf—é, G(G(n,m,P)) <Cn| < —¢. (10.19)
Now, with 8 = 0(6, €) > 0 chosen small enough, we define
d
Z'(G)=Z(GUn ' InZ(G) <Ing+ 7In¢+6,0(G) = Cn}. (10.20)

Theorem B.2] and Lemma [10.2] yield P [an(G(n, m,P))<lng+ %ln{+ 0, 6(G(n,m,P)) < Cn] = 1-0(1) because
d < dgong. Therefore, and yield

E[Z'(G(n, m, P))] =E[Z(G(n, m, P))]|P n_lan(G(n, m,P)) <lng+ %lnf +0,0(G(n,m,P)<Cn

=exp(n(ng+ %ln£+o(1))). (10.21)
Moreover, the definition of Z'(G(n, m, P)) guarantees that
E[Z'(G(n,m,P))?] < expn(ng+ %lné +0)). (10.22)
But combining (TI0.21) and with the Paley-Zygmund inequality, we obtain

d
P n_lan(G(n, m,P))=lng+ Elnf—@

=P [Z'(G(n, m,P)) = exp(n(lng + %m{— 0))

_ EIZ'(G(n,m, P))?
" 2E[Z'(G(n,m, P))?]
which contradicts if 0 is chosen sufficiently small. Fipally, since the probability of the event & is bounded
away from 0 by Proposition[3.11] the assertion about E[In Z(G(n, m, P))|&] follows from Lemma[10.2] ]

=exp(-2n(0 +o0(1))),

We proceed to show that limsup,,_. %[E[ln Z(G@)]<Ing+ % In¢ if d > dconq by generalizing the argument from [23]
Section 3.5] to infinite sets V.

Lemma 10.7. Assume that d > 0 is such that sup ;¢ g2 ) %(d, bn) >Ing + %lnf + 6 for some 6 > 0. Then for every
large enough C > 0 there exists = 5(C) > 0 such that for large enough n,

d
P|ln 'InZ(G*(n,m,Pa*)) < Ing+ Elné+5/2 O(G*(n,m,Po™))<Cn| <exp(-fn). (10.23)
Proof. 1f SUP e 2 () B(d,Pm)>Ing+ % Iné + 8, then Theorem[3.2]shows that
d
n'ElnZ(G*(n,m,Ba*)l=o)+ sup %B(d,Pn)>Ing+—Iné+5+0(). (10.24)
TEP2(Q) k

Fix a small enough a = a(d,6) > 0 and an even smaller ) = n(a) > 0 and let #, = {0 € Q" ||pg — p|| v <1}
Since o* € Q" is chosen uniformly and thus Pl * € Sl = 1—exp(=Q(n)) while for large enough C we have
P[0(G* (n,m,P,0)) < Cn] =1-o0(1) by Lemma[I0.2] it suffices to prove that for all o € %,

d
P|n 'InZ(G*(n,m,Ro) <lng+ Elné+5/2 O(G™(n,m,P,0)) <Cn| <exp(—fn). (10.25)

To establish (I0.25) we set up a coupling of G' = G* (n,m, P,0), G" = G* (n,m, P,7) for any 0,7 € .%,. Let us write
a;. for the constraint nodes of G’ and a;.’ for those of G”. Relabeling the variable node as necessary, we may assume
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without loss that [0 A1| < 2nn. Therefore, (2.14) shows that we can couple the distribution of the neighborhoods
aa}, Ga}’ such that, with > 0 chosen small enough,

IF’[aa;. :aa;.’,aa} NEAT)=¢]=1-a. (10.26)

Furthermore, if indeed aa} = aa;.’ and aa} N (0 AT) = @, then by 2.I4) the weight functions v, ,w ,» are identically
J J
distributed and we couple such that vy, = .. If, on the other hand, aa} # aa}' or (aa;. U aa;.’) N (0AT) # @, then
J ]
we choose v, ¥, independently according to 2.14).
] J

Since the m constraint nodes are chosen independently, shows that the number X of j € [m] such that
either Ga} # Ga}’ or v, # Wy, is binomially distributed with mean at most an. Hence, P [X > 2an] < exp(—Q(n)).
J J

