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Abstract
We delve into the challenge of semi-supervised
node classification on the Contextual Stochastic
Block Model (CSBM) dataset. Here, nodes from
the two-cluster Stochastic Block Model (SBM)
are coupled with feature vectors, which are de-
rived from a Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM)
that corresponds to their respective node labels.
With only a subset of the CSBM node labels ac-
cessible for training, our primary objective be-
comes the accurate classification of the remain-
ing nodes. Venturing into the transductive learn-
ing landscape, we, for the first time, pinpoint the
information-theoretical threshold for the exact re-
covery of all test nodes in CSBM. Concurrently,
we design an optimal spectral estimator inspired
by Principal Component Analysis (PCA) with the
training labels and essential data from both the ad-
jacency matrix and feature vectors. We also eval-
uate the efficacy of graph ridge regression and
Graph Convolutional Networks (GCN) on this
synthetic dataset. Our findings underscore that
graph ridge regression and GCN possess the abil-
ity to achieve the information threshold of exact
recovery in a manner akin to the optimal estimator
when using the optimal weighted self-loops. This
highlights the potential role of feature learning in
augmenting the proficiency of GCN, especially in
the realm of semi-supervised learning.

1. Introduction
Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have emerged as a pow-
erful method for tackling various problems in the domain
of graph-structured data, such as social networks, biolog-
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ical networks, and knowledge graphs. The versatility of
GNNs allows for applications ranging from node classifica-
tion to link prediction and graph classification. To explore
the mechanism and functionality behind GNNs, it is natural
to assume certain data generation models, such that the fun-
damental limits of certain tasks appear mathematically. In
particular, we focus on the synthetic data sampled from Con-
textual Stochastic Block Model (CSBM), first introduced by
(Deshpande et al., 2018).

In the literature, the existing work has been focused on
the generalization property of GNN (Esser et al., 2021),
(Bruna & Li, 2017), (Baranwal et al., 2021), the role of non-
linearity (Lampert & Scholtes, 2023) and oversmoothing
phenomenon (Wu et al., 2022). We focus on the fundamental
limits of CSBM and the following questions: (1) When do
we expect to classify all nodes correctly? (2) What is the best
possible accuracy we can achieve when given the parameters
of the data generation model? (3) Can we design an efficient
estimator to accomplish the previous tasks and how well
GNN performs under this evaluation metric? In addressing
this challenge, we venture into the transductive learning
landscape. For the first time, we identify the information-
theoretical limits required for classifying all nodes correctly
for CSBM, specifically in transductive learning setting. This
discovery is pivotal as it sets a benchmark for evaluating the
performance of various models and algorithms on this type
of data for the node classification problem.

Related work

Graph machine learning on CSBM CSBM has become
a popular model for theoretical analysis on the performance
of GCNs(Kipf & Welling, 2017). For instance, (Wu et al.,
2022) studied over-smoothing on CSBM; the generaliza-
tion performance of GCNs and graph attentions has been
considered in (Baranwal et al., 2021; 2023a; Fountoulakis
et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2019); the expressivity of GCNs
on CSBM (Oono & Suzuki, 2019); bayesian-inference on
nonlinear GCNs (Wei et al., 2022; Baranwal et al., 2023b).
Although (Huang et al., 2023) analyzed the feature learning
on modified CSBM (SNM therein) and (Lu, 2022) showed
the learning performance on SBM, currently, there is no
complete analysis of the training dynamics for GCNs on
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CSBM.

Generalization theory of GCNs Many works have stud-
ied the generalization of GCNs, e.g. Bruna & Li (2017)
explored the community detection for SBM with GCNs;
(Tang & Liu, 2023) (Shi et al., 2024; Duranthon & Zde-
borová, 2023) conjectures and algorithms for the constant
degree regime. The roles of self-loops and nonlinearity in
CCNs have been analyzed in (Lampert & Scholtes, 2023;
Kipf & Welling, 2017). Our results in GCNs also provide
a way to choose the optimal self-loop weight in GCN to
achieve optimal performance.

Semi-supervised linear regression Semi-supervised lin-
ear regression has been studied in a line of research work,
e.g. (Azriel et al., 2022; Ryan & Culp, 2015; Chakrabortty
& Cai, 2018; Tony Cai & Guo, 2020; Belkin et al., 2004).
(Lelarge & Miolane, 2019) proves the asymptotic Bayes
risks for GMM in semisupervised learning, whereas we ex-
tend this to CSBM under perfect recovery setting. (Nguyen
& Couillet, 2023) explored asymptotic Bayes risk of semi-
supervised multitask learning on Gaussian mixture.

Main contributions

Our contribution lies in the following three perspectives.

• Mathematically, we derive the necessary and sufficient
conditions for classifying all nodes correctly under the
CSBM. For scenarios where perfect classification is
impossible, we characterize the asymptotic misclassifi-
cation ratio and design efficient estimators to achieve
the lowest possible error rate.

• We discover the optimal spectral method for the exact
recovery of all unknown labels in this semi-supervised
learning which achieves the information theoretical
(IT) threshold for SNR.

• At the same time, we evaluate the efficacy of graph
ridge regression and GCN on the CSBM dataset to
achieve exact recovery. We find the optimal weight for
self-loop in the graph to attain IT bound. This provides
new insight into modifying the architectures of GCNs
for optimal performance.

2. Preliminaries
2.1. Node classification

Let V and E denote the set of vertices and edges of graph G
respectively, with |V| = N ∈ N+. Assume that V is com-
posed of two disjoint sets V+,V−, i.e., V = V+ ∪ V− and
V+ ∩ V− = ∅. Let y := [y1, . . . , yN ]⊤ ∈ {±1}N denote
the label vector encoding the community memberships, i.e.,

V+ = {i ∈ [N ] : yi > 0} and V− = {i ∈ [N ] : yi < 0}.
Assume the access to G in practice. The goal is to recover
the underlying y using the observations. Let ŷ denote some
estimator of y. To measure the performance of the above
estimator, define the mismatch ratio between y and ŷ by

ψN (y, ŷ) :=
1

N
min

s∈{±1}
|{i ∈ [N ] : yi ̸= s · ŷi}|.

For the symmetric case, |V+| = |V−| = N/2, the random
guess estimation, i.e., determining the node label by flipping
a fair coin, would achieve 50% accuracy on average. An
estimator is meaningful only if it outperforms the random
guess, i.e., ψN (y, ŷ) ≤ 0.5. If so, ŷ is said to accomplish
weak recovery. See (Abbe, 2018) for a detailed introduction.

In this paper, we aim to address another interesting scenario
when all the nodes can be perfectly classified, i.e., ψN = 0,
which leads to the concept of exact recovery.

Definition 2.1 (Exact recovery). The ŷ is said to achieve
the exact recovery (strong consistency) if

lim
N→∞

P(ψN (y, ŷ) = 0) = lim
N→∞

P(ŷ = ± y) = 1.

2.2. Contextual Stochastic Block Model

It is natural to embrace certain data generation models to
study the mathematical limits of algorithm performance.
The following model is in particular of our interests.

Definition 2.2 (Binary Stochastic Block Model, SBM).
Assume 1⊤y = 0, i.e., |V+| = |V−| = N/2. Given
0 < α, β < 1, for any pair of node i and j, the edge
{i, j} ∈ E is sampled independently with probability α if
yi = yj , i.e., P(Aij = 1) = α, otherwise P(Aij = 1) = β.
Furthermore, if A ∈ {0, 1}N×N is symmetric and Aii = 0
for each i ∈ [N ], we then write A ∼ SBM(y, α, β).

For each node i ∈ V , there is a feature vector xi attached
to it. We are interested in the scenario where xi is sampled
from the following Gaussian Mixture Model.

Definition 2.3 (Gaussian Mixture Model, GMM). Given
N, d ∈ N+, label vector y ∈ {±1}N and some fixed µ ∈
Sd−1 with ∥µ∥2 = 1, we write {xi}Ni=1 ∼ GMM(µ,y, θ)
if xi = θyiµ + zi ∈ Rd for each i ∈ [N ], where θ > 0
denote the signal strength, and {zi}Ni=1 ⊂ Rd are i.i.d.
random column vectors sampled from N (0, Id). Then by
denoting Z := [z1, . . . ,zN ]⊤, we re-write X ∈ RN×d as

X := [x1,x2, . . . ,xN ]⊤ = θyµ⊤ +Z. (2.1)

In particular, this paper focuses on the scenario where G and
X are generated in the following manner.

Definition 2.4 (Contextual Stochastic Block Model, CSBM).
Suppose that N, d ∈ N+, 0 ≤ α, β ≤ 1 and θ > 0. We
write (A,X) ∼ CSBM(y,µ, α, β, θ) if

2



Exact Recovery in Semi-Supervised Learning

(a) the label vector y is uniformly sampled from the set
{±1}N , satisfying 1⊤y = 0;

(b) independently, µ is sampled from uniform distribution
over the Sd−1 := {v ∈ Rd : ∥v∥2 = 1};

(c) given y, independently, we sample A ∼ SBM(y, α, β)
and X ∼ GMM(µ,y, θ).

CSBM was first introduced in (Deshpande et al., 2018),
where a tight analysis for the inference of latent community
structure was provided. The information-theoretic thresh-
olds on exact recovery (Abbe et al., 2022) and weak recovery
(Lu & Sen, 2023) were established under the unsupervised
learning regime, i.e., none of the node labels is revealed.
However, the modern learning methods (Kipf & Welling,
2017) performed on the popular datasets (Yang et al., 2016;
Bojchevski & Günnemann, 2018; Shchur et al., 2018) rely
on the model training procedure, i.e., a fraction of node
labels are revealed, which is the regime we will focus on.

2.3. Semi-supervised learning on graph

Assume that n ∈ [0, N) node labels are revealed, de-
noted by y1, . . . , yn without loss of generality. Let
L = {(xi, yi)}ni=1 denote the training samples and U =
{xj}Nj=n+1 denote the set of feature vectors corresponding
to the unrevealed nodes. Each vertex v ∈ V is assigned to ei-
ther VL or VU depending on the disclosure of its label, where
n := |VL|, m := |VU| with N = n + m. Let τ := n/N
denote the training ratio. For simplicity, let yL ∈ {±1}n
and yU ∈ {±1}m denote the revealed and unrevealed label
vectors. We further denote VL,+ = {i ∈ VL : yi > 0},
VL,− = {i ∈ VL : yi < 0}, VU,+ = {i ∈ VU : yi > 0}
and VU,− = {i ∈ VU : yi < 0}. For instance in Figure 1,
we aim to recover the labels of VU,+ and VU,− based on
known labels in VL,+ and VL,−. Under the semi-supervised
regime, the graph G and feature matrix X are generated in
the following manner.

Definition 2.5 (Semisupervised CSBM). Suppose that yL,
yU are uniformly sampled from {±1}n, {±1}m respec-
tively, satisfying 1⊤

n yL = 1⊤
myU = 0. After concatenat-

ing y = [y⊤
L ,y

⊤
U ]

⊤, we have (A, {xi}Ni=1) sampled from
CSBM(y,µ, α, β, θ) in model 2.4.

Remark 2.6. It reduces to the unsupervised regime if n = 0.

Let X = span({xi}Ni=1) denote the feature space and Y =
{±1}N denote label space. In practice, the access to the
graph G = (V, E), the feature vectors {xi}Ni=1 and the
revealed labels yL are guaranteed. At this stage, finding a
predictor h : X ×G×YL 7→ YU is our primary interest. Let
ŷU denote some estimator of yU. The mismatch ratio under
the semi-supervised regime can be re-written as

ψm(yU, ŷU) =
1

m
min

s∈{±1}
|{i ∈ [m] : (yU)i ̸= s(ŷU)i}|.

Figure 1. An example of SBM under semi-supervised learning.
Red: VL,+; blue: VL,−; yellow: VU,+; and orange VU,−.

2.4. Graph-based transductive learning

To efficiently represent the training and test data, we define
the following two sketching matrices.
Definition 2.7. Define SL ∈ {0, 1}n×N , SU ∈ {0, 1}m×N

(SL)ij :=1{i = j} ∩ 1{i ∈ VL},
(SU)ij :=1{i = j} ∩ 1{i ∈ VU}.

Immediately, yL = SLy, yU = SUy. Define XL := SLX ,
XU := SUX , then X = [X⊤

L ,X
⊤
U ]

⊤. The adjacency
matrix A ∈ RN×N adapts the following block form

A =

[
AL ALU
AUL AU

]
:=

[
SLAS⊤

L SLAS⊤
U

SUAS⊤
L SUAS⊤

U

]
. (2.2)

In inductive learning, algorithms are unaware of the nodes
for testing during the learning stage, i.e., only AL and X
are used for training. The test graph AU is disjoint from
AL and entirely unseen by the algorithm during the training
procedure, since ALU is not used either. Notably, this kind
of information wastage will reduce the estimator’s accuracy.

In contrast, the entire graph A is used for algorithm training
under transductive learning. The estimator benefits from the
message-passing mechanism among seen and unseen nodes.

3. Main results
To state our main results, we start with several basic as-
sumptions. Recall that τ := n/N denotes the training ratio,
where τ ∈ (0, 1) is some fixed constant.
Assumption 3.1 (Asymptotics). Let qm be some function
of m and qm → ∞ as m → ∞. For CSBM(y,µ, α, β, θ)
in model 2.4, we assume α = a · qm/m and β = b · qm/m,
for some constants a ̸= b ∈ R+, and

cτ := θ4[qm(θ2 + (1− τ)d/m)]−1, (3.1)

is a fixed positive constant as m→∞. Furthermore, we fix
n/N = τ ∈ (0, 1) as N,n,m→∞.
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For instance, τ = 0.2, α = 0.3 and β = 0.05 in Figure 1.
For a, b ∈ R+, denote aτ = (1− τ)−1a, bτ = (1− τ)−1b.
Define the following rate function by

I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) := [(
√
aτ −

√
bτ )

2 + cτ ]/2, (3.2)

which will be applied to our large deviation analysis.

3.1. Information-theoretic limits

Note that y = [y⊤
L ,y

⊤
U ]

⊤, (A,X) ∼ CSBM(y,µ, α, β, θ),
we first present the necessary condition for any estimator
ŷU to reconstruct yU exactly.

Theorem 3.2 (Impossibility). Under Assumption 3.1 with
qm = log(m), as m → ∞, every algorithm will mis-
classify at least 2 vertices with probability tending to 1
if I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) < 1.

We explain the proof sketch above. For the node classifi-
cation problem, the best estimator is the Maximum Likeli-
hood Estimator (MLE). If MLE fails exact recovery, then
no other algorithm could achieve exact recovery. When
I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) < 1, we can prove that with high probability,
MLE will not return the true label vector yU, but some other
configuration ỹU ̸= yU instead, which leads to the failure
of exact recovery. Similar idea showed up in (Abbe et al.,
2015; Kim et al., 2018; Wang, 2023) before. On the other
hand, the following result concerns the fundamental limits
of any algorithm.

Theorem 3.3. Under Assumption 3.1 with qm ≫ 1, any
sequence of estimators ŷU satisfies

lim inf
m→∞

q−1
m logEψm(yU, ŷU) ≥ −I(aτ , bτ , cτ ).

Informally, the result of Theorem 3.3 can be interpreted
as Eψm(yU, ŷU) ≥ e−I(aτ ,bτ ,cτ )qm , which gives the lower
bound on the expected mismatch ratio for any estimator ŷU.
This rate function I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) in (3.2) is derived from the
analysis of the large deviation principle (LDP) for A and
X , with details deferred to Lemma A.1.

