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Abstract

We consider the problem of recovering hidden communities in the Labeled Stochastic Block Model
(LSBM) with a finite number of clusters, where cluster sizes grow linearly with the total number n of
items. In the LSBM, a label is (independently) observed for each pair of items. Our objective is to devise
an efficient algorithm that recovers clusters using the observed labels. To this end, we revisit instance-
specific lower bounds on the expected number of misclassified items satisfied by any clustering algorithm.
We present Instance-Adaptive Clustering (IAC), the first algorithm whose performance matches these
lower bounds both in expectation and with high probability. TAC consists of a one-time spectral clustering
algorithm followed by an iterative likelihood-based cluster assignment improvement. This approach
is based on the instance-specific lower bound and does not require any model parameters, including
the number of clusters. By performing the spectral clustering only once, IAC maintains an overall
computational complexity of O(npolylog(n)). We illustrate the effectiveness of our approach through
numerical experiments.

1 Introduction

Community detection or clustering refers to the task of gathering similar items into a few groups from
the data that, most often, correspond to observations of pair-wise interactions between items
[2004]. A benchmark commonly used to assess the performance of clustering algorithms is the
celebrated Stochastic Block Model (SBM) Holland et al.| [1983], where pair-wise interactions are represented
by a random graph. In this graph, the vertices correspond to items, and the presence of an edge between
two items indicates their interaction. The SBM has been extensively studied over the last two decades; for a
recent survey, see . However, it provides a relatively simplistic view of how items may interact.
In real applications, interactions can be of different types (e.g., represented by ratings in recommender
systems or a level of proximity between users in a social network). To capture this richer information about
item interactions, the Labeled Stochastic Block Model (LSBM), proposed and analyzed in |Heimlicher et al.|
[2012], Lelarge et al[[2013], Yun and Proutiere|[2016], describes interactions by labels drawn from an arbitrary
collection. The objective of this paper is to devise a clustering algorithm that, based on the observation of
these labels, reconstructs the clusters of items while minimizing the expected number of misclassified items.
In the following, we formally introduce LSBMs and outline our results.

The Labeled Stochastic Block Model. In the LSBM, the set Z consisting of n items or nodes is randomly
partitioned into K unknown disjoint clusters Z;,...,Zx. The cluster index of the item ¢ is denoted by
o(i). Let a = (a1, qa,...,ak) represent the probabilities of items belonging to each cluster, i.e., for all
ke [K|landi € I, P(i € Ij) = . We assume that aq,...,ax are strictly positive constants and that
K and « are fixed as n grows large. Without loss of generality, we also assume that a; < ... < ag. Let
L ={0,1,...,L} be the finite set of labels. For each edge (v,w) € Z; x Z;, the learner observes the label
¢ with probability p(i, 7, ¢), independently of the labels observed in other edges. The number of clusters



K is initially unknown. We have Vi,j € [K]?, ZZG[L] p(%,4,¢) = 1. Without loss of generality, 0 is the
most frequent label: 0 = arg max Eszl Zf;l a;o;p(i, 7, £). Let p = max; je>1p(4,7,¢) be the maximum

probability of observing a label different from 0. We will mostly consider the challenging sparse regime
where p = O((logn)/n) and pn — oo as n — 0o, but we will precise the assumptions made on n and p for
each of our results. We further assume for all 4, j, k € [K]:
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where 7 and € are positive constants independent of n. (A1) imposes some homogeneity on the edge existence

probability, and (A2) implies a certain separation among the clusters. In summary, the LSBM is parametrized

by « and p = (p(i,4,%))1<ij<k,0<e<r. We denote p(i) as the K x (L + 1) matrix whose element on j-th

row and (¢ + 1)-th column is p(i, 5, ¢) and denote p(i,5) € [0,1]E+! the vector describing the probability of
the label of a pair of items in Z; and Z;.

2 €,

Main results. We design a computationally efficient algorithm that recovers the clusters in the LSBM
with a minimal error rate. By minimal, we mean that for any given LSBM, the algorithm achieves the best
possible error rate for this specific LSBM. This contrasts with the minimax guarantees and demonstrates
that the algorithm adapts to the hardness of the LSBM it is applied. We first present an instance-specific
lower bound on the expected number of misclassified items satisfied by any algorithm. Let PX*(E+1) denote
the set of all K x (L + 1) matrices such that each row represents a probability distribution and define the
divergence D(«,p) of the parameter («,p) as follows:

D(a,p) = i D (e, p(i), p(5)) (1)
K K
with Dy (o, p(i),p(j)) = Prgr(lmmax{Zakkuy(k),p(i,k)),Zakkuy(k),p(j,k))},
e k=1 k=1

where kl is the Kullback-Leibler divergence between two label distributions, i.e., kl(y(k), p(i, k)) = Zf:o y(k, ) log py(gfc,fg) .
Dy (a,p(i),p(4)) can be interpreted as the hardness in distinguishing whether an item belongs to cluster ¢ or

cluster j based on the data. Consider a clustering algorithm 7. Let £™(n) denote the number of misclassified

items for a given clustering algorithm 7, with E[¢”™(n)] representing its expected value. This quantity is

defined up to a permutation. Specifically, if 7 returns (Zy )x, then £™(n) is calculated as ming | Uy, Zy \ Zy(l»

where 6 denotes a permutation of [K]. To simplify the notation throughout the remainder of the paper, we

assume that the permutation achieving the minimum is given by 6(k) = k for all k € [K]. We present the

following theorem that provides a lower bound on E[e™(n)]:

Theorem 1.1. Let s = o(n). Under the assumptions of (A1), (A2), and pn = w(1), for any clustering
algorithm w that satisfies lim sup,, M <1,
D
lim inf m

2 oglngs) = )

The proof of Theorem [1.1]is based on the change-of-measure argument frequently used in online stochas-
tic optimization and multi-armed bandit problems |[Lai and Robbins| [1985], Kaufmann et al| [2016]. It is
presented in [Yun and Proutiere [2016] and in Appendix [C| for completeness. The main contribution of this
paper is an algorithm with performance guarantees that match those of the above lower bound and with
computational complexity scaling as npolylog(n). This algorithm, referred to as Instance-Adaptive Clus-
tering (IAC) and presented in Section [3| first applies a spectral clustering algorithm to initially guess the
clusters and then runs a likelihood-based local improvement algorithm to refine the estimated clusters. To
analyze the performance of the algorithm, we make the following assumption.

(A3) np(j,i,£) > (np)” for all 4,5 and £ > 1, for some constant x > 0.

Assumption (A3) excludes the existence of labels that are too sparse compared to p. The following theorem
establishes the optimality of TAC:



Theorem 1.2. Assume that (A1), (A2), and (A3) hold, and that p = O(logn/n), pn = w(1). Let s = o(n).
If the parameters («, p) of the LSBM satisfy (@, then IAC misclassifies at most s items in high probability and

: ST IAC _ - E[e'2C ()] ; 3
in expectation, i.e., lim, oo Ple'*“(n) < s] = 1 and limsup,,_, . < 1. TAC requires O(n(logn)?)
floating-point operations.

As far as we know, TAC is the first algorithm achieving performance that matches the lower bound
presented in Theorem It improves the previous results on the LSBM [Yun and Proutiere) [2016], mov-
ing beyond high-probability performance guarantees. More precisely, the algorithm presented by [Yun and
Proutiere| [2016] misclassifies less than s items with a probability that tends to 1 as n grows large, provided
that s satisfies (2). However, the probability of the failure event (when the algorithm misclassifies more
than s items) is not quantified in their work. It is necessary to quantify this probability for guarantees in
expectation. To achieve this goal, we have to significantly revisit the analysis presented in|Yun and Proutiere
[2016]. (i) We need to re-design some of the components of the algorithm. (ii) Moreover, in every step of the
performance analysis, it is necessary to provide a small enough upper bound for the probability of the failure
event. The analysis of the error rate after the first step of the algorithm (essentially a spectral clustering
algorithm) requires establishing an upper bound on the spectral norm of the noise matrix associated with
the observations. To accomplish this, we leverage arguments from the spectral analysis of sparse random
graphs, as demonstrated in, for example, [Feige and Ofek| [2005]. Unfortunately, these arguments hold with
a high probability that does not suffice to establish guarantees in expectation. We extend the arguments
so that they hold with probability at least 1 — 1/n¢ for any ¢ > 0, which is enough to obtain guarantees
in expectation. Such an extension was also proposed in |Gao et al.| [2017], |Le et al| [2017] for the SBM
(we compare our results to those of |Gao et al.|[2017] in Section 7 but our spectral clustering algorithm is
different, and our results apply to the general LSBM. The analysis of the likelihood-based improvement step
has to be significantly modified to prove that all intermediate statements (e.g., the lower bound of the rate
at which the error rate decreases) hold with a sufficiently high probability, typically again 1 — 1/n¢ for any
¢ > 0. Obtaining such a guarantee is challenging due to the correlations created by the initial clustering,
which affect the likelihood-based local improvement. However, we have made it possible by using a set of
items with desirable properties in the LSBM (set H in Section and then conducting deterministic
proofs on that set.

2 Related Work

2.1 Community Detection in the SBM

Community detection in the SBM and its extensions have received a lot of attention over the last decade.
We first briefly outline existing results below and then zoom in on a few papers that are the most relevant for
our analysis. The results of the SBM can be categorized depending on the targeted performance guarantees.
We distinguish three types of guarantees: (a) detectability, (b) asymptotically accurate recovery, and (c)
exact recovery. Most results are concerned with the simple SBM, which is obtained as LSBM characterized
by L =1 and the intra- and inter-cluster probabilities p(i,i,1) and p(i, j, 1) for ¢ # j € [K].