Furthermore, (2.I) shows that the expected impact on the free energy of the X constraint nodes where G/, G” differ
is bounded by cX for some number ¢ = ¢(P) > 0 that does not depend on « or o. Therefore, choosing a > 0 small
enough we can ensure that

E[lnZ(G)-InZ(G")|<én/2. (10.27)
Combining (I0.24) and (I0.27), we obtain
d
n 'Elln Z(G* (n,m,B0))] >Inqg + Eln£+5/2+0(1) forall o € ;. (10.28)
Thus, follows from and Lemma[10.2] O

Lemma 10.8. Assume that P satisfies SYM and BAL. For any D > 0 the following is true uniformly for m < Dn/ k. If
o is an event such that P [G* (n,m,Po*) € o] < exp(—Q(n)), then P [G(n, m,P) € d] <exp(—-Q(n)).

Proof. This is immediate from the Nishimori identity Lemma@4land (£12). O

Proof of Theorem|2.2, part 2. Suppose that d > donq. Then there exist d’ < d and § > 0 such that
dl
sup %B(d',Pn)>Ing+—Iné+46.
neP?(Q) k

Let m' = my (n) be a Po(d'n/ k)-variable and consider the event % = {n"!InZ <Ing + %I In¢+6/2}. Then Markov’s
inequality and Lemma[4.6]yield
P[Po(d'n/k) = mIE[Z(G(n, m, P))]

P[G(n,m',P)e F| <o)+ i =o(l). (10.29)
[ ] m:\m—d’znlklsnz’3 qnfd "kexp(6n)

On the other hand, Lemma[I0.7]shows that for large enough C > 0,
P[G*(n,m',Pa*) e F,0(G* (n,m',Ba™)) < Cn] < exp(—Q(n)). (10.30)

Now, for a factor graph G obtain G’ by removing each constraint node with probability 1 — d'/d independently.
Moreover, let ¢4 be the set of all factor graphs G such that P[G’ € &] = 1/2, where, of course, the probability is over
the removal process only. Since the distribution of G(n, m, P)' is identical to that of G(n, m’, P), yields

P[G(n,m,P)' €¥4]|=1-0(D). (10.31)
Similarly, G*(n, m, p,c*)" and G* (n, m', p, 0*) are identically distributed. Thus, and Lemma[I0.Tlimply that
P[G"(n,m,Pc*)€¥4,0(G"(n,m,Pa™)) <Cn| <exp(-Q(n)). (10.32)

Furthermore, (I0.32) and Lemma[I0.8lyield y > 0 such that
P [G(n,m,P) €%, G(G(n,m,P)) < Cn| < exp(-2yn). (10.33)

To complete the proof, assume for contradiction that limsup,,_. n~E[InZ(G(n,m, P))] = Ing + %lnf . Then

n~'Elln Z(G(n, m, P))] = In q+ %lnf + o(1) for arbitrarily large n. Thus, we can apply Lemma[l0.2]to conclude that
for infinitely many n,

Pln! InZ(G(n,m,P)) <lnqg + %lné —)(|@(G(n, m,P)) < Cn| <exp(—Q(n)). (10.34)
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Combining (I034) with Lemma [I0.I] we see that the event & = {n"'InZ < Inq + %lngr — %, 0 < Cn} satisfies
P[G(n,m,P) € &/] =1-0(1) for arbitrarily large n. But then

1-0(1) =P[G(n,m,P) € o/ NY] (by (I0.31D]
<o+ Yy PO 60 m,P) et N D) Z(Gn,m,P)]  [by the definition of o]
m:lm—dnlk|<n?/3 q 3
<o(l) +exp(yn+o(1)P[G(n,m,P) €4, 0(G(n,m,P)) < Cn| [due to and 36)]
=o(1) [because of (10.33)],
a contradiction that refutes the assumption limsup,,_. o, nlE[In Z(G(n, m, P))] = In q+ % Iné. O

11. RECONSTRUCTION

Throughout this section, when there is no danger of confusion we abbreviate T(d, P) to T and Th(d,P) to T". For
arooted factor tree T and any vertex x in that tree, let 0 4,5, x denote the children of x. Also, for any factor graph G,
any variable node v in this graph and any integer ¢ = 0, we let S(v,¢) denote the set of variable nodes at distance
2¢ from v.