3.2. Optimal spectral estimator

3.2.1. THE CONSTRUCTION OF SPECTRAL ESTIMATORS

Define the hollowed Gram matrix G = H(XX⊤) ∈
RN×N by Gij = ⟨xi,xj⟩1{i ̸=j}. Similarly, G adapts the
block form as in (2.2). Let λi(A), λi(AU) (resp. λi(G),
λi(GU)) denote the i-th largest eigenvalue of A, AU (resp.
G, GU), and ui(AU), ui(GU) are the corresponding unit
eigenvectors. Define the index ℓ⋆ = 2·1{a > b}+m·1{a <
b} and the ratio

κ̂ℓ⋆ = log
(λ1(AU) + λℓ⋆(AU)

λ1(AU)− λℓ⋆(AU)

)
.

The index ℓ⋆ is used to differentiate the homophilic (a > b)
and heterophilic (a < b) graphs. We then define

ŷSBM := κ̂ℓ⋆
( 1√

m
AULyL + λℓ⋆(AU)uℓ⋆(AU)

)
ŷGMM :=

2λ1(G)

Nλ1(G) + dN

(GULyL√
m

+ λ1(GU)u1(GU)
)
.

It is natural to discard the graph estimator when a = b
reflected by κ̂ℓ⋆ = 0, since no algorithm could outperform
random guess on the Erdős-Rényi graph. Consequently,
the ideal estimator, inspired by semi-supervised principal
component analysis, is given by sign(ŷPCA) with

ŷPCA := ŷSBM + ŷGMM, (3.4)

where the estimated partitions are collected by V̂U,+ := {i ∈
VU : (ŷPCA)i > 0} and V̂U,− := {i ∈ VU : (ŷPCA)i < 0}.

3.2.2. THE REGIME qm ≳ log(m)

Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 3.4 (a) establish the sharp thresh-
old for exact recovery, i.e., I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) = 1, verified by
the numerical simulations in Figures 2 and 3.

Theorem 3.4. Let Assumption 3.1 hold and qm ≳ log(m).

(a) (Exact). When Iτ = I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) > 1, ŷPCA achieves
exact recovery with probability at least 1−m1−Iτ .

(b) (Optimal). When Iτ = I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) ≤ 1, it follows

lim sup
m→∞

q−1
m logEψm(yU, ŷPCA) ≤ −Iτ .

Informally, the second part of Theorem 3.4 can be under-
stood as Eψm(yU, ŷU) ≤ e−Iτ ·qm , which establishes an
upper bound of the expected mismatch ratio. It matches the
lower bound in Theorem 3.3. In that sense, even though
exact recovery is impossible when I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) ≤ 1 by
Theorem 3.2, the estimator ŷPCA in (3.4) arrives the lowest
possible error rate when qm ≳ log(m).

3.2.3. THE REGIME 1≪ qm ≪ log(m)

When the graph becomes even sparser, where the expected
degree of each vertex goes to infinity slower than log(m),
the previous estimator ŷPCA in (3.4) is no longer valid.
There are two main issues. First, κ̂ℓ⋆ was designed for
the estimation of log(aτ/bτ ), but it does not converge to
log(aτ/bτ ) anymore when 1 ≪ qm ≪ log(m), since
λ1(AU) and λℓ⋆(AU) no longer concentrate around α+β

2

and α−β
2 (Feige & Ofek, 2005). To get rid of that, we refer

to the quadratic forms 1⊤AL1 and y⊤
LALyL, which still

present good concentration properties. Formally, we use the
following κ̃ℓ⋆ instead

κ̃ℓ⋆ := log
(1⊤AL1+ y⊤

LALyL
1⊤AL1− y⊤

LALyL

)
.
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(a) cτ = 0.5. (b) cτ = 1.5

Figure 2. Performance of ŷPCA in (3.4): fix N = 800, τ = 0.25 and vary a (y-axis) and b (x-axis) from 1 to 10.5. For each parameter
configuration (aτ , bτ , cτ ), we compute the frequency of exact recovery over 20 independent runs. Light color represents a high chance of
success. Phase transitions occurs at the red curve I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) = 1, as proved by Theorems 3.2 and 3.4.

The second issue is that, the entrywise eigenvector analysis
of u2(AU) breaks down due to the lack of concentration.
To overcome that, we let ŷG = sign(ŷGMM). Note that
AUŷG is closed to

√
mλℓ⋆(AU)uℓ⋆(AU), then the new

graph estimator is defined through

ỹSBM := κ̃ℓ⋆
(
AULyL +AUŷG

)
/
√
m (3.5)

Combining the above reasoning together, the estimator for
under the general case is given by sign(ỹPCA), where

ỹPCA = ỹSBM + ŷGMM.

The following result shows that ỹPCA achieves the lowest
possible expected error rate when 1≪ qm ≪ log(m).

Theorem 3.5. Let Assumption 3.1 hold, then it follows

lim sup
m→∞

q−1
m logEψm

(
yU, sign(ỹPCA)

)
≤ −I(aτ , bτ , cτ ).

3.2.4. COMPARATION WITH UNSUPERVISED REGIME

When only the sub-graph GU = (VU, EU) is observed,
it becomes an unsupervised learning task on GU, where
the data is equivalently sampled from (AU, {xi}mi=1) ∼
CSBM(yU,µ, α, β, θ) with α = aqm/m and β = bqm/m.
The rate function can be obtained by simply taking τ = 0
with a0 = a, b0 = b, and c0 = q−1

m (θ2 + d/m)−1θ4, align-
ing with the result in (Abbe et al., 2022). The difference
between the two boundaries I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) = 1 (red) and
I(a0, b0, c0) = 1 (blue) is presented in Figure 2. A crucial

Figure 3. The y-axis is q−1
m log(Eψm), the average mismatch ratio

on the logarithmic scale. The x-axis is a, varying from 0 to 10.5.
Fix b = 5, τ = 0.25, cτ = 0.5. The red curve is −I(aτ , bτ , cτ ),
the lower bound predicted by Theorem 3.3. The experiments over
different N shows that ŷPCA achieves the information-theoretical
limits, as proved in Theorems 3.4 and 3.5.

observation is that, the extra information from XU, AU and
AUL shrinks the boundary for exact recovery, making the
task easier compared with the unsupervised regime.

3.3. Performance of ridge regression on linear GCN

For CSBM(y,µ, α, β, θ), in this section, we focus on ana-
lyzing how these parameters a, b, cτ and τ defined in As-
sumption 3.1 affect the learning performances of the lin-
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ear graph convolutional networks. We consider a graph
convolutional kernel h(X) ∈ RN×d which is a function
of data matrix X and adjacency matrix A sampled from
CSBM(y,µ, α, β, θ). We add self-loops and define the new
adjacency matrix Aρ := A+ ρIN , where ρ > 0 represents
the intensity of self connections in the graph. Let Dρ be the
diagonal matrix whose diagonals are the average degree for
Aρ, i.e., [Dρ]ii =

1
N

∑N
i=1

∑N
j=1(Aρ)ij for each i ∈ [N ].

For the linear graph convolutional layer, we will consider
the following normalization:

h(X) =
1√
Nqm

D−1
ρ AρX, (3.6)

Denote D := D0, indicating no self-loop added, and D0 as
the first diagonal of D. We study the linear ridge regression
on h(X). Compared with the general GCN defined in (Kipf
& Welling, 2017), here we simplify the graph convolutional
layer by replacing the degree matrix of A by the average de-
gree among all vertices. In this case, we can directly employ
h̃(X) = 1

d̃·
√
Nqm

AρX to approximate the h(X), where

d̃ is the expected average degree defined by (C.1). Notice
that for sparse graph A under Assumption 3.1, the degree
concentration for each degree is not guaranteed, which is a
different situation from (Baranwal et al., 2021; 2023a).

We now consider transductive learning on CSBM following
the idea from (Baranwal et al., 2021; Shi et al., 2024). Recall
that the vertex set V is split into two disjoint sets VL and VU,
where n = |VL|, m = |VU| and N = n+m. The training
ratio τ = n

N asN →∞. From Definition 2.7, we know that
SL ∈ [0, 1]n×N , SU ∈ [0, 1]m×N , SLX = XL ∈ Rn×d,
and SUX = XU ∈ Rm×d. Then, the empirical loss of
linear ridge regression (LLR) on h(X) can be written as

L(β) =
1

n
∥SL(h(X)β − y)∥22 +

λ

n
∥β∥22,

for any λ > 0, where the solution to this problem is

β̂ = argmin
β∈Rd

L(β)

= (h(X)⊤P Lh(X) + λId)
−1h(X)⊤P Ly, (3.7)

where P L = S⊤
L SL ∈ RN×N is a diagonal matrix. Simi-

larly, define P U = S⊤
USU ∈ RN×N . Then the estimator of

this linear ridge regression for λ > 0 is

ŷLRR = SUh(X)(h(X)⊤P Lh(X)+λId)
−1h(X)⊤P Ly.

(3.8)
In the following, we aim to analyze the misclassification
rate ψm(yU, ŷLRR), the associated test and training risks in
mean square error (MSE) defined by

R(λ) := 1

m
∥SU(h(X)β̂ − y)∥22 (3.9)

E(λ) := 1

n
∥SL(h(X)β̂ − y)∥22. (3.10)

Notice that Shi et al. (2024) also studied the asymptotic
test and training risks for CSBM on linear GCNs but in a
sparser graph A with constant average degree. They utilized
statistical physics methods with some Gaussian equivalent
conjecture to compute the asymptotic risks. Below, we
provide detailed statements for the exact recovery thresholds
of ŷLRR.

Theorem 3.6 (Exact recovery for graph convolution linear
ridge regression). Consider the ridge regression on the lin-
ear graph convolution h(X) defined in (3.6) with estimator
ŷLLR in (3.8). Assume that ρ ≲ qm, θ2 = (1 + o(1))cτqm
and qm ≲ d ≲

√
Nqm.Then, under Assumption 3.1, we can

conclude that

(a) When ρ = 0, then P(ψm(yU, sign(ŷLRR)) = 0) → 1
as long as I(aτ , bτ , 0) > 1.

(b) When

ρ =
2cτ

log(aτ/bτ )
qm, (3.11)

then P(ψm(yU, sign(ŷLRR)) = 0) → 1 as long as
I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) > 1.

(c) When ρ = sqm for some constant s ∈ R, then

P(ψm(yU, sign(ŷLRR)) = 0)→ 1

when J(aτ , bτ , cτ , ζ, s) > 1, as m→∞, where ζ :=
κτ

κ2τ+λ and κ :=
√
cτ · aτ−bτ+2s

aτ+bτ+2s for λ > 0. Here rate
function J(aτ , bτ , cτ , ζ, s) is defined in Lemma C.2.
Additionally, we know that the exact recovery region
{(aτ , bτ , cτ ) : J(aτ , bτ , cτ , ζ, s) > 1} is a subset of
the optimal region {(aτ , bτ , cτ ) : I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) > 1}.

Consequently, ρ = 2cτ
log(a/b)qm is the optimal weighted self-

loop to attain the exact recovery of labels yU in this semi-
supervised learning with linear ridge regression on h(X).
This is because in this case, the exact recovery for ŷLRR

matches the information-theoretic lower bound in Theo-
rem 3.3, i.e., below this threshold, no algorithms can per-
fectly recover all the unknown labels in VU.

Theorem 3.7 (Asymptotic training and test errors). Con-
sider (A,X) ∼ CSBM(y,µ, α, β, θ). Suppose that
ρ/qm → s ∈ R and d ≲ N . Under the Assumption 3.1, the
training and test errors for linear ridge regression on h(X)
defined by (3.7) are asymptotically satisfying the following
results. For any fixed λ > 0, both training and test errors
in MSE loss defined in (3.9) and (3.10) satisfy

E(λ) andR(λ)→ λ2

(κ2τ + λ)2
,

almost surely, as m,N → ∞, where κ is defined in Theo-
rem 3.6 (c).
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(a) Without self-loop. (b) With optimal self-loop

Figure 4. Performance of ŷLRR in (3.8). Fix N = 800, τ = 0.25, cτ = 0.5. Compute the frequency of exact recovery over 20
independent runs. When I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) > 1, ŷLRR achieves exact recovery, as proved in Theorem 3.6 (a) and (b).

Figure 5. The y-axis is Eψm , the average mismatch ratio over 20
independent runs. The x-axis is a, varying from 0 to 10.5. Fix b =
4, τ = 0.25, cτ = 0.5,N = 400. The red curve ism−I(aτ ,bτ ,cτ ),
the lower bound predicted by Theorem 3.3 with qm = log(m).
The experiments shows that ŷLRR achieves a lower mismatch ratio
when adding self-loop in the area I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) < 1, where the
exact recovery is impossible.

3.4. Performance of GCN with gradient-based training

In this section, we study the feature learning of GCN on
(A,X) ∼ CSBM(y,µ, α, β, θ) with n known labels and
m unknown labels to be classified. We focus on gradient-
based training processes. From Section 3.3, we can indicate
that the self-connection (or self-loop) weight ρ plays an im-
portant role in exact recovery on test feature vertices. It turns
out that we need to find the optimal ρ in (3.11) for self-loop
weight to ensure the exact recovery threshold approaches to
the IT bound studied in Section 3.1 for graph learning. A

similar idea is also mentioned in (Kipf & Welling, 2017),
whereas the equal status of self-connections and edges to
neighboring nodes may not be a good assumption for a gen-
eral graph dataset. Hence, we raise a modified training pro-
cess for GCNs: in general, learning on graphs also requires
learning the optimal self-loop weight for the graph, i.e., we
should also view parameter ρ in graph Aρ = A+ ρIN as a
trainable parameter. Although the optimal ρ in Section 3.3
for CSBM on semisupervised learning is due to LDP analy-
sis (see Appendix C.1), we can generally apply a spectral
method to achieve oracle ρ in (3.11).

For simplicity, in this section, we denote

As = A+ sqmIN , Ds = sqmIN +D,

where D is a diagonal matrix with the average degree for
each diagonal. In this section, we view s ∈ R as a train-
able parameter. Let us consider a general two-layer graph
convolutional neural network defined by

f(X) :=
1√
K
σ(D−1

s AsXW )a (3.12)

where the first-layer weight matrix is W ∈ Rd×K and
second layer weight matrix is a ∈ RK for some K ∈ N.
Here, W , s are training parameters for this GCN. We aim
to train this neural network with training label yL to predict
the labels for vertices in VU. Notice that when training W ,
we want W to learn (align with) the correct feature µ in the
dataset. As studied in (Baranwal et al., 2021), for CSBM
with a large threshold, the data point feature is linearly
separable, hence there is no need to introduce a nonlinear
convolution layer in (3.12). So we will consider σ(x) = x
below. In practice, nonlinearity for node classification may

7
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not be important in certain graph learning problems (Wu
et al., 2019; He et al., 2020).

We train this GCN in two steps. First, we train the W with
a large gradient descent step on training labels. By choosing
the suitable learning rate, we can allow W to learn the
feature µ. Let us define the MSE loss by

L(W , s) =
1

2n
(f(X)− y)⊤P L(f(X)− y).

The analysis for GD with a large learning rate to achieve
feature learning is analogous with (Ba et al., 2022; Damian
et al., 2022). We extend this analysis to one-layer GCNs.
Precisely, we take a one-step GD with a weight decay λ1
and learning rate η1:

W (1) = W (0) − η1
(
∇W (0)L(W (0), s(0)) + λ1W

(0)
)
.

Secondly, we find out the optimal s based on (3.11). Here,
we only use training labels yL. Let

s(1) =
2

n2qm
(y⊤

LXLW
(1)a)

/
log
(1⊤A1+ y⊤

LALyL
1⊤A1− y⊤

LALyL

)
.

This construction resembles the spectral methods defined in
(3.5). Meanwhile, we can also replace this estimator with
the gradient-based method to optimize s in MSE loss which
is shown in Appendix D. However, to attain the IT bound,
the nonlinearity of σ(x) in (3.12) plays an important role
when applying GD to find optimal self-loop weight s. This
observation is consistent with results by Wei et al. (2022);
Baranwal et al. (2023b), where nonlinearity needed for GCN
to obtain certain Bayes optimal in sparse graph learning.