Given some graph G = (V, E), any M < V and an assignment o € Q" let (M), or o denote the assignment that
o specifies for the set M Furthermore, let v,v' be two distribution on the configuration space QY. For anyMcV
we let

v =v'llm
denote the total variation distance between the projections of v and v/ on M. Also, for some ¢ € QY we let voM
denote the distribution v conditional on that M has assignment o (M).

For the factor tree T we define the broadcasting process which generates an assignment o € Q‘T/ as follows: There
is some initial distribution { € 22(Q2). We set o (r) according to the distribution {. Then, inductively, assume that
we have o (x) for some variable node x. For each a € d4.,.x, independently, the variables nodes in d«a are assigned
7 € QF with probability proportional to

H1(ja,x) = o)} e (T) (11.1)

where 1, is the weight function that corresponds to a and j,, y is the position of x inside the constraint .

Lemma 11.1. Consider some factor tree T of height h > 0, rooted at (variable) noder. Leto € QT be the assignment
generated by the broadcasting process such that the initial distribution is the uniform over Q.
Foranyt € QT it holds that
Plo =1]=pur(1),
where it is the Gibbs distribution specified by T.

Proof. Let 1) be distributed as in p7. Then, we have that n(r) is distributed uniformly at random in Q.
Furthermore, let x € T be a variable node. Given n(x) for each a € 045X the assignment n(0a) is indepen-
dent of the other vertices in 0,5, x. Furthermore, for each assignment 7 € QO we have (da) = T with probability
proportional to
Ht(ja,x) =n(x)}pa(7).
The lemma follows by using the definition of the broadcasting process. 0

Consider a sequence of factor trees I = {Ty}/>(, where T}, contains £ levels of variable nodes. Let

corrg = lim Y pg, (1) kg, = gy
T L eqSr20

recall that S(r, 2¢) is the set of variable nodes at distance 2¢ from the root r. Similarly, we define

/
broads = lim max ||u$ — u$ .
g (oo ||,UT[ ,UT[”S(r,ZI)
We study the reconstruction problem on the sequence of factor tree 5~ by means of the broadcasting processes and
the quantity broads . To be more specific, for each T, € 97, rooted at r,, consider two broadcasting processes with
some initial distribution ¢ and let oy and 7, be the assignment s that are generated, respectively. Then, the quantity
broadg expresses the ¢;-distance between the distributions of the configurations o, (S(r,¢)) and 7,(S(r¢, ¢)), as
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¢ — oo, conditional that o/(ry) = ¢, T4(r¢) = ¢/, for worst-case pair ¢, ¢’ € Q. The following result implies that for
studying reconstruction on g we can either consider broads, or corrg .

Lemma 11.2. Let I = {T/}¢>0 be a sequence of factor trees, where T, contains ¢ levels of variable nodes. Then we
have that broadg = 0 ifand only if corrg = 0.

Proof. For some integer ¢ >0, we have that

Y. (MoSt0)=1Ha(r) =c)r, — (Mo (S(rg, 0) =17,
7eQSUe,0
g Y, (UHa(Se,0)=1h[(Ma(ry) =clo Sy, 0)=1)7, — (Lo (r) =)y, |

7eQSUe.0)

g Y. (Ha(Sre0)=thH|Melr) =claStry, ) =1)7,—q |

1eQS0e:0)

< q ) pr,@ Iy, pr - (11.2)

7eQSUe.0)

||,UCT‘; =t lIsirp0

Clearly, the above implies that broads < g corrg. In turn, we get that if corrg- = 0, then broadg = 0, as well.
We work in a similar way for the other direction. That is,
Yo our, @Iy, —pr ey = Y, (MeSU0) =11, Y [(Uory) = o (Stre, ) = 1)1, — 4|

7eQStre0) 7eQStre0) SeQ

= Y Y Mo =s 06,0 =1, —(Mo(ry) = shy, U (S(rg, 0) =Th |

1€Q507.0 s€Q

= Y Mod=shy, Y |[Mo(Su,0)=1Ho(ry) =57, — (Lo (S(re, ) =Th 7, |

seQ) 7eQStre.0)
= 2 max |lug, =7, lIse.,0-
C,C’EQ”[}
Clearly, the above implies that corrg- <2 broadg . In turn, we get that if broadg = 0, then corrg = 0. ]

In the following result we show that that non-reconstruction is monotone in the expected degree of T(d, P). In
particular we show the following result.