Assumption 3.8. Consider N, d,K → ∞, n ≍ N ,
K ≍ N , qm = log(m) and d = o(q2m). We assume

that at initialization s(0) = 0, and
√
K · [W (0)]ij

i.i.d.∼
N (0, 1),

√
K · [a]j

i.i.d.∼ Unif{±1}, for all i ∈ [d], j ∈ [K].

With initialization stated in Assumption 3.8 and trained
parameters W (1) and s(1), we derive a GCN estimator for
unknown labels which matches with Theorems 3.3 and 3.2.

Theorem 3.9. Under Assumptions 3.1 and 3.8, suppose
that learning rate η1 = Θ(K/

√
qm) and weight decay

rate λ1 = η−1
1 . Then, estimator ŷGCN = SUf(X) with

W = W (1) and s = s(1) satisfies that

P(ψm(yU, sign(ŷGCN)) = 0)→ 1

when I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) > 1, as m → ∞. Hence, GCN can
attain the IT bound for the exact recovery of CSBM.

Remark 3.10. (Duranthon & Zdeborová, 2023) proposed
the AMP-BP algorithm to solve the community detection
problem under CSBM, where the expected degree of each

Figure 6. Mismatch ratio difference of ŷGCN when with or without
self-loop for fixed b = 4, cτ = 0.5, N = 400.

vertex is constant, i.e., qm = O(1). By contrast, this
manuscript focuses on the regime qm ≫ 1 as in Assump-
tion 3.1. Theorem 3.9 shows that the GCN achieves exact re-
covery when I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) > 1. However, the performance
of the GCN is not characterized when I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) < 1,
and it is still unclear whether it would match the lower
bound proved in Theorem 3.3, i.e., the optimality of GCN
remains open. From simulations in Figure 6, we observe
that below the IT bound (I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) < 1), there is a gap
between theoretical optimal error (red curve) and the simu-
lated mismatch ratio by GCN estimators.

4. Numerical simulations
4.1. Optimal spectral method

The efficacy of the spectral estimator ŷPCA is demonstrated
in Figures 2 (a) and 3 for cτ = 0.5 and Figure 2 (b) for
cτ = 1.5. We fix N = 800, τ = 0.25, but vary a (y-axis)
and b (x-axis) from 1 to 10.5 in Figure 2, and compute the
frequency of exact recovery over 20 independent trials for
each parameter configuration (aτ , bτ , cτ ). Here, a lighter
color represents a higher success chance. The (red) and
(blue) curves represent the boundaries for exact recovery
under semi-supervised and unsupervised regimes respec-
tively. A larger cτ implies a stronger signal in node features,
which shrinks the boundary for exact recovery and makes
the problem easier. In Figure 3, we fix b = 5 but vary a
(x-axis) from 1 to 10.5. The simulations for the average
mismatch ratio are presented on the logarithmic scale over
different choices of N . Clearly, logEψm will approach the
lower bound (red curve) as proved in Theorems 3.3, 3.4 (2).

4.2. Ridge regression on linear GCNs

The efficacy of the ridge estimator ŷLRR is presented in
Figures 4 and 5. We fix N = 800, τ = 0.25 and cτ = 0.5
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(a) Exact recovery counts without self-loop. (b) Exact recovery counts with self loop ρ.

Figure 7. Performance of ŷGCN when N = 400, τ = 0.25, cτ = 0.5.

in Figure 4, but vary a (y-axis) and b (x-axis) from 1 to
10.5, where 20 independent trials are performed on each
(aτ , bτ , cτ ). The difference between the (a) and (b) lies on
the choice of the self-loop density ρ, where we take ρ = 0 in
(a) but ρ = 2cτqm log(aτ/bτ ) in (b) as (3.11). In Figure 5,
we fix b = 4, N = 400 but vary a (x-axis) from 1 to
10.5. When I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) < 1, the performance difference
between the choices of ρ are presented. From simulations,
the average mismatch ratio is closer to the predicted lower
bound (red curve) when the optimal self-loop is added.

4.3. Gradient-based training on GCN

The efficacy of ŷGCN is presented in Figures 6 and 7. Sim-
ilarly, we fix N = 400, τ = 0.25 and cτ = 0.5, but vary
a (y-axis) and b (x-axis) from 1 to 9 in Figure 7. For each
(aτ , bτ , cτ ), 10 independent trials are performed. We plot
the performance when adding self-loops to the graph data,
where we take ρ = 0 in (a) but ρ = 2cτqm log(aτ/bτ ) in
(b) as (3.11). In Figure 6, we fix b = 4, cτ = 0.5, N = 400
but vary a (x-axis) from 1 to 9. The performance difference
between the choices of ρ when I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) < 1 are pre-
sented. From the simulations, the average mismatch ratio is
closer to the predicted bound (red curve) when the optimal
self-loop is added.

5. Discussion and conclusion
Firstly, as shown in ℓ∗ and κ̂ℓ∗ , our results for spectral
method, ridge regression, and GCNs all cover Erdős-Rényi
graph (a = b), homophilic graphs (a > b) and heterophilic
graphs (a < b). When a = b, we can only utilize the
node feature from GMM for classification, which returns to
the semisupervised learning on GMM (Lelarge & Miolane,
2019; Oymak & Cihad Gulcu, 2021; Nguyen & Couillet,

2023). For heterophilic graphs with a < b, the optimal self-
loop strength ρ defined in (3.11) is negative, which validates
the observation in Figure 5 of (Shi et al., 2024).

Our research pioneers the investigation of the exact recovery
threshold in semi-supervised learning on CSBM. We present
various strategies for achieving exact recovery, including
the spectral method, linear ridge regression applied to linear
Graph Convolutional Networks (GCNs), and gradient-based
training techniques for GCNs. For each method, we es-
tablish precise asymptotic lower bounds that depend on
the sparsity of the Stochastic Block Model (SBM) and the
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) in Gaussian Mixture Models
(GMM), which, in many instances, are optimal when com-
pared to the information-theoretic (IT) bound. Crucially, our
findings support the notion that GCNs, when equipped with
certain gradient-based training protocols, can flawlessly re-
cover all unlabeled vertices provided the SNR exceeds the
IT bound. This finding underscores the effectiveness of
GCNs in addressing classification problems within CSBM
settings. For future work, we can delve into the exact recov-
ery rates for more intricate and nonlinear graph models, such
as XOR-SBM and geometric Gaussian graphs. Additionally,
we intend to shed light on the process of feature learning
in GCNs and identify the optimal GCN architectures that
prevent over-smoothing and meet IT bounds.

Acknowledgements
H.W. and Z.W. acknowledge the support from NSF DMS-
2154099. Z.W. is also partially supported by NSF DMS-
2055340.

9



Exact Recovery in Semi-Supervised Learning

Impact Statement
This paper presents work whose goal is to advance the field
of Machine Learning. There are many potential societal
consequences of our work, none of which we feel must be
specifically highlighted here.

References
Abbe, E. Community detection and stochastic block mod-

els: Recent developments. Journal of Machine Learning
Research, 18(177):1–86, 2018. URL http://jmlr.
org/papers/v18/16-480.html.

Abbe, E., Bandeira, A. S., and Hall, G. Exact recovery
in the stochastic block model. IEEE Transactions on
information theory, 62(1):471–487, 2015.

Abbe, E., Fan, J., Wang, K., and Zhong, Y. Entrywise eigen-
vector analysis of random matrices with low expected
rank. Annals of statistics, 48(3):1452, 2020.

Abbe, E., Fan, J., and Wang, K. An ℓp theory of pca and
spectral clustering. The Annals of Statistics, 50(4):2359–
2385, 2022.

Alt, J., Ducatez, R., and Knowles, A. Extremal eigenvalues
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A. Information-theoretic limits
In this section, we will provide the proofs for Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 3.3.

A.1. Impossibility for exact recovery

The proof sketch of Theorem 3.2 is presented in this section, with some proofs of Lemmas deferred.

Let y ∈ {±1}N denote the true label vector with y = [y⊤
L ,y

⊤
U ]

⊤, where yL and yU denote the observed and uncovered
label vector respectively. Assume (A,X) ∼ CSBM(y,µ, α, β, θ) as in model 2.5, and the access to A,X,yL are provided.
Let ŷU ∈ {±1}m denote an estimator of yU obtained from algorithm. The probability that ŷU fails recovering every entry
of yU is

Pfail := P(ŷU ̸= ±yU) =
∑

A,X,yL

[1− P(ŷU = ±yU|A,X,yL)] · P(A,X,yL),

where the Maximum A Posteriori (MAP) estimator achieves its minimum. Since the prior distribution of y is uniform
sampled in Definition 2.5, the discussion on the ideal estimator can be transferred to Maximum Likelihood Estimation
(MLE),

ŷMLE := argmax
z∈{±1}m,1⊤z=0

P(A|yL,yU = z) · P(X|yL,yU = z). (A.1)

Furthermore, Lemma A.3 shows the function that MLE is maximizing over z ∈ {±1}m

f(z) := logP(A|yL,yU = z) + logP(X|yL,yU = z). (A.2)

From the discussion above, MLE is equivalent to the best estimator MAP. No algorithm would be able to assign all labels
correctly if MLE fails. In the view of (A.2), the failure of MLE indicates that some configuration σ ∈ {±1}m other than
the true yU achieves its maximum, and MLE prefers σ other than yU.

To establish the necessity, we explicitly construct some σ ∈ {±1}m with 1⊤σ = 0 such that σ ̸= yU but f(σ) ≥ f(yU)
when below the threshold, i.e., Iτ (a, b, c) < 1. An example of such σ can be constructed as follows. Pick u ∈ VU,+ and
v ∈ VU,− where VU,± = VU ∩ V±, and switch the labels of u and v in yU but keep all the others. Lemma A.1 characterizes
the scenarios of failing exact recovery in terms of u and v.

Lemma A.1. Given some subset S ⊂ V = [N ], for vertex u ∈ U, define the following random variable

Wm,u(S) := yu ·
(
log(a/b) ·

∑
j∈S

Aujyj +
2

N + d/θ2

∑
j∈S
⟨xu,xj⟩yj

)
. (A.3)

Denote by Wm,u :=Wm,u([N ] \ {u}) for any u ∈ VU. Define the rate function

I(t, aτ , bτ , cτ ) :=
1

2

(
aτ − aτ

(aτ
bτ

)t
+ bτ − bτ

( bτ
aτ

)t)
− 2cτ (t+ t2). (A.4)

Then, it supreme over t is attained at t⋆ = −1/2,

sup
t∈R

I(t, aτ , bτ , cτ ) = I(−1/2, aτ , bτ , cτ ) =
1

2

(
(
√
aτ −

√
bτ )

2 + cτ

)
=: I(aτ , bτ , cτ ),

where the last equality holds as in (3.2).

(a) For any ε < a−b
2(1−τ) log(a/b)+2cτ and δ > 0, there exists some sufficiently large m0 > 0, such that for I(t, aτ , bτ , cτ )

in (A.4), the following holds for any m ≥ m0

P(Wm,u ≤ εqm) = (1 + o(1)) · exp
(
− qm ·

(
− δ + sup

t∈R
{εt+ I(t, aτ , bτ , cτ )}

))
.

(b) For the pair u ∈ VU,+ and v ∈ VU,−, the event {Wm,u ≤ 0} ∩ {Wm,v ≤ 0} implies f(yU) ≤ f(σ) with probability
at least 1− e−qm .

13
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However, for any pair u ∈ VU,+, v ∈ VU,−, the variables Wm,u and Wm,v are not independent due to the existence
of common random edges. To get rid of the dependency, let U be a subset of VU with cardinality |U| = δm where
δ = log−3(m), such that |U ∩ VU,+| = |U ∩ VU,−| = δm/2. Define the following random variables

Um,u :=Wm,u([N ] \ U), Jm,u :=Wm,u(U \ {u}), Jm := max
u∈VU

Jm,u (A.5)

Obviously, for some ζm > 0, {Um,u ≤ −ζmqm} ∩ {Jm ≤ ζmqm} implies {Wm,u ≤ 0} since Wm,u = Um,u + Jm,u.
Furthermore, {Um,u ≤ −ζmqm} does not reply on {Jm ≤ ζmqm} since Jm is independent to any vertex in U . Also,
{Um,u}u∈VU,+∩U is a set of independent random variables since no overlap edges. Thus the failure probability can be lower
bounded by

Pfail ≥P(∃u ∈ VU,+, v ∈ VU,− s.t. f(yU) ≤ f(σ))

≥P
(
∪u∈VU,+ {Wm,u ≤ 0}

⋂
∪v∈VU,−{Wm,v ≤ 0}

)
≥ P

(
∪u∈VU,+∩U {Wm,u ≤ 0}

⋂
∪v∈VU,−∩U{Wm,v ≤ 0}

)
≥P
(
∪u∈VU,+∩U {Um,u ≤ −ζmqm}

⋂
∪v∈VU,−∩U{Um,v ≤ −ζmqm}

∣∣∣{Jm ≤ ζmqm}) · P(Jm ≤ ζmqm)

≥P
(
∪u∈VU,+∩U {Um,u ≤ −ζmqm}

∣∣∣{Jm ≤ ζmqm})
· P
(
∪v∈VU,−∩U {Um,v ≤ −ζmqm}

∣∣∣{Jm ≤ ζmqm}) · P(Jm ≤ ζmqm)

=P
(
∪u∈VU,+∩U {Um,u ≤ −ζmqm}

)
· P
(
∪v∈VU,−∩U {Um,v ≤ −ζmqm}

)
· P(Jm ≤ ζmqm).

Lemma A.2. For ζm = (log logm)−1 and qm = log(m) and some constant δ̃ > 0, the following holds

P(Jm ≤ ζmqm) ≥ 1− log−3(m) ·m−1+o(1), P
(
∪u∈VU,+∩U {Um,u ≤ −ζmqm}

)
≥ 1− exp

(
− m1−I(aτ ,bτ ,cτ )+δ̃

2 log3(m)

)
.

With the lower bounds of the three components obtained in Lemma A.2, while I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) = 1− ε < 1 for some ε > 0

and δ̃ > 0, one has

Pfail ≥
[
1− exp

(
− m1−I(aτ ,bτ ,cτ )+δ̃

2 log3(m)

)]2
·
(
1− m−1+o(1)

log3(m)

)
≥ 1− 2 exp

(
− mε+δ̃

2 log3(m)

)
− m−1+o(1)

log3(m)
− exp

(
− mε+δ̃

2 log3(m)

)
· m

−1+o(1)

log3(m)

m→∞→ 1.

Therefore, the with probability tending to 1, the best estimator MLE (MAP) fails exact recovery, hence no other algorithm
could succeed.

A.2. Information-theoretic lower bounds

Proof of Theorem 3.3. For each node i ∈ VU, denote f(·|Ã, X̃, ỹL, ỹU,−i) = P(yi = ·|A = Ã,X = X̃,yL =
ỹL,yU,−i = ỹU,−i). Due to the symmetry of the problem, vertices are interchangeable if in the same community,
then it suffices to consider the following event

A =
{
f(y1|Ã, X̃, ỹL, ỹU,−1) < f(−y1|Ã, X̃, ỹL, ỹU,−1)

}
.

By Lemma F.3 in (Abbe et al., 2022) and symmetry between vertices, for any sequence of estimators ŷU, the following holds

Eψm(ŷU,yU) ≥
m− 1

3m− 1
· P(A).

Recall the definition of Wm,u in (A.3). We denote Wm,1 by taking u = 1 and S = [N ] \ {u}. Define the following two
events

Bε :=
{∣∣∣∣ log ( f(y1|Ã, X̃, ỹL, ỹU,−1)

f(−y1|Ã, X̃, ỹL, ỹU,−1)

)
−Wm,1

∣∣∣∣ < εqm

}
, Cε =

{
Wm,1 ≤ −εqm

}
.
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By triangle inequality, Bε ∩ Cε implies A, thus Bε ∩ Cε ⊂ A, and

Eψm(ŷU,yU) ≳ P(A) ≥ P(Bε ∩ Cε) ≥ P(Cε)− P(Bc
ε).