Lemma 11.3. Foranyd,,d> > 0 such that dy = d», the following is true: If corr* (d;) = 0, then corr* (d) = 0.

The proof of Lemma[IT.3]lappears in Section[TT.1]

We proceed by introducing some further notions. For a rooted factor graph G, let ISM(G) be the isomorphism
class of rooted factor graphs to which G belongs. Let T, (v) be the induced subgraph of G which includes v and
all variable nodes which are within graph distance 2¢ from v. For h = o(logn), T, (v) is a tree with probability
1-o0(1). In particular, there is a coupling p of the distribution induced by T j,(v) and T" such that the following
is true:

lim E, H{ISM(Tg (1) #ISM(T™}| =0  and lim E, L{ISM(Tg ,(v) # ISM(T™} | S| =0. (11.3)

For what follows, we let the event .# (v, h) = {1{ISM(T' g 1 (v)) = ISM(T™).

Lemma 11.4. Let h = o(logn). Consider (G*,o*) generated according to Teacher-Student model and some vertex v.
Also, consider the pair (T",T) such that T is generated by a broadcasting process for which we assign the root r the
configuration o (v) with probability 1.

There is a coupling A between (G*,o*) and (T",T) such that the following is true:

lim By |17, )} ). [Plo" (T (1) =716 1= <lo =70 fI>m|| =0,

reQm™
where f is an isomorphism between T g+ ,(v) and T". The same result holds for G* € G.
The proof of Lemma[IT.4lappears in Section[IT.2]

In light of Lemma[IT4]and (IT.3) Theorem[29]is immediate.
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The above result implies that in the teacher-student model, the distribution of the configuration of T'¢* j,(v)
that is specified by o* is asymptotically the same as the distribution of the configuration that is induced by the
broadcasting process on T+ j,(v). We use the above result with Corollary[Z7]to relate reconstruction on random
factor graph G and random tree T'.

Now we proceed with the proof of Theorem[2.8] In the following lemma we provide the upper-bound for dyec
and d

rec:

Lemma 11.5. For any € > 0 there exists deong < d < dcond + € such that corr(d) > 0. Furthermore, for any d > dcong
we have corr* (d).

Proof. We consider corr(d). For any graph G and two vertices x, y such that dist(x, y) = £ and any c € Q" it is easy
to see that

G = palliyy < l1kG = H6llise,o) (11.4)
Furthermore, working as in Lemma[I1.2] we can substitute the r.h.s. of the above inequality and get

g -rellyy s 3 M@ llug = KGllx-
7€QSx,0)

For any two fixed vertices x, y in G, we denote by 2(x, y) the event that dist(x, y) = Inln n. Then, for & =Inlnn we
get that

1 -1

q

— Y Elpery by = 5 X E Y <HoeSxh=11>¢ ) |[<lo@=s|oSxh)=1>¢-q"]
n X, yEVy n X,YEVn  1eQSx.0) seQ)
-1
+L;—2 Y EL2 (x,y)).

x,yeVn

Note that for any two fixed vertices x, y it holds that P[2¢(x, y)] < n~ Y2, To see this, let N, be the number of
vertices within distance Inln 7 from x. Furthermore, given N, each vertex belongs to the Inln n neighborhood of x
with probability at most N, /n. Then, noting that E[N,] = o(n'10%) e get that

PI2°(x, )] <P[Ny>n'®1+n'®/n < n712, (11.5)

where we use Markov’s inequality to bound P[N, > n!/3]. Combining all the above, we get that for any d it holds
that )
limsup — Y [E”,UG,x,y—ﬁ”TvS corr(d). (11.6)
n—oo 1 X,y€Vy
We conclude the part for corr(d) by combining the above with (Z.I2). Recall that the later states that for any ¢ there
exists dgong < d < dcond + € such that the Lh.s. is strictly positive.
Repeating the same arguments as above we get that for d.ong < d < dgong + 1 it holds that

1
h;n—»sogp = x,};vn E ||,uG*,x,y - p||Tv < corr* (d), (11.7)
where corr* (d) is defined in (2.16).