According to Lemma B.1, P(Bc
ε)≪ e−qm . Together with the results above, and by Lemma A.1, we have

lim inf
m→∞

q−1
m logEηm(ŷU,yU) ≥ − sup

t∈R
{εt+ I(a, b, cτ , τ)},

and the proof is finished by taking ε→ 0.

A.3. Deferred proofs

For the sake of convenience, we introduce the following notations for the remaining of this section. For some realization
A = Ã, X = X̃ , yL = ỹL ∈ {±1}n and µ = µ̃, we write

P(Ã, X̃, ỹL) = P(A = Ã,X = X̃,yL = ỹL), P(Ã, X̃|ỹL,yU = z) = P(A = Ã,X = X̃|yL = ỹL,yU = z)

P(Ã|ỹL,yU = z) = P(A = Ã|yL = ỹL,yU = z), P(X̃|ỹL,yU = z) = P(X = X̃|yL = ỹL,yU = z).

Lemma A.3. The MAP estimator minimizes the Pfail, and MAP is equivalent to the MLE (A.1). The quantity that MLE is
maximizing is defined in (A.2).

Proof of Lemma A.3. From model 2.5, independently, yL and yU are uniformly distributed over the spaces {±1}m and
{±1}m respectively, thus the following factorization holds

P(yL,yU = z) := P(yL = ỹL,yU = z) = P(yL = ỹL) · P(yU = z),

which is some constant irrelevant to z. The first sentence of the Lemma can be established by Bayes Theorem, since

ŷMAP = argmax
z∈{±1}m,1⊤z=0

P(yU = z|A,X,yL) = argmax
z∈{±1}m,1⊤z=0

P(A,X|yL,yU = z) · P(yL,yU = z)

P(A,X,yL)

= argmax
z∈{±1}m,1⊤z=0

P(A,X|yL,yU = z) = argmax
z∈{±1}m,1⊤z=0

P(A|yL,yU = z) · P(X|yL,yU = z)

where P(yL,yU = z) and P(A,X,yL) in the first line are factored out since they are irrelevant to z, and the last equality
holds due to the independence between A and X when given y. For the second sentence of the Lemma, the function f(z)
could be easily obtained by taking the logarithm of the objectve probability.

Proof of Lemma A.1 (1). By definition of Wm,i, we have

E[etWm,i |yi] = E

exp
 2tθ2

Nθ2 + d

∑
j∈[N ]\{i}

⟨xi,xj⟩yjyi

 ∣∣∣∣∣∣ yi


· E

exp
t log(a/b) ∑

j∈VU\{i}

Aijyjyi

 ∣∣∣∣∣∣ yi
 · E

exp
t log(a/b) ∑

j∈VL

Aijyjyi

 ∣∣∣∣∣∣ yi
 .

Following the same calculation as Lemma F.2 in (Abbe et al., 2022), we know that

logE

exp
 2tθ2

Nθ2 + d

∑
j∈[N ]\{i}

⟨xi,xj⟩yjyi

 ∣∣∣∣∣∣ yi
 = 2cτ (t+ t2)(1 + o(1))qm

logE

exp
t log(a/b) ∑

j∈VU\{i}

Aijyjyi

 ∣∣∣∣∣∣ yi
 =

1

2

(
−a+ a

(a
b

)t
− b+ b

(
b

a

)t)
(1 + o(1))qm.
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Meanwhile, since

E[e−tAijyiyj |yi] = 1 +
1

2

(
α(et − 1) + β(e−t − 1)

)
,

we can get

E

exp
t log(a/b) ∑

j∈VL

Aijyjyi

 ∣∣∣∣∣∣ yi
 = n log

(
1 +

1

2

(
α(et − 1) + β(e−t − 1)

))

=
n

2m

(
a
(a
b

)t
− a+ b

(
b

a

)t
− b

)
(1 + o(1))qm.

Thus by using log(1 + x) = x when x = o(1), we obtain

lim
m→∞

q−1
m logE[etWm,i |yi] = lim

m→∞

(
2cτ (t+ t2) +

N

2m

(
a
(a
b

)t
− a+ b

(
b

a

)t
− b

))
(1 + o(1))

= − I(t, aτ , bτ , cτ )(1 + o(1)).

The proof is then completed by applying Lemma H.5 in (Abbe et al., 2022).

Proof of Lemma A.1 (2). First, we plug in σ, yU into (A.2), and consider the effect of u and v,

f(yU)− f(σ) = logP(A|yL,yU = σ)− logP(A|yL,yU) + logP(X|yL,yU = σ)− logP(X|yL,yU)

= logP(A|yu = 1, yv = −1,yL,yU\{u,v})− logP(A|yu = −1, yv = 1,yL,yU\{u,v})

+ logP(X|yu = 1, yv = −1,yL,yU\{u,v})− logP(X|yu = −1, yv = 1,yL,yU\{u,v}).

By Lemma A.4, the term above can be further reformulated as

f(yU)− f(σ) = log
( pA(A|yu,y−u)

pA(A| − yu,y−u)

)
+ log

( pX(X|yu,y−u)

pX(X| − yu,y−u)

)
+ log

( pA(A|yv,y−v)

pA(A| − yv,y−v)

)
+ log

( pX(X|yv,y−v)

pX(X| − yv,y−v)

)
.

Note that y2u = 1, according to Lemmas A.5 and A.6, with probability at least 1− e−qm , we have∣∣∣∣ log ( pA(A|yu,y−u)

pA(A| − yu,y−u)

)
+ log

( pX(X|yu,y−u)

pX(X| − yu,y−u)

)
− yu log

(a
b

)∑
j ̸=i

Aijyj − yu
2θ2

Nθ2 + d

∑
j ̸=i

⟨xi,xj⟩yj
∣∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣∣ log ( pA(A|yu,y−u)

pA(A| − yu,y−u)

)
− yu log

(a
b

)∑
j ̸=i

Aijyj

∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣ log ( pX(X|yu,y−u)

pX(X| − yu,y−u)

)
− yu

2θ2

Nθ2 + d

∑
j ̸=i

⟨xi,xj⟩yj
∣∣∣∣

≪ qm.

Consequently by triangle inequality, there exists some large enough constant c > 0 such that with probability at least
1− e−cqm ,

|f(yU)− f(σ)−Wm,u −Wm,v|/qm = o(1),

The proof is then completed.

Proof of Lemma A.2. First, Jm := maxu∈VU Jm,u in (A.5), then it suffices to focus on P(Jm,u > ζmqm), since an argument
based on the union bound leads to

P(Jm > ζmqm) = P(∃u ∈ VU s.t. Jm,u > ζmqm) ≤
∑
u∈VU

P(Jm,u > ζmqm).
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We claim the following upper bound with the proof deferred later

EJm,u ≤ exp(qm log−3m). (A.6)

Then by Markov inequality and the fact qm = log(m), one has P(Jm,u > ζmqm) ≤ EJm,u/(ζmqm) ≍ n−2+o(1). Thus by
the union bound

P(Jm ≤ ζmqm) = 1− P(Jm > ζmqm) ≥ 1− γm ·m−2+o(1) = 1− log−3(m) ·m−1+o(1).

For the second desired inequality, note that the difference between Um,u (A.5) and Wm,u (A.3) is relatively negligible
since |U|/m = log−3(m) = o(1), thus Um,u exhibits the same concentration behavior as Wm,u. One could follow the
same calculation as in Lemma A.1 to figure out that for any m ≥ m0 and δ̃ > 0, with I(t, aτ , bτ , cτ ) defined in (A.4), the
following holds

P(Um,u ≤ −ζmqm) = exp
(
− qm · (−δ̃ + sup

t∈R
{−ζmt+ I(t, aτ , bτ , cτ )})

)
.

Note that {Um,u}u∈VU,+∩U is a set of independent for different since no edge overlap, then one has

P
(
∩u∈VU,+∩U {Um,u ≤ −ζmqm}

)
=

∏
u∈VU,+∩U

P(Um,u > −ζmqm)

=
(
1−m−I(aτ ,bτ ,cτ )+δ̃

)δm/2
≤ exp

(
− m1−I(aτ ,bτ ,cτ )+δ̃

2 log3(m)

)
,

where the last inequality holds since 1− x ≤ e−x, and it leads to our desired result

P
(
∪u∈VU,+∩U {Um,u ≤ −ζmqm}

)
= 1− P

(
∩u∈VU,+∩U {Um,u ≤ −ζmqm}

)
≥ 1− exp

(
− m1−I(aτ ,bτ ,cτ )+δ̃

2 log3(m)

)
.

We now establish the proof of (A.6). Recall that Jm,u (A.5) is a summation of independent random variables, where the
number of such type random variables is at most |U| = γm ≍ m log−3(m). Denote µ̂(−u) = 1

|U|−1

∑
j∈U\{u} xjyj .

Recall xi = θyiµ + zi with ∥µ∥2 = 1 in (2.1), then yixi ∼ N (θµ, Id) given yi, and
√
|U| − 1 µ̂(−u) ∼

N (
√
|U| − 1 θµ, Id), while yixi and

√
|U| − 1 µ̂(−u) are independent. Following Lemma H.4 in (Abbe et al., 2022), for

all t ∈ (−
√
|U| − 1,

√
|U| − 1), one has

logE
(
exp(t⟨xu, µ̂(−u)⟩yu)|yu

)
= logE

(
exp(t/

√
|U| − 1⟨xu,

√
|U| − 1 µ̂(−u)⟩yu)|yu

)
=

t2

|U|−1

2(1− t2

|U|−1 )

(
θ2∥µ∥22 + (|U| − 1) · θ2∥µ∥22

)
+

t√
|U|−1

1− t2

|U|−1

θ2⟨µ,
√
|U| − 1µ⟩ − d

2
log
(
1− t2

|U| − 1

)
=

tθ2

1− t2

|U|−1

(
1 +

|U|t
2(|U| − 1)

)
− d

2
log
(
1− t2

|U| − 1

)
= logE

(
exp(t⟨xu, µ̂(−u)⟩yu),

where the last inequality holds since the result above is independent of yu. We substitute s = 2tp̃/θ2, where p̃ =
θ4(|U| − 1)/(Nθ2 + d). We focus on the critical case θ2 ≍ qm ≍ log(m), |U| = m log−3m, d/N = γ ≍ 1, thus
s2/(|U| − 1) = m−1 log−3(m) = o(1), log(1− x) = −x for x = o(1), then

logE
(
exp(s⟨xu, µ̂(−u)⟩yu) =

sθ2

1− s2

|U|−1

(
1 +

|U|s
2(|U| − 1)

)
− d

2
log
(
1− s2

|U| − 1

)
= [1 + o(1)]sθ2(1 + s/2) +

d

2
· s2

|U| − 1
= [1 + o(1)] ·

[
2tp̃(1 +

tp̃

θ2
) +

d

2(|U| − 1)
· 4t

2p̃2

θ4

]
= [1 + o(1)] · 2p̃t

[
1 +

tp̃

θ2

(
1 +

d

θ2(|U| − 1)

)]
= [1 + o(1)] · 2p̃t

[(
1 + t

d+ θ2(|U| − 1)

d+Nθ2

)]
= [1 + o(1)] · 2p̃t

(
1 + t(1− τ) log−3(m)

)
.
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By (3.1), we focus on the critical case θ2 ≍ qm ≍ log(m), |U| = m log−3m, d/N = γ ≍ 1, then

cτqm =
θ4

θ2 + (1− τ)d/m
≍ qm, p̃ =

θ4(|U| − 1)

Nθ2 + d
≍ log−2(m) ≍ cτqm · log−3(m),

which leads to

logE exp

(
2

N + d/θ2

∑
j∈U\{u}

⟨xu,xj⟩yj
)

= logE
(
exp(s⟨xu, µ̂(−u)⟩yu) = 2cτ

(
t+ t2(1− τ) log−3(m)

)
log−3(m) · qm.

On the other hand, we have

E[e−tAujyuyj |yu] =
1

2
E[etAuj |yuyj = 1] +

1

2
E[e−tAuj |yuyj = −1] =

1

2
[αet + (1− α)] + 1

2
[βet + (1− β)]

= 1 +
α(et − 1) + β(e−t − 1)

2
= E[e−tAujyuyj ],

where the last equality holds since the result on the second line does not depend on yu again. Conditioned on yu,
{Aujyuyj}j ̸=u are i.i.d. random variables, then followed by α = aqm/m, β = bqm/m and log(1 + x) = x for x = o(1),
we have

logE
[
exp

(
t log(a/b)yu

∑
j∈U\{u}

Aujyj

)]
= (|U| − 1) · log

(
1 +

aqm[(a/b)t − 1] + bqm[(b/a)t − 1]

2m

)
=(1 + o(1))

a[(a/b)t − 1] + b[(b/a)t − 1]

2
log−3(m) · qm.

Due to the independence between the graph A and feature vectors X conditioned on yu, one has

q−1
m logEetJm,u = q−1

m logE exp

(
2

N + d/θ2

∑
j∈U\{u}

⟨xu,xj⟩yj
)
+ q−1

m logE
[
exp

(
t log(a/b)yu

∑
j∈U\{u}

Aujyj

)]
= [1 + o(1)] ·

[a[(a/b)t − 1] + b[(b/a)t − 1]

2
+ 2cτ

(
t+ t2(1− τ) log−3(m)

)]
log−3(m) ≍ log−3(m),

where the last line holds since a, b, c ≍ 1. The proof of (A.6) is then established once the large deviation results from graph
A and feature matrix X are added together.

Lemma A.4. Denote by pA(·|ℓ̃i, ỹ−i) the conditional probability mass function of A given yi = ℓ̃i ∈ {±1} and
y−i = ỹ−i ∈ {±1}N−1. Denote by pX(·|ℓ̃i, ỹ−i) the conditional probability density function of X given yi = ℓ̃i ∈ {±1}
and y−i = ỹ−i ∈ {±1}N−1. Then

log

( P(A|yu, yv,yL,yU\{u,v})

P(A| − yu,−yv,yL,yU\{u,v})

)
= log

( pA(A|yu,y−u)

pA(A| − yu,y−u)

)
+ log

( pA(A|yv,y−v)

pA(A| − yv,y−v)

)
,

log

( P(X|yu, yv,yL,yU\{u,v})

P(X| − yu,−yv,yL,yU\{u,v})

)
= log

( pX(X|yu,y−u)

pX(X| − yu,y−u)

)
+ log

( pX(X|yv,y−v)

pX(X| − yv,y−v)

)
.

Proof of Lemma A.4. We start with the graph part. For each vertex u ∈ VU, denote Tu = {j ∈ [N ] \ u : yuyj = 1} and
Su = {j ∈ [N ] \ u : Auj = 1}, then

pA(A|yu,y−u) ∝α|Tu∩Su| · (1− α)|Tu\Su| · β|Su\Tu| · (1− β)|[N ]\(Tu∪Su∪{u})|,

pA(A| − yu,y−u) ∝α|Su\Tu| · (1− α)|[N ]\(Tu∪Su∪{u})| · β|Tu∩Su| · (1− β)|Tu\Su|,

where ∝ hides the factor not involving {Auj}Nj=1 and yu. Then

log
( pA(A|yu,y−u)

pA(A| − yu,y−u)

)
=
(
|Tu ∩ Su| − |Su \ Tu|

)
log
(α
β

)
+
(
|Tu \ Su| − |[N ] \ (Tu ∪ Su ∪ {u})|

)
log
(1− α
1− β

)
.
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For the left hand side, we assume yu = 1, yv = −1 and factor out the terms irrelevant to u and v, then

P(A|yu, yv,yL,yU\{u,v}) ∝ βAuv (1− β)1−Auv ·α|Tu∩Su| · (1− α)|Tu\Su| · β|Su\Tu| · (1− β)|[N ]\(Tu∪Su∪{u})|

·α|Tv∩Sv| · (1− α)|Tv\Sv| · β|Sv\Tv| · (1− β)|[N ]\(Tv∪Sv∪{v})| .

We perform the same calculation under the assumption yu = −1, yv = 1, which gives

P(A| − yu,−yv,yL,yU\{u,v}) ∝ βAuv (1− β)1−Auv ·α|Su\Tu| · (1− α)|[N ]\(Tu∪Su∪{u})| · β|Tu∩Su| · (1− β)|Tu\Su|

·α|Sv\Tv| · (1− α)|[N ]\(Tv∪Sv∪{v})| · β|Tv∩Sv| · (1− β)|Tv\Sv| ,

where the probability of generating edge (u, v) remains unchanged when flipping the signs of u and v at the same time. The
proof follows easily by rearranging and separating relevant terms.

For the second part, note that

pX(X|y) ∝ Eµ exp
(
− 1

2

∑
j∈V
∥xj − yjµ∥22

)
∝ Eµ exp

(〈∑
j∈V

xjyj ,µ
〉)
,

where ∝ hides quantities that do not depend on y. Consequently,

pX(X|yu,y−u)

pX(X| − yu,y−u)
= Eµ exp(2yux

⊤
uµ).

For the left hand side, similarly, let ∝ hide the quantities independent of u, v, then

P(X|yu, yv,yL,yU\{u,v}) ∝ Eµ exp(yux
⊤
uµ+ yvx

⊤
v µ) = Eµ exp(yux

⊤
uµ) · Eµ exp(yvx

⊤
v µ).

The conclusion follows easily by the linearity of expectation.

Lemma A.5 (Lemma F.4, (Abbe et al., 2022)). Denote by pX(·|ℓ̃i, ỹ−i) the conditional probability density function of X
given yi = ℓ̃i ∈ {±1} and y−i = ỹ−i ∈ {±1}N−1. Then there exists some large enough constant c > 0 such that for each
i ∈ [N ], with probability at least 1− e−cqN ,∣∣∣∣yi log(pX(X|yi,y−i)

pX(X|yi,y−i)

)
− 2θ2

Nθ2 + d

∑
j ̸=i

⟨xi,xj⟩yj
∣∣∣∣/qN = o(1).

Lemma A.6 (Lemma F.5, (Abbe et al., 2022)). Denote by pA(·|ℓ̃i, ỹ−i) the conditional probability mass function of A
given yi = ℓ̃i ∈ {±1} and y−i = ỹ−i ∈ {±1}N−1. Then there exists some large enough constant c > 0 such that for each
i ∈ [N ], with probability at least 1− e−cqN ,∣∣∣∣yi log( pA(A|yi,y−i)

pX(A|yi,y−i)

)
− log

(a
b

)∑
j ̸=i

Aijyj

∣∣∣∣/qN = o(1).

B. Performance of optimal spectral estimator
According to (Abbe et al., 2022) and the discussion in Section 3.1, the ideal estimator for the label of the node i ∈ VU could
be derived from

ŷ genie
i = argmax

y=±1
P(yi = y|A,X,y−i)

Lemma B.1. For each given i ∈ VU, following the oP(qm; qm) notation in (Abbe et al., 2022), we have∣∣∣∣ log ( P(yi = 1|A,X,y−i)

P(yi = −1|A,X,y−i)

)
−
[
log
(a
b

)
Ay +

2

N + d/θ2
Gy
]
i

∣∣∣∣ = oP(qm; qm).
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Proof of Lemma B.1. By definition of conditional probability and the independence between A|y and X|y, for vertex
i ∈ VU, one has

log
( P(yi = 1|A,X,y−i)

P(yi = −1|A,X,y−i)

)
= log

( P(A,X|yi = 1,y−i)

P(A,X|yi = −1,y−i)

)
= log

( P(A|yi = 1,y−i)

P(A|yi = −1,y−i)

)
+ log

( P(X|yi = 1,y−i)

P(X|yi = −1,y−i)

)
.

Then, one could apply Lemmas F.4, F.5 in (Abbe et al., 2022) separately to conclude the results for the two terms above.

From Lemma B.1 above, the ideal estimator (ŷgenie1 , . . . , ŷgeniem )⊤ can be approximated by

sign

(
log(a/b)(AULyL +AUyU) +

2

N + d/θ2
(GULyL +GUyU)

)
. (B.2)

Note that AUL,yL and GUL are accessible for us in semi-supervised setting. Below, Lemma B.2 indicates that a scaled
version of (B.2) is entrywisely close to ŷPCA in (3.4) up to a global sign flip.

Lemma B.2. Denote ū := yU/
√
m. For each i ∈ U, define

w := log(a/b)
(
AULyL/

√
m+AUū

)
+

2

N + d/θ2
(GULyL/

√
m+GUū).

Then for ŷPCA in (3.4), there exists some sequence {εm}m going to 0 such that

P(min
c=±1

∥cŷPCA −w∥∞ ≥ εmm−1/2 log(m)) ≲ m−2.

Proof of Lemma B.2. Define the following intermediate-term

v = log
(α
β

)
·
(
AUL

1√
m
yL +

m(α− β)
2

· u2(AU)

)
+

2θ2

Nθ2 + d

(
GUL

1√
m
yL +mθ2 · u1(GU)

)
.

By definition of α and β in Assumption 3.1, α/β = a/b. We focus on the case a > b, then

∥v −w∥∞ ≤ log(a/b) · ∥AUū−
(a− b)qm

2
u2(AU)∥∞ +

2θ2

Nθ2 + d
∥GUū−mθ2u1(GU)∥∞

∥v − ŷPCA∥∞ ≤
∣∣∣∣ log (λ1(A) + λ2(A)

λ1(A)− λ2(A)

)
− log(α/β)

∣∣∣∣ · 1√
m
∥AULyL∥∞

+

∣∣∣∣ log (λ1(A) + λ2(A)

λ1(A)− λ2(A)

)
λ2(AU)− log(a/b)

(a− b)qm
2

∣∣∣∣ · ∥u2(AU)∥∞

+
1√
m

∣∣∣∣ 2λ1(G)

Nλ1(G) + dN
− 2θ2

Nθ2 + d

∣∣∣∣ · ∥GULyL∥∞,

+

∣∣∣∣2λ1(G)λ1(GU)

Nλ1(G) + dN
− 2mθ4

Nθ2 + d

∣∣∣∣ · ∥u1(GU)∥∞.

Without loss of generality, we assume ⟨u1(GU, ū)⟩ ≥ 0 and ⟨u2(AU, ū)⟩ ≥ 0. Also, by Lemma B.1, Theorem 2.1 in
(Abbe et al., 2022), with probability at least 1− e−n,

λ1(G) = (1 + o(1)) ·Nθ2, λ1(GU) = (1 + o(1)) ·mθ2,

and for some large constant c > 4, with probability at least 1− n−c, there exists some vanishing sequence {εm}m such that

∥u1(GU)−GUū/(mθ
2)∥∞ ≲ εm ·m−1/2, ∥u1(GU)∥∞ ≲ m−1/2.

One can also obtain the upper bounds for ∥AUL∥2→∞ and ∥GUL∥2→∞. The remaining procedure follows similarly as
Lemma F.1 in (Abbe et al., 2022) and Corollary 3.1 in (Abbe et al., 2020).
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Proof of Theorem 3.4 (1). First, for each node i ∈ VU, if there exists some positive constant ξ such that
q−1
m

√
myi(ŷPCA)i ≥ ξ, then the estimator sign(ŷPCA) recovers the label of each node correctly. Thus a sufficient

condition for exact recovery is

q−1
m

√
mmin

i∈U
yi(ŷPCA)i ≥ ξ, for some positive constant ξ.

Remind the result of Lemma B.2, for some vanishing positive sequence {εm}m, we have minc=±1 ∥cŷPCA − w∥∞ ≥
εmm

−1/2qm with probability at most m−2. Denote ĉ := argminc=±1 ∥cŷPCA −w∥∞ and v̂ = ĉ · ŷPCA. Based on the
facts above, the sufficient condition for exact recovery can be further simplified as

q−1
m

√
mmin

i∈U
yiv̂i ≥ q−1

m

√
mmin

i∈U
yiwi − εm ≥ ξ,

where the last inequality holds since εm vanishes to 0. Then we have

P(ψm = 0) =P(sign(ŷPCA) = y) ≥ P(q−1
m

√
mmin

i∈U
yi · (ŷPCA)i ≥ ξ)

≥P(q−1
m

√
mmin

i∈U
yiv̂i ≥ ξ, q−1

m

√
m∥v̂ −w∥∞ < εm)

≥P(q−1
m

√
mmin

i∈U
yiwi ≥ ξ, q−1

m

√
m∥v̂ −w∥∞ < εm)

≥P(q−1
m

√
mmin

i∈U
yiwi ≥ ξ)− P(q−1

m

√
m∥v̂ −w∥∞ ≥ εm)

≥ 1−
∑
i∈U

P(q−1
m

√
myiwi < ξ)−m−2 = 1−m · P(q−1

m

√
myiwi < ξ)−m−2.

Note that
√
mwiyi =Wn,i([N ]) defined in Lemma A.1. We take 0 < ε < a−b

2(1−τ) log(a/b)+ 2cτ , then for any δ > 0, there
exists some large enough positive constant M such that for m ≥M , εm < ξ, it follows that

P(
√
mwiyi ≤ ξqm) ≤ exp

(
−
(
sup
t∈R

{
ξt+ I(t, aτ , bτ , cτ ))

}
+ δ
)
· log(m)

)
.

By combining the arguments above, the probability of accomplishing exact recovery is lower bounded by

P(ψm = 0) ≥ 1−m1−supt∈R{ξt+I(t,aτ ,bτ ,cτ ))}+δ −m−2 m→∞−→ 1,

since I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) = supt∈R{ξt+ I(t, aτ , bτ , cτ ))} > 1 by assumption when choosing small enough ξ and δ.

Proof of Theorem 3.4 (2). The proof procedure follows similarly to Theorem 4.2 in (Abbe et al., 2022), where we should
apply the large deviation results Lemma A.1 and Lemma B.2 instead.

Proof of Theorem 3.5. The proof procedure follows similarly to Theorem 4.4 in (Abbe et al., 2022), where we should apply
the new large deviation result Lemma A.1 instead. The proof is simplified since yL is accessible under the semi-supervised
learning regime.

C. The analysis of the ridge regression on linear graph convolution
For CSBM(y,µ, α, β, θ), in this section, we focus on analyzing how these parameters cτ , aτ and bτ defined in Assump-
tion 3.1 affect the learning performances of the linear graph convolutional networks. We consider a graph convolutional
kernel h(X) ∈ RN×d which is a function of data matrix X and adjacency matrix A sampled from CSBM(y,µ, α, β, θ).
We add self-loop and define the new adjacency matrix Aρ := A+ ρIN , where ρ ∈ R represents the intensity. Let Dρ be
the diagonal matrix whose diagonals are the average degree for Aρ, i.e., [Dρ]ii =

1
N

∑N
i=1

∑N
j=1(Aρ)ij for each i ∈ [N ].

Denote D := D0, indicating no self-loop added. Recall that the normalization we applied for the linear graph convolutional
layer is

h(X) =
1√
Nqm

D−1
ρ AρX.
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Let us denote the expectation of the average degree of Aρ by

d̃ :=
1

N

N∑
i=1

E[Dρ]ii =
aτ + bτ

2
qm + ρ. (C.1)

However, h(X) is hard to deal with when we consider its large deviation principle. Instead, we use the following h̃(X) for
analysis

h̃(X) =
1

d̃ ·
√
Nqm

AρX.

C.1. Large Deviation Results for Ridge Regression Estimators

For any i ∈ V , we denote Ni ⊂ V as the neighborhood of vertex i ∈ V . We consider the case that the feature learned by the
GCN is ζ

√
qm µ for some constant ζ, i.e., w = ζ

√
qm µ. Notice that

hi = yiζ
√
qm(EDρ)

−1(AρX)i:µ

=
yiζ
√
qm

d̃

( ∑
j∈Ni

µ⊤(θyjµ+ zj) + ρµ⊤(θyiµ+ zi)
)

=
ρζθ
√
qmy

2
i ∥µ∥22

d̃︸ ︷︷ ︸
I1

+
ρζ
√
qmyiµ

⊤zi

d̃︸ ︷︷ ︸
I2

+
ζθ
√
qm∥µ∥22
d̃

∑
j ̸=i

Aijyiyj︸ ︷︷ ︸
I3

+
ζ
√
qm

d̃

∑
j ̸=i

yiAijµ
⊤zj︸ ︷︷ ︸

I4

. (C.2)

Here Ni is the neighborhood of vertex i ∈ VU.

Proposition C.1 (LDP for Ridge Regression). Under the Assumption 3.1 with (A,X) ∼ CSBM(y,µ, α, β, θ) and ρ = sqm
for some constant s ∈ R. Assume d/N ≪ qm, then for any fixed i ∈ VU and constant ζ > 0, we have

lim
m→∞

q−1
m logP(yiζ(EDρ)

−1(AρX)i:µ ≤ ε
√
qm) = − sup

t∈R
{εt+ g(a, b, c, τ, ζ, s, t)}

for sufficiently small ε > 0 and all large m, where

g(aτ , bτ , cτ , ζ, s, t) = g1(t) + g2(t),

g1(t) = −
2tsζ
√
cτ

aτ + bτ + 2s
− 2t2s2ζ2

(aτ + bτ + 2s)2
,

g2(t) = −
aτ
2

[
exp

( 2tζ
√
cτ

aτ + bτ + 2s

)
− 1
]
− bτ

2

[
exp

(
−

2tζ
√
cτ

aτ + bτ + 2s

)
− 1
]
.

Consequently, for any sufficiently small ε > 0 and any δ > 0, there exists some N0 > 0 such that for all N ≥ N0, we have

P(yiζ(EDρ)
−1(AρX)i:µ ≤ ε

√
qm) = exp (−qm[sup

t∈R
{εt+ g(aτ , bτ , cτ , ζ, s, t)} − δ])

Proof of Proposition C.1. Our goal is to calculate the following moment-generating function

E[exp(thi)] := EA[EX [exp(thi)|A]].

First, since ∥µ∥2 = 1, y2i = 1, then in (C.2), I1 = ρζθ
√
qm/d̃, and it is deterministic. Second, µ⊤zi ∼ N (0, 1), then

I2 ∼ N (0, ρ2ζ2qm/d̃
2), and

EX [exp(tI2)|yi] = exp
( t2ρ2ζ2qm

2d̃2

)
= E[exp(tI2)],

where the last equality holds since the result we obtained is independent of yi,A. Let Ni denote the set of neighbors of
node i and |Ni| denote its cardinality.
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Conditioned on A,y,µ, then I4 ∼ N (0, |Ni|ζ2qm/d̃2), and

EX [exp(tI4)|A, yi,µ] = exp
( t2ζ2|Ni|qm

2d̃2

)
.