Note that the Lh.s is bounded away from zero. To see this note that if it were zero, then it would have implied
that for d > d.ongq we get that lim,,—.o %[E[an (GH] = % d +1n g. Clearly, this is not true, e.g. see Corollary[6.3]land
Theorem[3.2] Then we conclude that corr* (d) > 0 for deong < d < deong + 1.

Using Lemma [IT.4l we get that corr*(d) > 0 for any d > dconq as well. To be more specific, note that Lemma
[[T4] implies the following: Let dcong < d < deond + 1. Also consider the pair (G*,0*) and (T, 7). For any h =
o(logn), there is a coupling between (T ¢+ ,(v), 0" (T g+ ;,(v))) and (T, T) such that with probability 1 - o(1) we have
ISM(T g+ (V) = ISM(Th), with some isomorphism f(-). Furthermore, for every u € T+ ,(v) we have that 6 (u) =
7(f(w). This coupling implies that corr* (d) = corr*(d). That is, for deong < d < deong + 1 we have corr* (d) > 0.
Then, using the monotonicity result from Lemma [[T.3]we get that for any d > dgonq we have corr*(d) > 0. The
lemma follows. ([

In light of Lemma[IT.5] we get the first part of Theorem [2.8]by using the following result.

Lemma 11.6. Forany d < dj, we have that corr* (d) = corr(d) = 0. Furthermore, for d},. < d < deonq we have that
corr* (d), corr(d) > 0.
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The proof of Lemma[IT.6lappears in Section[IT.31
As far as the the second part of Theorem[2.8lis concerned essentially it follows as a corollary from all the previous
results in this section. It is elementary to verify that

- 1 corr(d)

lim limsup — Y Y E[(|(Lio() = s}|Ve(G, 1) -1/q|);16] < ———. (11.8)
(=00 n—oco N YEV), SEQ PS]

Using Lemma BTl we get that P[S] = Q(1). Then, using Lemma [IT.6]we get that for any d < dj. the Lh.s. of

is equal to zero. We proceed by showing that for any € > 0 there exists dcong < d < dcong + € such that

1
lim limsup— Y Y E[{|(Lio(y) = s}|V/(G,1)s-1/q|), 6] >0. (11.9)
(=00 n—oo YEV), s€EQ

Using Theorem[2Z.5]and standard arguments e.g. (e.g., Section 2]) there is € > 0 such that

. 1 _
}L{{,‘o; Z [E[”NG,)/LJ/z_p”Tv'G] >0 for deona < d < dcond + €.
Y1,Y2€Vy

Then follows by working as in the proof of Lemma[IT5l Finally, we show that for d}%, < d < dcong We have

- 1
lim limsup— Y ) E[(|(Lio() = s}|V,(G, 1) —1/4q]); | 6] >0. (11.10)
(=00 n—oo YEV, s€Q
For showing the above, we work as in the second case of Lemma[IT.6] i.e. we use Lemma[IT.4land the contiguity
result in Corollary [Z771 More specifically, if there is dj. < d < dcong such that the Lh.s. of is zero, then
Corollary[Z7lwould imply that
G

— 1
lim limsup— » ) E Y ter (@ g — ey =0,

(=00 n—oo N yev, seQ reqTe* 0w

recall that ug- is the distribution over configurations in Q"7 that is induced by &* conditional on G*. If the above
was true, then Lemma[IT4lwould imply that corr* (d) = 0. Clearly this is a contradiction due to Lemma[IT.6
The theorem follows.

11.1. Proof of Lemma[I1.3l Consider two factor trees T) and T, with roots r1, r», respectively. We say that Ty, T»
satisfy the relation T < T if there is an injective mapping f : V(T1) UF(T1) — V(T2) U F(T>) such that the following
istrue: forevery v € V(T1) we have 0 o5V S 04esc f (V), while every a € F such that & € 8 7,5, VN0 gesc f (V) is assigned
the same weight function v, in both trees and v, f(v) occupy the same position within y,. Furthermore, for every
function node a € F(T;) we have 0405, = 0gescf (@) and every w € 0,4.sc occupies in ¥, the same position as

f(w)in f(a).