Note that |Ni| =
∑N
j=1Aij , and I3 is independent of X , then

EX [exp
(
t(I3 + I4)

)
|A, yi,µ] = exp

(
tζθ
√
qm

d̃

∑
j ̸=i

Aij

(
yiyj +

tζ
√
qm

2d̃θ

))
One could take the expectation over A conditioned on y, then

EA

[
exp

(
tζθ
√
qm

d̃
Aij

(
yiyj +

tζ
√
qm

2d̃θ

))∣∣∣yi]
=

1

2
EA

[
exp

(
tζθ
√
qm

d̃
Aij

(
1 +

tζ
√
qm

2d̃θ

))∣∣∣yiyj = 1
]
+

1

2
EA

[
exp

(
tζθ
√
qm

d̃
Aij

(
− 1 +

tζ
√
qm

2d̃θ

))∣∣∣yiyj = −1]
=
α

2
exp

(
tζθ
√
qm

d̃
+
t2ζ2qm

2d̃2

)
+

1− α
2

+
β

2
exp

(
−
tζθ
√
qm

d̃
+
t2ζ2qm

2d̃2

)
+

1− β
2

=1 +
α

2

(
exp

( tζθ√qm
d̃

+
t2ζ2qm

2d̃2

)
− 1

)
+
β

2

(
exp

(
−
tζθ
√
qm

d̃
+
t2ζ2qm

2d̃2

)
− 1

)
=1 +

α

2

(
exp

(
(1 + o(1))

tζθ
√
qm

d̃

)
− 1

)
+
β

2

(
exp

(
− (1 + o(1))

tζθ
√
qm

d̃

)
− 1

)
,

where the last equality holds since d̃ ≍ qm, θ ≍ √qm, ζ ≍ 1, and for some fix t, 1 ≍ | tζθ
√
qm

d̃
| ≫ t2ζ2qm

2d̃2
≍ q−1

m = o(1)

for sufficiently large m. At the same time, the result above is again independent of yi,µ. Recall α = aqm/m = o(1),
β = bqm/m = o(1), θ4

θ2+d/N = cτqm in Assumption 3.1. By using log(1 + x) = x for x = o(1), we then have

q−1
m logEA

[
EX [exp{t(I3 + I4)}]

]
=

1

qm

∑
j∈[N ]\{i}

log

(
1 +

α

2

[
exp

( tζθ√qm
d̃

)
− 1
]
+
β

2

[
exp

(
−
tζθ
√
qm

d̃

)
− 1
])

=
N − 1

qm
·
(
aqm
2m

[
exp

( tζθ√qm
d̃

)
− 1
]
+
bqm
2m

[
exp

(
−
tζθ
√
qm

d̃

)
− 1
])

=
a

2(1− τ)

[
exp

( tζθ√qm
d̃

)
− 1
]
+

b

2(1− τ)

[
exp

(
−
tζθ
√
qm

d̃

)
− 1
]

=
a

2(1− τ)

[
exp

( 2tζcτ
a+ b+ 2s

)
− 1
]
+

b

2(1− τ)

[
exp

(
− 2tζcτ
a+ b+ 2s

)
− 1
]
,

where the last equality holds since we apply d̃ = (a+b2 + s)qm and θ2 = (1 + o(1))cτqm since d/N ≪ qm by assumption.
Combining the calculations above, we then compute the following rate function

g(aτ , bτ , cτ , ζ, s, t) = − q−1
m logE[exp(thi)] = − q−1

m logEA

[
EX [exp(t(I1 + I2 + I3 + I4))|A]

]
= − (g1(t) + g2(t)).

Then, we can apply Lemma H.5 in (Abbe et al., 2022) to conclude our results in this proposition.

Lemma C.2. For function g(aτ , bτ , cτ , ζ, s, t) defined in Proposition C.1, we know that

J(aτ , bτ , cτ , ζ, s) := sup
t∈R

g(aτ , bτ , cτ , ζ, s, t) ≤ I(aτ , bτ , cτ )

and the equality is attained when s = 2cτ
log(aτ/bτ )

= 2cτ
log(a/b) .

Moreover, if s = 0, then g1(t) ≡ 0 and

J(aτ , bτ , cτ , ζ, 0) = I(aτ , bτ , 0) ≤ J(aτ , bτ , cτ , ζ, s).
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Proof of Lemma C.2. Notice that both g1(t) and g2(t) are concave. First, g1(t) achieves its maximum at the point t1 :=
−√cτ (a+ b+ 2s)/(2sζ), and g2(t) achieves its maximum at the point t2 := (a+ b+ 2s) log(b/a)/(4ζ

√
cτ ). Note that

sup
t∈R

g(aτ , bτ , cτ , ζ, s, t) ≤ max
t∈R

g1(t) + max
t∈R

g2(t) = g1(t1) + g2(t2), (C.3)

where

g1(t1) = cτ/2, and g2(t2) = (
√
a−
√
b)2/(2(1− τ)).

Thus, this proves the upper bound on J(aτ , bτ , cτ , ζ, s).

Notice that the equality in (C.3) holds if t1 = t2. It turns out that when s = 2cτ
log(a/b) , then t1 = t2, and g1(t1) = cτ/2,

g2(t2) = (
√
a−
√
b)2/(2(1− τ)). Therefore, in this case, we have

max
t∈R

g(a, b, c, τ, ζ, t) =
(1− τ)−1(

√
a−
√
b)2 + cτ

2
= I(aτ , bτ , cτ ).

C.2. Preliminary Lemmas on Ridge Regression Estimator

Note the facts that (B⊤B + Id)
−1B⊤ = B⊤(BB⊤ + IN )−1 for any matrix BN×d, P 2

U = P U, P 2
L = P L and

P U = IN − P L, then,

h(X)β̂ = h(X)(h(X)⊤P Lh(X) + λId)
−1h(X)⊤P Ly

= h(X)[(P Lh(X))⊤P Lh(X) + λId]
−1(P Lh(X))⊤y

= h(X)h(X)⊤P L[P Lh(X)h(X)⊤P L + λIN ]−1y.

Consequently, the test risk can be written as

R(λ) = 1

m
y⊤Q⊤P UQy, where Q := h(X)h(X)⊤P L[P Lh(X)h(X)⊤P L + λIN ]−1 − IN

Lemma C.3. Assume that |ρ| ≲ qm and qm ≳ logN . Let Dρ be the diagonal matrix where each diagonal represents the
average degree of the graph Aρ after adding the self-loop ρ and let d̃ denote the expected average degree of Aρ. Then
∥D−1

ρ − (d̃)−1∥ ≲ q
−3/2
m with probability at least 1− e−N . Furthermore, with probability at least 1− 2N−10 − 2e−N ,

∥D−1
ρ Aρ − EAρ/d̃∥ ≲ q−1/2

m .

Consequently, ∥D−1
ρ Aρ∥ ≤ C with probability at least 1− 2N−10 − 2e−N for some constant C > 0.

Proof of Lemma C.3. First, for any i ∈ [N ], note that [Dρ]ii =
1
N

∑N
i=1(ρ+

∑
j ̸=iAij) = ρ+ 1

N

∑N
i=1

∑
j ̸=iAij , and

d̃ = E[Dρ]ii =
aτ+bτ

2 qm + ρ, then by Bernstein inequality,

P
(∣∣[Dρ]ii − d̃

∣∣ ≥ √qm) = P
(∣∣∣ N∑

i=1

∑
j ̸=i

(Aij − EAij)
∣∣∣ ≥ N√qm) ≲ exp(−N).

Thus by comparing the entrywise difference of [Dρ]ii − d̃, with probability at least 1− e−N , we have

∥D−1
ρ − (d̃)−1∥ ≲ q−3/2

m . (C.4)

For the second part of the statement, by the triangle inequality, we have

∥D−1
ρ Aρ − EAρ/d̃∥ ≤ ∥D−1

ρ Aρ −D−1
ρ EAρ∥+ ∥D−1

ρ EAρ − EAρ/d̃∥
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For the first term, we proved that with probability at least 1 − e−N , [Dρ]ii = (1 + o(1))d̃ ≍ qm with deviation at most√
qm, then according to Lemma E.2, with probability at least 1− 2N−10 − 2e−N , when qm ≳ log(N), the following is

bounded by

∥D−1
ρ (Aρ − EAρ)∥ ≤ (∥d̃−1∥+ ∥D−1

ρ − d̃−1∥) · ∥(Aρ − EAρ)∥ ≤ (q−1
m + q−3/2

m )
√
qm ≍ q−1/2

m .

For the second term, note that ∥EAρ∥ ≲ qm, then by results above

∥
(
D−1
ρ − d̃−1

)
EAρ∥ ≤ ∥D−1

ρ − (d̃)−1∥ · ∥EAρ∥ ≲
1
√
qm

.

Therefore, with probability at least 1− 2N−10 − 2e−N ,

∥D−1
ρ Aρ − EAρ/d̃∥ ≲ q−1/2

m .

For the last part, ∥EAρ/d̃∥ ≲ 1 since

EAρ/d̃ =
1

N
11⊤ +

(a− b)qm + 2ρ

(a+ b)qm + 2ρ

1

N
yy⊤.

Then the proof is completed by triangle inequality since qm ≫ 1, and

∥D−1
ρ Aρ∥ ≤ ∥EAρ/d̃∥+ ∥D−1

ρ Aρ − EAρ/d̃∥ ≲ 1 + q−1/2
m ≲ 1.

Lemma C.4. Consider X ∼ GMM(µ,y, θ). Suppose that d ≲ N , then we have∥∥∥ 1√
Nqm

X − θ√
Nqm

yµ⊤
∥∥∥ ≤ C

√
qm

,

with probability at least 1− 2e−cN for some constants C, c > 0.

Proof of Lemma C.4. Recall the concentration on the operator norm of the Gaussian random matrix for Z ∈ RN×d (see
(Vershynin, 2018)). Then for every t > 0, there exists some constant c > 0 such that

P(∥Z∥ ≥
√
N +

√
d+ t) ≤ 2 exp (−ct2). (C.5)

Then, we know that ∥Z∥√
N

≲ 1 with probability at least 1− 2e−cN by taking t =
√
N . Then we have∥∥∥∥ 1√

Nqm
X − θ√

Nqm
yµ⊤

∥∥∥∥ ≤ ∥Z∥√
Nqm

≲

√
N +

√
d√

Nqm
≍ 1
√
qm

,

with probability at least 1− 2e−cN .

Lemma C.5. Consider (A,X) ∼ CSBM(y,µ, α, β, θ). Under the Assumption 3.1, when d ≲ N , we have that

∥h(X)−H∥ ≤ C
√
qm

,

with probability at least 1 − cN−10, where H := κm√
N
yµ⊤ and κm := α−β+2ρ

α+β+2ρ ·
θ√
qm

, for all large m and n and some
constants c, C > 0.

Proof of Lemma C.5. Notice that H = θ

d̃
√
Nqm

(EAρ)yµ
⊤. We apply Lemmas C.3 and C.4 to derive that

∥h(X)−H∥ ≤
∥∥∥∥h(X)− 1

d̃
(EAρ)

X√
Nqm

∥∥∥∥+ ∥∥∥∥1
d̃
(EAρ)

X√
Nqm

−H

∥∥∥∥
≤ 1
√
qm

(θ + 2 +
√
N/d) ·

∥∥∥∥D−1
ρ Aρ −

1

d̃
(EAρ)

∥∥∥∥+ ∥EAρ∥
d̃

∥∥∥∥ X√
Nqm

− θ√
Nqm

yµ⊤
∥∥∥∥ ≲ 1/

√
qm,

with probability at least 1− cN−10. Here we apply the fact that θ/
√
qm ≲ 1.
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Lemma C.6. Consider (A,X) ∼ CSBM(y,µ, α, β, θ). Under the Assumption 3.1 with d ≲ N , the ridge regression
solution β̂ defined in (3.7) satisfies

1√
N
∥β̂ − β̃∥ ≤ C

√
qm

,

with probability at least 1 − cN−10, where β̃ :=
√
Nκmτ
κ2
mτ+λ

µ and κm = α−β+2ρ
α+β+2ρ ·

θ√
qm

, for all large m and n and some

constants c, C > 0. Moreover, ∥β̂∥ ≲
√
N with probability at least 1− cN−10.

Proof. Notice that β̃ = (H⊤P LH + λId)
−1H⊤P Ly, where H is defined by Lemma C.5. From Lemma C.3, we know

that ∥h(X)∥ ≲ 1 and ∥H∥ ≲ 1 with probability at least 1 − 2N−10. Moreover, ∥(H⊤P LH + λId)
−1∥ ≤ λ−1 and

∥(h(X)⊤P Lh(X) + λId)
−1∥ ≤ λ−1. Therefore, applying Lemma C.5, we derive that

1√
N
∥β̂ − β̃∥ ≤ ∥(H⊤P LH + λId)

−1H⊤ − (h(X)⊤P Lh(X) + λId)
−1h(X)⊤∥ · ∥P Ly∥/

√
N

≤ ∥(H⊤P LH + λId)
−1∥(H − h(X))∥+ ∥(H⊤P LH + λId)

−1∥
· ∥H − h(X)∥ · (∥H∥+ ∥h(X)∥) · ∥(h(X)⊤P Lh(X) + λId)

−1∥ · ∥h(X)∥
≲ ∥H − h(X)∥ ≲ 1/

√
qm,

with at least 1− cN−10, for some constant c > 0.

C.3. Exact Recovery Threshold for Ridge Regression on Linear GCN

Lemma C.7. Let h(X)⊤ = [h1, . . . ,hN ] and h̃(X)⊤ = [h̄1, . . . , h̄N ]. For any i ∈ [N ] and deterministic unit vector
u ∈ Rd, there exists some c, C > 0 such that

P(|(h̄i − hi)
⊤u| ≤ C/

√
Nqm) ≥ 1− cN−10, (C.6)

P(|h̄⊤
i u| ≤ C/

√
N) ≥ 1− cN−10, (C.7)

P
(
∥hi∥ ≤ C

√
d/(Nqm)

)
≥ 1− cN−10, (C.8)

for all large n and m.

Proof. For any unit vector u ∈ Rd and i ∈ [N ], conditioning on event (C.4), we have∣∣∣(h̄i − hi)
⊤u
∣∣∣ ≤ 1√

Nqm

∥∥(d̃)−1IN −D−1
ρ

∥∥ · |(AρX)i:u| ≲
1

q2m
√
N

∣∣∣(AρX)i:u
∣∣∣,

where we employ Lemma C.3. Then, for any i ∈ [N ], we can further have

|(AρX)i:u| =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
j∈Ni

(θyjµ
⊤u+ z⊤

j u) + θρµ⊤u+ ρz⊤
i u

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ θ(|Ni|+ ρ) +

∣∣∣ ∑
j∈Ni

z⊤
j u+ ρz⊤

i u
∣∣∣ (C.9)

Based on Lemma 3.3 in (Alt et al., 2021), we can upper bound the degree of each vertex by

P(|Ni| ≤ C logN) ≥ 1− CDN−D, (C.10)

for any i ∈ [N ], some constants C,CD > 0 and sufficiently large constant D > 0. Meanwhile, since each z⊤
j u ∼ N (0, 1),

by applying Hoeffding’s inequality (Theorem 2.6.2 in (Vershynin, 2018)), we can deduce that

P
(∣∣∣ ∑

j∈Ni

z⊤
j u+ ρz⊤

i u
∣∣∣ ≤ t∣∣∣|Ni| = k

)
≥ 1− 2 exp

(
− ct2

k + ρ2

)
, (C.11)
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for any k ∈ N, t > 0, and some constant c > 0. Then combining (C.10) and (C.11), for any large D > 0, there exists some
constants C,CD > 0 such that

P
(∣∣∣ ∑

j∈Ni

z⊤
j u+ ρz⊤

i u
∣∣∣ ≤ C logN, |Ni| ≤ C logN

)
≥ 1− 2CDN

−D. (C.12)

Thus, with (C.9) and ρ ≍ logN , we can conclude that |(AρX)i:u| ≲ q
3/2
m with probability at least 1 − 2CDN

−D.
Following with (C.9), we can conclude that

P
(∣∣∣(h̄i − hi)

⊤u
∣∣∣ ≤ C/√qmN) ≥ 1− cN−10.

For the second part, we can analogously get |h̄⊤
i u| ≲ 1

q
3/2
m

√
N
|(AρX)i:u|. Then, we can apply (C.9) and (C.12) to conclude

(C.7).