Lemma 11.7. Consider two sequences of factor trees 91 and I, such the the following is true: For Tl} € 91 and
T3 € 9 wehave T; < T;, for € =1,2,... Then, we have that

broadg; < broadg;.

Proof. For some ¢ = 0, consider TZ1 € 97 and Tg € J,. Since we assumed that TZ1 c T;, let h: V(Tél) u F(Tél) —
V(T?2) U F(T7) be the mapping that verifies that property.

For any two s, ¢ € Q consider 71,0 two configurations generated by the broadcasting process on TZ1 such that
71 = sand o = c. Similarly, let 7,07 two configurations generated by the broadcasting process on Tl? such that
T = sand o, = ¢. Then it suffices to show the following: For any «a € [0, 1], if there is a coupling ¢» for o2, 7 such
that the probability that o2 (S(r,2¢)) # T2 (S(r,2¢)) is equal to «, then there exists a coupling ¢; for o1, such that
the probability that o1 (S(r,20)) # 171 (S(r,2¢)) is at most a.

From the definition of the broadcasting process, we get the following: Let o} and o2 be two configurations
generated by broadcasting process on Tl} and Tl?, respectively, such that o (r) = a2(r) = ¢, for some c € Q. Then
there is a coupling { for o, o, such that for every v € V(T[l), we have that o1 (v) = o2 (h(v)).

Assume that we have the coupling ¢, for o, and 7. We combine couplings ¢, and ¢ to get ;. In particular we
use the couplings as follows: First, we couple o1 and o> by using {. Then, we use ¢, to couple o2 and . Finally,
we use ( to couple 7 and 7.
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In the above “chain of couplings", note that we have o (S(r,2¢)) # 71 (S(r,2%)) only if o2 (S(r,20)) # T2(S(r,2¢)).
This implies thatifin ¢, the probability of the event o, (S(r,2¢)) # T2 (S(r,2¢)) is equal to a, then in ¢; the probability
of having 01 (S(r,2¢)) # 11 (S(r,2¢)) is at most a. The lemma follows. O

In light of Lemmas [T 7we get the following corollary.

Corollary 11.8. Consider two sequences of factor trees 91 and I such that for Té1 €9, and Tg € 9, wehaveT! < Tg,
forl=1,2,..., then the following is true: If corrg, = 0, then corrg; = 0.

The lemma follows by using the above corollary and noting that for any d;,d, > 0 such that d; = d there is a
standard coupling such that T'(d», P) < T(d;, P).

11.2. Proof of Lemma[I.4l The case where G* € G is almost identical to the case where we don’t restrict G*. For
this reason we omit the proof of the case where G* € .

Let the pairs (Tg+ ;(v),0™) and (Th,T). Then, we define the relation “=" such that (Tg+ ;,(v),0") = (T", 1) if the
following holds: T¢* ,(v) and T" belong to the same isomorphism class of rooted trees, where T g+ j,(v) is rooted
at v and T" is rooted at r. Furthermore, if f is an isomorphism between the two trees, then for every u € Tg~ ;,(v)
we have that o* (1) = 7(f (1)). We are going to show a coupling A that has the property that

(Tg p(),0") = (1", 7| 21-2n711L, (11.11)

For what follows, we denote f the isomorphism Tg+ j,(v) and T hif such exists.
Before proceeding let us state some, easy to prove results. Recall that for an assignment o on n vertices we
denote by uy = n7 ' (lo~1(i)]) i=q its empirical marginal distribution. Furthermore, it is elementary to show that

P[llte+ — g 11> (V) nn] < O(n~ 010, (11.12)

Let m be the number of edges in G*. Recall that m is a random variable which is distributed as in Poisson with
parameter dn/k. Applying standard Chernoff’s bounds for m we get that

P[lm—dni/kl > n*"®] <exp(-n''Y).