Finally, notice that

∥(AρX)i:∥ =

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑
j∈Ni

(θyjµ+ zj) + θρµ+ ρzi

∥∥∥∥∥∥
≤ θ(|Ni|+ ρ) +

∥∥∥ ∑
j∈Ni

zj + ρzi

∥∥∥.
Applying Theorem 3.1.1 in (Vershynin, 2018), we know that

P(∥zi∥ ≤ 2
√
d) ≥ 1− 2 exp (−cd)

for some constant c > 0 and any i ∈ [N ]. Thus, combining (C.10) and Lemma E.1, we have that with probability at least
1− cN−10,

∥hi∥ ≤
1

q
3/2
m

√
N
∥(AρX)i:∥ ≲

√
d

Nqm

because of the fact that qm ≲ d and N ≍ m. This completes the proof of this lemma.

Inspired by (Abbe et al., 2020; 2022), we now apply a general version of leave-one-out analysis for β̂ by defining the
following approximated estimator. For any i ∈ VU, denote by

β̂
(i)

= (h(i)(X)⊤P Lh
(i)(X) + λId)

−1h(i)(X)⊤P Ly, (C.13)

where h(i)(X) := 1√
Nqm

D−1
ρ Aρ(X − Z(i)) and Z(i) := [z111∈Ni∪{i}, . . . ,zk1k∈Ni∪{i}, . . . ,zN1N∈Ni∪{i}]

⊤ ∈
RN×d. Here, the difference between h(i)(X) and h(X) is that we turn off the feature noises zi for vertices Ni ∪ {i}. In

this case, conditional on y and µ, both β̃ and β̂
(i)

are independent with hi and h̄i given any i ∈ VU. Next, we present the

following properties for β̂
(i)

.

Lemma C.8. Assume that qm ≪ d≪ Nqm. For (3.7) and (C.13), we have

1√
N

∥∥∥∥β̂(i)
− β̂

∥∥∥∥ ≤ C

√
d

qmN
,

∥∥β̂(i)∥∥ ≤ C
√
N,

with a probability at least 1− cN−10, for some constants c, C > 0

Proof. Based on Lemma C.3, we have that

∥h(i)(X)− h(X)∥ = 1√
Nqm

∥D−1
ρ AρZ

(i)∥ ≤ 1√
qmN

∥Z(i)∥ ≲

√
d

qmN
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with probability at least 1− cN−10, where we utilize (C.10) and (C.5) for Z(i) as well. Thus, we know that ∥h(i)(X)∥ ≲ 1
with probability at least 1− cN−10. Then, analogously with Lemma C.6, we have

1√
N
∥β̂ − β̂

(i)
∥ ≤ ∥(h(i)(X)⊤P Lh

(i)(X) + λId)
−1h(i)(X)⊤ − (h(X)⊤P Lh(X) + λId)

−1h(X)⊤∥

≤ ∥(h(i)(X)⊤P Lh
(i)(X) + λId)

−1∥ · ∥(h(i)(X)− h(X))∥+ ∥(h(i)(X)⊤P Lh
(i)(X) + λId)

−1∥
· ∥h(i)(X)− h(X)∥ · (∥h(i)(X)∥+ ∥h(X)∥) · ∥(h(X)⊤P Lh(X) + λId)

−1∥ · ∥h(X)∥

≲ ∥h(i)(X)− h(X)∥ ≲

√
d

qmN
,

with a probability at least 1− cN−10, for some constant c > 0. Also, with Lemma C.6, we can show that ∥β̂
(i)
∥ ≲
√
N

with very high probability.

Lemma C.9. Under the same assumption as Lemma C.6, for each i ∈ VU the estimator β̂
(i)

defined in (C.13) satisfies

1√
N
∥β̂

(i)
− β̃∥ ≤ C

√
qm

,

with probability at least 1− cN−10, where β̃ is defined in Lemma C.6, for all large m and n and some constants c, C > 0.

The proof of this lemma is the same as Lemma C.6, so we ignore the details here.

Proof of Theorem 3.6. Recall that

ζ =
κτ

κ2τ + λ
and κ =

√
cτ ·

aτ − bτ + 2s

aτ + bτ + 2s
,

where both ζ and κ are some constants in R. Hence, we know that

κmτ

κ2mτ + λ
= ζ(1 + o(1)).

Then, β̃/
√
N = ζµ + o(1/

√
N). Denote yU,i as the i-th entry of label yU. Firstly, we consider the general case when

ρ = sqm for some fixed constant s ∈ R. For each i ∈ VU, we can utilize Lemmas C.7, C.8, and C.9 to obtain that∣∣∣∣ yi√N h̄
⊤
i β̃ −

yi√
N

h⊤
i β̂

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1√
N

∣∣∣(h̄i − hi)
⊤β̃
∣∣∣+ 1√

N

∣∣∣(h̄i − hi)
⊤(β̃ − β̂

(i)
)
∣∣∣

+
1√
N

∣∣∣h̄⊤
i (β̃ − β̂

(i)
)
∣∣∣+ 1√

N

∣∣∣h⊤
i (β̂

(i)
− β̂)

∣∣∣
≤ C√

Nqm
+ C

d

Nqm
,

with probability at least 1 − cN−10 for some constants c, C > 0. Here, we applied (C.6) when u = β̃/
√
N and

u = (β̃ − β̂
(i)
)/
√
N , (C.7) when u = (β̃ − β̂

(i)
)/
√
N , and (C.8). Then, if d ≲

√
Nqm, we can conclude that∣∣∣∣ yi√N h̄

⊤
i β̃ −

yi√
N

h⊤
i β̂

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C√
Nqm

,

with very high probability for some universal constant C > 0.
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Therefore, we can take εm = 1/
√
qm to get

P(ψm(sign(ŷU),yU) = 0) = P
(
min
i∈[m]

yU,i · ŷU,i > 0
)
= P

(
min
i∈VU

yi · h⊤
i β̂√
N

> 0
)

≥ P
(
min
i∈VU

yi√
N
· h̄⊤

i β̃ >
Cεm√
N

)
−
∑
i∈VU

P
( ∣∣∣∣ yi√N h̄

⊤
i β̃ −

yi√
N

h⊤
i β̂

∣∣∣∣ > Cεm√
N

)
≥ P

(
min
i∈VU

yiζ ·
1

d̃
(AρX)i:µ > C

√
qmεm

)
− Cm−2

≥ 1−
∑
i∈VU

P
(
yi ·

ζ

d̃
(AρX)i:µ ≤ C

√
qmεm

)
− Cm−2

≥ 1−m · P
(
yi ·

ζ

d̃
(AρX)i:µ ≤ C

√
qmεm

)
− Cm−2

≥ 1−m1−supt∈R{εmt+g(a,b,c,τ,ζ,s,t)}+δ − Cm−2,

for any δ > 0 and sufficiently large m, where in the last line we employ Proposition C.1. Thus, applying Lemma C.2, we
know that when J(aτ , bτ , cτ , ζ, s) > 1, P(ψm(sign(ŷU),yU) = 0)→ 1 as m→∞.

When s = 2cτ
log(a/b) , Lemma C.2 implies that J(aτ , bτ , cτ , ζ, s) = I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) defined in (3.2). Notice that

J(aτ , bτ , cτ , ζ, s) ≤ I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) for any s ∈ R. Whereas s = 0, Lemma C.2 implies that J(aτ , bτ , cτ , ζ, s) = I(aτ , bτ , 0).
Hence, this completes the proof of this theorem.

C.4. Asymptotic Errors for Ridge Regression on Linear GCN

Lemma C.10. Under the Assumption 3.1, there exist some constant c, C > 0 such that with probability at least 1− cN−2,

|R(λ)−R(λ)| ≤ C
√
qm

,

|E(λ)− E(λ)| ≤ C
√
qm

,

where

R(λ) := 1

m
(Hβ̃ − y)⊤P U(Hβ̃ − y),

E(λ) := 1

n
(Hβ̃ − y)⊤P L(Hβ̃ − y).

Proof. From Lemmas C.5 and C.6, we know that

1√
m
∥Hβ̃ − h(X)β̂∥ ≤ 1√

m
∥H∥ · ∥β̃ − β̂∥+ 1√

m
∥H − h(X)∥ · ∥β̂∥ ≲ 1

√
qm

,

with probability at least 1− CN−2 for some constant C > 0. Since ∥P L∥ and ∥P U∥ are both upper bounded by one, we
can directly conclude Lemma C.10.

Proof of Theorem 3.7. Based on Lemma C.10, we can instead compute E(λ) and R(λ). Recall that H = κm√
N
yµ⊤ and

1√
N
β̃ = κmτ

κ2
mτ+λ

µ. Thus, Hβ̃ =
κ2
mτ

κ2
mτ+λ

y. Then, since 1
my⊤P Uy = 1

ny
⊤P Ly = 1, we have

R(λ) = 1

m
(Hβ̃ − y)⊤P U(Hβ̃ − y) =

(
1− κ2mτn

κ2mτn + λ

)2
=

λ2

(κ2τ + λ)2
+ o(1),

E(λ) = 1

n
(Hβ̃ − y)⊤P L(Hβ̃ − y) =

(
1− κ2mτn

κ2mτn + λ

)2
=

λ2

(κ2τ + λ)2
+ o(1).

Then taking m→∞, we can get the results of this lemma.
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D. Feature Learning of Graph Convolutional Networks
In this section, we complete the proof of Theorem 3.9 in Section 3.4. Recall that

W (1) = W (0) − η1
(
∇W (0)L(W (0), s(0)) + λ1W

(0)
)
. (D.1)

and

s(1) =
2

n2qm
y⊤
LXLW

(1)a
/
log

(
N ·D0 + y⊤

LALyL
N ·D0 − y⊤

LALyL

)
, (D.2)

The algorithm we applied in Theorem 3.9 is given by Algorithm 1. Below, we first construct an optimal solution for this
problem and present the LDP analysis. Then, we present will use (Ba et al., 2022; Damian et al., 2022) to analyze the
feature learned from W (1). Finally, inspired by the optimal solution, we will prove s(1) is close to the optimal s in (3.11).
Meanwhile, we also present an additional gradient-based method in Algorithm 2 to approach the optimal s in (3.11). We
will leave the theoretical analysis for Algorithm 2 as a future direction to explore.

Algorithm 1 Gradient-based training for GCN in Theorem 3.9

Input: Learning rates η1, weight decay λ1
Initialization: s(0) = 0,

√
K · [W 0]ij

i.i.d.∼ N (0, 1),
√
K · [a]j

i.i.d.∼ Unif{±1}, for all i ∈ [d], j ∈ [K].
Training Stage 1:
Set σ(x) = x in (3.12)
W (1) ←W (0) − η1(∇W (0)L(W (0), s(0)) + λ1W

(0))
Training Stage 2:
s(1) ← s(0) + 2

n2qm
y⊤
LXLW

(1)a
/
log
(
N ·D0+y⊤

L ALyL
N ·D0−y⊤

L ALyL

)
return Prediction function for unknown labels: sign(SUD

−1
s(1)

As(1)W
(1)a)

D.1. Thresholds for GCNs and LDP analysis

Consider (A,X) ∼ CSBM(y,µ, α, β, θ). Let A ∈ RN×N denote the adjacency matrix of the graph G and let us define the
degree matrix by D0 := diag{D0, . . . , D0} ∈ RN×N where D0 = 1

N

∑N
j=1

∑N
i=1 Aij . Let ρ = sqm denote the self-loop

intensity (Kipf & Welling, 2017; Wu et al., 2019; Shi et al., 2024) for some s ∈ R, and As = A + ρI , Ds = D + ρI
denote the adjacency, average degree matrices of the graph after adding self-loops, respectively.

The convolutional feature vector is x̃i :=
(
(Ds)

−1AsX
)
i:

. Ideally, our goal is to prove that the convoluted feature vectors
are linearly separable, i.e., find some w ∈ Rd such that

x̃⊤
i w + b > 0 if yi = 1, x̃⊤

i w + b < 0 if yi = −1,

for some b ≥ 0. We consider the case that the feature learned by the GCN is exactly µ in GMM, i.e., the optimal margin is
w = µ. Under this setting, we show the LDP results for this estimator. The proof is similar to Proposition C.1.

Proposition D.1 (LDP for GCNs). For (A,X) ∼ CSBM(y,µ, α, β, θ) with Assumption 3.1, when s = 2cτ/ log(
a
b ) and

cτ = θ2/qm + o(1), we have that

lim
m→∞

q−1
m logP(yi ·

√
qm(EDs)

−1(AsX)i:µ ≤ εqm) = − sup
t∈R
{εt+ I(aτ , bτ , cτ , t), }

where supt∈R I(aτ , bτ , cτ , t) = I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) defined in (3.2).

30



Exact Recovery in Semi-Supervised Learning

Proof. For simplicity, let d̃ := 1
N

∑N
i=1 D̃i =

a+b
2 qm + ρ, denoting the expected degree of each node i ∈ [N ]. Then

hi := yix̃
⊤
i w = yiθ(ED̃)−1(ÃX)i:µ

=
yiθ

d̃

( ∑
j∈Ni

µ⊤(θyjµ+ zj) + ρµ⊤(θyiµ+ zi)
)

=
ρθ2y2i ∥µ∥22

d̃︸ ︷︷ ︸
I1

+
ρθyiµ

⊤zi

d̃︸ ︷︷ ︸
I2

+
θ2∥µ∥22
d̃

∑
j ̸=i

Aijyiyj︸ ︷︷ ︸
I3

+
θ

d̃

∑
j ̸=i

yiAijµ
⊤zj︸ ︷︷ ︸

I4

.

Our goal is to calculate the following moment-generating function

E[exp(thi)] := EA[EX [exp(thi)|A]].

First, since ∥µ∥2 = 1, y2i = 1, I1 = ρθ2/d̃2, and it is deterministic. Second, µ⊤zi ∼ N (0, 1), then I2 ∼ N (0, ρ2θ2/d̃2),
and

EX [exp(tI2)|yi] = exp
( t2ρ2θ2

2d̃2

)
= E[exp(tI2)],

where the last equality holds since the result we obtained is independent of yi. Let Ni denote the set of neighbors of node i
and |Ni| denote its cardinality. Conditioned on A,y,µ, I4 ∼ N (0, |Ni|θ2/d̃2), and

EX [exp(tI4)|A, yi,µ] = exp
( t2θ2|Ni|

2d̃2

)
.

Note that |Ni| =
∑N
j=1Aij , and I3 is independent of X , then

EX [exp
(
t(I3 + I4)

)
|A, yi,µ] = exp

(
tθ2

d̃

∑
j ̸=i

Aij

(
yiyj +

t

2d̃

))
One could take the expectation over A conditioned on y, then

EA

[
exp

( tθ2
d̃
Aij

(
yiyj +

t

2d̃

))∣∣∣yi]
=

1

2
EA

[
exp

( tθ2
d̃
Aij

(
yiyj +

t

2d̃

))∣∣∣yiyj = 1
]
+

1

2
EA

[
exp

( tθ2
d̃
Aij

(
yiyj +

t

2d̃

))∣∣∣yiyj = −1]
=

1

2

[
α exp

( t2θ2
2d̃2

+
tθ2

d̃

)
+ (1− α) + β exp

( t2θ2
2d̃2
− tθ2

d̃

)
+ (1− β)

]
=1 +

α

2

[
exp

( t2θ2
2d̃2

+
tθ2

d̃

)
− 1
]
+
β

2

[
exp

( t2θ2
2d̃2
− tθ2

d̃

)
− 1
]
,

where the result is again independent of yi,µ. Recall α = aqm/m = o(1), β = bqm/m = o(1), θ4

θ2+(1−τ)d/m = cτqm in
Assumption 3.1, thus θ2 = (1 + o(1))cτqm. By using log(1 + x) = x for x = o(1), we then have

q−1
m logEA

[
EX [exp{t(I3 + I4)}]

]
= log

(
1 +

α

2

[
exp

( t2θ2
2d̃2

+
tθ2

d̃

)
− 1
]
+
β

2

[
exp

( t2θ2
2d̃2
− tθ2

d̃

)
− 1
])

=
a

2

[
exp

( t2θ2
2d̃2

+
tθ2

d̃

)
− 1
]
+
b

2

[
exp

( t2θ2
2d̃2
− tθ2

d̃

)
− 1
]

=(1 + o(1))
a

2

[
exp

( tθ2
d̃

)
− 1
]
+ (1 + o(1))

b

2

[
exp

(
− tθ2

d̃

)
− 1
]

Combining the calculations above, compute the following rate function

g(a, b, cτ , t) := − q−1
m logE[exp(thi)].
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Recall α = aqm/m = o(1), β = bqm/m = o(1), θ4

θ2+(1−τ)d/m = cτqm in Assumption 3.1, thus θ2 = (1+ o(1))cτqm. By
using log(1 + x) = x for x = o(1), the rate function g(a, b, cτ , t) can be calculated as

g(a, b, cτ , t) = −
tρθ2

qmd̃
− t2ρ2θ2

2qmd̃2
+

(N − 1)

2m

[
a− a exp

( t2θ2
2d̃2

+
tθ2

d̃

)
+ b− b exp

( t2θ2
2d̃2
− tθ2

d̃

)]
=

1

2(1− τ)

[
a
(
1− exp

( 2cτ t

a+ b+ 2s

))
+ b
(
1− exp

(
− 2cτ t

a+ b+ 2s

))]
− 2cτst

a+ b+ 2s
− 2cτs

2t2

(a+ b+ 2s)2
,

where in the last line, we used ρ = sqm, d̃ = (a+b2 + s)qm. By choosing s = 2cτ
log(a/b) , we can conclude that

I⋆ = sup
t∈R

I(aτ , bτ , cτ , t) =
(1− τ)−1(

√
a−
√
b)2 + cτ

2
≡ I(aτ , bτ , cτ ),

which completes the proof.