We let |T¢+ ,(v)| denote the number of vertices in T g~ ;,(n). Note that for every variable node x € T+ ,(v), the
cardinality of 0 7,5, x is dominated by the Poisson distribution with parameter d. With this observation we get that

E[ITg ()] <2((k-1d)"*. (11.13)

The coupling A is as follows: If o* is such that e — q_llll > (\/ﬁ)_llnn or |m —dnlk| > n*'3 we don’t couple
(TG n(v),0*) and (T",7) at all. Otherwise, the coupling A is defined inductively.

First consider the coupling between o * (v) and 7(r). Note that f(v) = r. Due to our assumption about g+, we
can have 1 such that

Ae* () #7() = 0((vn) 'Inn). (11.14)

The above follows by using a maximal coupling for choosing o * (v), (7).

The induction step is as follows: Assume that we have exposed partly (T ¢+ ,(v),0*) and (T h,‘l’) and the corre-
sponding parts agree. That is, let (T'1,01) and (T>,07) be the two parts of (T¢+ ;(v),6) and (Th,T), respectively.
Our assumption is that (T1,01) = (T2, 02). W.l.o.g. assume that the leaves of the trees are variable nodes.

Let x be a leaf in T} whose descendants have not been revealed so far. The same holds for f(x) in T». Let m
be the number of hyper-edges of G* that have revealed so far. Recall that the number of all hyper-edges in G* is
m. Then, it is an easy calculation to get that for any j we have

. m—mmy) (k) e\

P[10descx = j | ] = . =l [1-= . (11.15)
j n n

If r is the number of edges of the tree we have revealed up to vertex x, then we have the crude upper bound that

my < r. We have that

P[my=n'®] <P[|Tg n(0)2 03] < 0 V3E[|Tg ()] < n7 V4, (11.16)
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where the third inequality follows from Markov’s inequality and the last inequality follows from our assumption
that i = o(log n). Combining the two above relations we get the following: For any 0 < j < In? 7 it holds that

P [|adescx| = ]] = P [|adescx| =jlmy< n1/3] Plmy < n1/3] +P [ladescx| =jlmy= n1/3] Plmy = n1/3]
a’
= 7e-d +0(n~3". (11.17)

Similarly we get that P [|0 gesc x| > In? n] = o(n™10).
Recall that for a vertex u € T" we have that |0g4escul is distributed as in Poisson with parameter d. Using this
observation we can have A such that

A0 gescx! # 0gesc f(0)) = O(n /4 1n? n). (11.18)

We extend [ by defining a bijection between 045, x and 04,5 f(x). From the definition of G* we get that each
@ € 84,5V chooses aweight function ¢ € ¥ from a distribution which is within total variation distance O(n~'/? In n)
from P. Note that the term O(n~?1n n) comes from the fact that o* is not perfectly balanced, i.e. we allow some
fluctuations O(y/nIn n) on the sizes of the color classes. For f(a) we have that it chooses its weight function ¥ with
probability P(y). The above observations imply that we can have A such that

A3 €0gescx s.t. Yo 2V f@)] = o(n~"?1n? n),

By choosing the same weight function ¥, for both @ and f(a) we imply that the position of x and f(x) is the same
in the two functions.

Finally, for every pair of constraint nodes a and f(a) for which we have chosen the weight function vy, we
decide on o*(y;) and 7(z;), where y; € 0a \ {x} and z; = f(x;). For each configuration 7 € QF we have 6(0a) =1
with probability proportional to

11 (jo,0) = 0 (D}ye () + O(n™ 2 Inn),
where jg x is the position of x inside the constraint . Also, we have 7(0f(a)) = T with probability proportional
to
(), f0) =0 (FG}ypea(D).

From the above, it is clear that we can have A such that
Ae*0a) #T@f (@) <001 n Y2Inn) < 0(n~"?Inn).

Let (T', o)) and (T, 0}) be the new parts of of (T'g+ ;,(v),0*) and (T",7), after the revelation of 04escX, 0 gesc f (X)
and 0 ge5c @, 0gesc f (@), for every a € 0 4,05.x and for every f(a) € 0gesc f(X).
Then, using all the above and a simple union bound gives that

A[(T},00) # (Th,05) | 10gescx]] < 1gescxin™.
The law of total probability implies that
AT, o)) #(Theh)] < 2nY3(nn)? (11.19)

Lemmal[IT.4lfollows by bounding appropriately the number of steps required for the coupling. Let </ be the event
that the number of steps in the coupling is more than n'/1°. Since the number of steps of the coupling is upper
bounded by the number of vertices of T+ 1, (v), using (IT.I3) and Markov’s inequality we get that

AMt) < n V1L, (11.20)
We have that
T #@"7)| = AT )00 # (" 1)1t ] + At
< nOA[(T), o)) # (Th,ah) | L€ + At [union bound]
< nl/lo/l[(T,"{i”é(T”Ué)] + Al
At €]
< 2nO0[(T), o)) # (T),ah)] +n~ /M1 [from (TT20)]
< Zn_llll.

The above implies that (TL.TT) is indeed true. The lemma follows.
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11.3. Proof of Lemma[IT.6l Clearly, Lemma[IT3limplies that we have corr* (d) = 0 if and only if d < d};.. To see
this note the following: Assume that there is dp > d,. such that corr* (dy) = 0. Then Lemma[IT.3limplies that since
dp > dj. and corr* (dp) = 0, then we also have corr* (d}.) = 0, which is false.

For proving Lemma [T} it remains to show that corr(d) = 0 if and only if d > d.. First we focus on showing

that for d < dj,. we have

corr(d) =0. (11.21)
For even integer ¢ > 0 consider the factor tree T, which contains ¢ levels of variable nodes and it is rooted at r. The
configuration n € Q300 s called “(¢, 6)-mixing", for some ¢ = 0, if it holds that
lluf, = plly < 6.

Let 4 (Ty,¢,0) be the set of all configurations which are (¢,6)-mixing for T,. The above quantity expresses the
correlation between the configuration of the vertices at distance 2¢ and the root r (set to vertex correlation).
Eq. (IT.21) follows by showing the following result.

Lemma 11.9. Ford < dj. and every§ > 0 there exists £o = £((5) such that for any even ¢ = ¢ we have

lim E[(1{o € 4 (T6,n(v),0,0)})g] = 1-0. (11.22)

Proof. We shift our attention to considering the teacher-student pair (G*,o*). In light of Corollary 49 it suffices
to show the following: For d < d. and every ¢ > 0 there exists £o = £y () such that for any ¢ = ¢ we have

lim P[o* ¢ 4 (Tgp(v),0,€)}] <e. (11.23)

n—oo

In light of Lemma[IT4] for (IT.23) it suffices to show the following result: For any d < d;

rec and any € > 0 there exists
o = fy(e) such that

4
[E<1{0 ¢ M(T (d,P),é,s)}>T‘, <e.
Clearly the above follows from the definition of d,.. 0

From Lemma[IT.9lwe get (IT.21) by working as follows: Let

corrye(d) = E| Y pue@Ilpg - pellw

7eQS(w20)

Furthermore, for any 6 > 0, integer ¢, for G, for any vertex v and o distributed as in Gibbs measure, let¢ =¥ (v,4,6)
be the event that o € 4 (T¢,(v),¢,6). Lemma[[T9limplies that for d < dr’éc, for every 6 > 0 there exists £y = £((5)
such that for any ¢ = ¢, the following holds:

E|0A-19) )Y pc@) llug—pcllw | +E

TEQS(U,Z[)

E[1-1{4}1+d+0(1) < 20+ 0(1).

oIty 0 19 Y pe@ llpg — kel

TEQS(U,Z[)

IA

Noting that corr(d) = limsup,_, ., limsup,,_,, nt Y vev, corry, ¢ (d), we get that (ILZT) is indeed true.
We conclude the proof of the Lemma[[T.6 by showing that for d > d%. we have

rec

corr(d) > 0. (11.24)

The proof of (IL.24) is by contradiction. Assume that there exists d,. < d such that corr(d) = 0, this would entail

that is true. Then, reversing the arguments from the proof of Lemma([IT.9] and combining them Corollary
[4.9] we get that for any € > 0 there exists £y = £¢(¢) such that for any ¢ > ¢ we have

(Lo e.a(T! @ P),0,e) <.

The above implies that corr* (d) = 0. Clearly we get a contradiction since we have shown in Lemma [IT.3] that for
every d > d},. we have corr*(d) > 0.
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