D.2. Gradient descent for the first layer weight matrix W

For simplicity, we denote X̃ = D−1
s AsX = (x̃1, . . . , x̃N )⊤ where x̃i ∈ Rd for i ∈ [N ] and s = 0. In this case, we

will explore the feature learning on W . Below, we will always fix a (at initialization in Assumption 3.8) and perform
gradient descent on W in (D.1). To ease the notions, we write the initialized first-layer weights as W (0) = W0, and the
weights after one gradient step as W (1) = W 1, where the learning rate of the first gradient descent is η1 > 0. Let s(0) = 0.
Following the notions in (Ba et al., 2022), we denote that

G1 := −∇W 0L(W 0, s
(0)) =

1

n
X̃

⊤
L

[(
1√
K

(
yL −

1√
K
σ(X̃LW0)a

)
a⊤
)
⊙ σ′(X̃LW0)

]
,

where X̃L = SLX̃ ∈ Rn×d, ⊙ is the Hadamard product, and σ′ is the derivative of σ (acting entry-wise). Here K
represents the number of neurons in the hidden GCN layer in (3.12). Then, from (D.1) with λ1 = η−1

1 , we have

W1 = W0 + η1 ·G1 −W0 = η1 ·G1.

Thus, our target is to analyze the gradient matrix G1. The following proposition is similar to Proposition 2 in (Ba et al.,
2022), implies that this gradient matrix is approximately rank one.
Proposition D.2. Under the same assumption as Theorem 3.9, we have that∥∥∥G1 −

1

n
√
K

X̃
⊤
L yLa

⊤
∥∥∥
F
≤ Cqm

K
,

with probability at least 1− exp (−c log2N), for some constant c, C > 0.

Proof. First of all, analogously to the proof of Lemma C.5, we can show that∥∥∥X̃L

∥∥∥ ≤√qmN, (D.3)

with very high probability, since d ≲ N . Moreover, ∥yL∥ =
√
n and we can always view y as a deterministic vector in RN .

By the definition, the gradient matrix G1 under the MSE can be simplified as follows

G1 = − 1

n
X̃

⊤
L

[(
1√
K

(
1√
K
σ(X̃LW 0)a− yL

)
a⊤
)
⊙ σ′(X̃LW 0)

]
=

1

n
· µ1√

K
X̃

⊤
L

(
yL −

1√
K
σ(X̃LW 0)a

)
a⊤ +

1

n
· 1√

K
X⊤

((
yL −

1√
N
σ(X̃LW 0)a

)
a⊤ ⊙ σ′

⊥(X̃LW 0)

)
,

where we utilized the orthogonal decomposition: σ′(z) = µ1 + σ′
⊥(z). By Stein’s lemma, we know that E[zσ(z)] =

E[σ′(z)] = µ1, and hence E[σ′
⊥(z)] = 0 for z ∼ N (0, 1). Notice that we consider σ(x) = x, hence µ1 = 1 and σ′

⊥(z) ≡ 0.
Therefore, we have

G1 =
1

n
· 1√

K
X̃

⊤
L yLa

⊤ − 1

nK
X̃

⊤
L X̃LW 0aa

⊤︸ ︷︷ ︸
∆

.
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Notice that ∥a∥ = 1 and we can apply (C.5) for Gaussian random matrix W 0. Thus, because of Lemma C.5, d ≲ n ≍ N
and d ≲ K, we have that

∥∆∥F = ∥∆∥ ≤ Cqm
K

(1 +
√
d/K),

with very high probability, which completes the proof of this proposition.

This proposition shows that for W at Gaussian initialization, the corresponding gradient matrix can be approximated in
operator norm by the rank-1 matrix only related to labels yL, feature matrix X̃L, and a.

In the following, we will use the parameter

ζ :=
√
cτ
η1
√
qm

K

α− β
α+ β

.

Notice that ζ = Θ(1) if K/η1 = Θ(
√
qm). Then we can tune the learning rate η1 to ensure that this trained and normalized

weight matrix 1√
K
W (1) can be aligned with µ perfectly.

Lemma D.3. Under the assumption as Theorem 3.9, we have that∥∥∥∥ 1√
K

W (1)a−
√
cτ
η1
√
qm

K

α− β
α+ β

µ

∥∥∥∥ = O
(η1
K

)
,

with a probability at least 1− cN−10, for some constants c, C > 0.

Proof. Notice that W1 = η1 ·G1 and a⊤a = 1. Notice that X̃
⊤
L yL =

√
Nqm · h(X)⊤P Ly. Following from Proposi-

tion D.2 and Lemma C.7, we can have∥∥∥∥ 1√
K

W (1)a− ζµ
∥∥∥∥ ≤ 1√

K

∥∥∥η1∆a
∥∥∥+ ∥∥∥ζµ− η1

nK
X̃

⊤
L yLa

⊤a
∥∥∥

≲
η1
K

+
η1qm
K3/2

,

with very high probability. Notice that here a⊤a = 1. Then, we can assume q2m ≲ K to finish this proof.

D.3. Learning the optimal self-loop weight

Lemma D.4. Under Assumption 3.1, we know that ∣∣D0 − d̄
∣∣ ≤ C

q
1/2
m

,

with probability at least 1− ce−N for some constants c, C > 0, where d̄ := aτ+bτ
2 qm.

This is straightforward based on the proof of Lemma C.3, hence we ignore the proof here.

Lemma D.5. Under the assumption as Theorem 3.9, we have that∣∣∣∣ 2

n2qm
y⊤
LXLW

(1)a− 2cτ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C

n
√
qm

with probability at least 1− cN−10, for some constants c, C > 0.

Proof. By Proposition D.2 and Lemma D.3, we can replace W (1)a by ζµ. Notice that (D.3) and Lemma D.3 indicate that∣∣∣∣ 2

n2qm
y⊤
LXL(W

(1)a− ζµ)
∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2

n2qm
∥yL∥ · ∥XL∥ · ∥W (1)a− ζµ∥ ≲ 1/(nqm),
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Algorithm 2 Gradient-based training for both W and s in GCN

Input: Learning rates ηt, weight decay λt, number of steps T
Initialization: s(0) ∼ Unif([−1, 1]),

√
K · [W 0]ij

i.i.d.∼ N (0, 1),
√
K · [a]j

i.i.d.∼ Unif{±1}, for all i ∈ [d], j ∈ [K].
Training Stage 1:
Set σ(x) = x in (3.12)
W (1) ←W (0) − η1(∇W (0)L(W (0), s(0)) + λ1W

(0))
s(1) ← s(0)

W (1) ←W (1)a
a← 1
Training Stage 2:
Set σ(x) = tanh(x) in (3.12)
for t = 2 to T do
s(t) ← s(t−1) − ηt∇s(t)L(W (1), s(t−1)) + λts

(t−1)

end for
return Prediction function for unknown labels: sign(SUD

−1
s(T )As(T )W (1)a)

with very high probability. for s = 0. Then, we can apply Lemmas E.1 and C.4 to conclude that∣∣∣∣ 1

n2qm
y⊤
LXLζµ− cτ

∣∣∣∣ ≲ 1

n
√
qm

,

with a very high probability for sufficiently large n and m.

Lemma D.6. Following the assumptions in Theorem 3.9, we have that∣∣∣∣ 1ny⊤
LALyL −

aτ − bτ
2

qm

∣∣∣∣ = o(qm),

with a probability of at least 1− cN−10, for some constants c, C > 0.

Proof. This lemma follows from Lemma F.6 in (Abbe et al., 2022) and Corollary 3.1 in (Abbe et al., 2020). Notice that

1

n
y⊤
LALyL =

1

n

∑
i,j∈VL

Aijyiyj

=
1

n

∑
i,j in same block of VL

Aij −
∑

i,j in different blocks of VL

Aij .

Then, we can apply the proof of (F.23) in (Abbe et al., 2022) to conclude this lemma.

Combining all the above lemmas in this section, we can derive the following lemma.

Lemma D.7. Following the assumptions in Theorem 3.9, we have that∣∣∣∣∣∣s(1) − 2cτ

log
(
aτ
bτ

)
∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C
√
qm

,

with probability at least 1− cN−10, for some constants c, C > 0, where s(1) is given by (D.2).

D.4. Proof of Theorem 3.9

Let us recall that we consider K/η1 ≍
√
qm and d = o(q2m) with W i,j ∼ N (0, 1/K). Finally, we complete the proof of

Theorem 3.9 for Algorithm 1 as follows. Recall that Ds := (D0 + sqm)I ∈ Rn×n, for any s ∈ R, where D0 is the average
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degree of the graph. Denote that

sopt :=
2cτ

log
(
aτ
bτ

)
D−1
s(1)

As(1)X =: [ĝ1, . . . , ĝN ]⊤ ∈ RN×d,

D−1
sopt

AsoptX =: [ḡ1, . . . , ḡN ]⊤ ∈ RN×d,

(d̃+ sopt · qm)−1AsoptX =: [g̃1, . . . , g̃N ]⊤ ∈ RN×d,

1√
K

W (1)a =: µ̂.

Then, by definition, ŷGCN,i = ĝ⊤
i µ̂ for i ∈ VU. As a remark, notice that Lemma C.7 verifies that with high probability

∥ĝi∥ ≲
√
d. Because of this bound, we can only consider the regime when d = o(q2m) for our following analysis. To

improve this to a high dimensional regime, e.g., d ≍ N , we improve the following concentration without simply using
the bound of ∥ĝi∥. Similarly with the proof of Lemma C.8 in ridge regression of linear GCN part, we need to do certain
leave-one-out analysis to achieve a larger regime for d.

Next, based on the above decomposition, we follow the proof idea of Theorem 3.6 to complete the proof of Theorem 3.9.
Combining Lemmas C.7, D.3 and D.7, for each i ∈ VU, we can obtain that

|yi · ĝ⊤
i µ̂− yi · g̃⊤

i µ| ≤
∣∣∣(g̃i − ḡi)

⊤µ
∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣(ḡi − ĝi)

⊤µ
∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣ĝ⊤

i (µ̂− µ)
∣∣∣ = o(

√
qm),

with probability at least 1− cN−10 for some constants c, C > 0. Therefore, we can take ζ = 1, εm = o(1) and ρ = sopt · qm
to get

P(ψm(sign(ŷGCN),yU) = 0) = P
(
min
i∈[m]

yU,i · ŷGCN,i > 0
)
= P

(
min
i∈VU

yi · ĝ⊤
i µ̂ > 0

)
≥ P

(
min
i∈VU

yi · g̃⊤
i µ > εm

√
qm, |yi · ĝ⊤

i µ̂− yi · g̃⊤
i µ| ≤ εm

√
qm, ∀i ∈ VU

)
≥ P

(
min
i∈VU

yi · g̃⊤
i µ > εm

√
qm

)
−
∑
i∈VU

P
(
|yi · ĝ⊤

i µ̂− yi · g̃⊤
i µ| > εm

√
qm

)
≥ P

(
min
i∈VU

yiζ ·
1

d̃
(AρX)i:µ > C

√
qmεm

)
− Cm−2

≥ 1−
∑
i∈VU

P
(
yi ·

ζ

d̃
(AρX)i:µ ≤ C

√
qmεm

)
− Cm−2

≥ 1−mP
(
yi ·

ζ

d̃
(AρX)i:µ ≤ C

√
qmεm

)
− Cm−2

≥ 1−m1−supt∈R{εmt+g(a,b,c,τ,1,sopt,t)}+δ − Cm−2,

for any δ > 0 and sufficiently large m, where in the last line we employ Proposition D.1. Thus, applying Lemma C.2, we
know that when J(aτ , bτ , cτ , 1, sopt) = I(aτ , bτ , cτ ) > 1, P(ψm(sign(ŷGCN),yU) = 0)→ 1 as m→∞.

E. Auxiliary Lemmas and Proofs
Lemma E.1. Let Z ∈ RN×d defined in (2.1). Then, there exists some constant c,K > 0 such that for any t > 0

P
(∣∣∣∣ 1√

N
1⊤Zµ

∣∣∣∣ ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp (−ct2d),

P
(∣∣∣∣ 1N 1⊤ZZ⊤y

∣∣∣∣ ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp

(
−cdmin

{
t2

K2
,
t

K

})
,

P
(∣∣∣∣ 1N 1⊤ZZ⊤1− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp

(
−cdmin

{
t2

K2
,
t

K

})
.
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Proof. Based on general Hoeffding’s inequality Theorem 2.6.3 in (Vershynin, 2018), we can get

P
(∣∣∣∣ 1√

N
1⊤Zµ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ t) = P

(∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
N

N∑
i=1

z⊤
i µ

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ t
)
≤ 1− 2 exp (−ct2d).

Similarly, by Bernstein’s inequality Theorem 2.8.2 in (Vershynin, 2018), we have

P
(∣∣∣∣ 1N 1⊤ZZ⊤y

∣∣∣∣ ≤ t) ≥ 1− 2 exp

(
−cdmin

{
t2

K2
,
t

K

})
,

P
(∣∣∣∣ 1N 1⊤ZZ⊤1− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ t) ≥ 1− 2 exp

(
−cdmin

{
t2

K2
,
t

K

})
,

where K = ∥ξ∥2ψ2
for ξ ∼ N (0, 1).

Lemma E.2 (Theorem 3.1 in (Dumitriu & Wang, 2023)). Let G = ([N ], E) be an inhomogeneous Erdős-Rényi graph
associated with the probability matrix P , that is, each edge e = {i, j} ⊂ [N ]2 is sampled from Ber(Pij), namely,
P(Aij = 1) = Pij . Let A denote the adjacency matrix of G. Denote Pmax := maxi,j∈[N ] Pij . Suppose that

N · Pmax ≥ c logN ,

for some positive constant c, then with probability at least 1− 2n−10 − 2e−N , adjacency matrix A satisfies

∥A− EA∥ ≤ C(E.1) ·
√
N · Pmax , (E.1)

Lemma E.3 (Bernstein’s inequality, Theorem 2.8.4 of (Vershynin, 2018)). Let X1, . . . , Xn be independent mean-zero
random variables such that |Xi| ≤ K for all i. Let σ2 =

∑n
i=1 EX2

i . Then for every t ≥ 0,

P

(∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

Xi

∣∣∣ ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp

(
− t2/2

σ2 +Kt/3

)
.
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