(a) Detectability refers to the requirement of returning estimated clusters that are positively correlated
with the true clusters. It is typically studied in the sparse binary SBM where K = 2, a1 = ag, p(1,1,1) =
p(2,2,1) = a/n and p(1,2,1) = p(2,1,1) = b/n, for some constants a > b independent of n. For such SBM,
detectability can be achieved if and only if (a — b) > /2(a + b) |Decelle et al.; 2011} Mossel et al., 2015a]
Massoulié], 2013]. Detectability conditions in more general sparse SBMs have been investigated in Krzakala
et al.| [2013], Bordenave et al|[2015]. In the sparse SBM, when the edge probabilities scale as O(1/n), there
is a positive fraction of isolated items, and we cannot do much better than merely detecting the clusters.

(b) In this paper, we are interested in scenarios where the edge probabilities are w(1/n), allowing us to
achieve an asymptotically accurate recovery of the clusters. This means that the proportion of misclassified
items tends to 0 as n grows large. A necessary and sufficient condition for asymptotically accurate recovery
in the SBM (with any number of clusters of different but linearly increasing sizes) has been derived in [Yun
and Proutiere| [2014b] and Mossel et al.| [2015b]. In our work, we conduct more precise analysis and derive
the minimal expected proportion of misclassified items. This minimal proportion is characterized by our
divergence D(«, p) and is, therefore, instance-specific. Our analysis thus provides more accurate results than



those derived in a minimax framework |[Gao et all|[2017]. An extensive comparison with [2017] is

provided below.
(¢) An algorithm achieves an asymptotically exact recovery if it only misclassifies o(1) items. Conditions
for such exact recovery have also been recently studied in the binary symmetric SBM [Yun and Proutiere|
e et al. ossel et al. ajek et al. and in more genera e an
2014al |Abb 1., 2016l Mossel 1., 12015b, [Hajek 1., 2016] and i 1 SBM [Abb d
Sandon, 2015alb, Wang et al., 2021]. In[Yun and Proutiere| [2016], these conditions were further extended
to the even more general LSBM.

2.2 Optimal Recovery Rate

Next, we discuss two papers [Zhang and Zhou [2016], |Gao et al| [2017] that are directly related to our
analysis. These papers study the standard SBM and present the minimal expected number of misclassified
items but in a minimax setting, in the regime where an asymptotically accurate recovery is possible. To
simplify the exposition here, we assume that all clusters are of equal size (refer to |Zhang and Zhou [2016],
[Gao et al| [2017] for more details). The authors of [Zhang and Zhou [2016], |Gao et al.| [2017] characterize
the minimal expected number of misclassified items in the worst possible SBM within the class O(n,a,b)
of SBMs satisfying, using our notation, p(i,i,1) > & and p(i,j,1) < % for all i« # j € [K], for some
positive constants a,b depending on nﬂ The minimal expected number of misclassified items is defined

through the Rényi divergence of order % between the Bernoulli random variables of respective means >

and %, given by I*(n,a,b) = f2log(\/g\/§+ VI=24/1— %) When nl*(n,a,b) = w(l), it is equal

to nexp(—(1 + o(l))%). |Zhang and Zh0u| ﬂ2016n established that the so-called penalized Maximum

Likelihood Estimator (MLE) achieves this minimax optimal recovery rate but does not provide any algorithm
to compute it. The authors of |Gao et al.| [2017] present an algorithm that achieves this minimax lower bound
in the following sense (see Theorem 4 in |Gao et al. [2017]):

I b
sup Pla,p) (5”(71) > nexp (—(1 + 0(1))W)> 0,
(a,p)€O(n,a,b) K

where P, ,) denotes the distribution of the observations generated under the SBM (a,p). One could argue
that the above guarantee does not match the minimax lower bound valid for the expected number of mis-
classified items. However, by carefully inspecting the proof of Theorem 4 in 7 it is easy to
see that the guarantee also holds in expectation:

Corollary 2.1. Assume that a/b = 0(1), (a—b)?/a = w(1), and a = O(log(n)). Let Ay, be the observation
for the pair of items (u,v). Under Algorithm 1 in|Gao et al|[2017] initialized with USC(7) in [Gao et al]

2017) for 7 = C'L > ueln] 2veln] Auv With some large enough constant C' > 0,

nI*(n,a,b)) |

sup E(a,p[e™(n)] < nexp (—(1 +o0(1)) %

(a,p)€O(n,a,b)

The proof is presented in Appendix The assumptions of Corollary are satisfied when our assump-
tions (Al) and (A2) hold.

The algorithm presented in , which has established performance guarantees, comes with
a high computational cost. It requires applying spectral clustering n times, where for each item wu, the
algorithm builds a modified adjacency matrix by removing the u-th column and the u-th row and then
computes a spectral clustering of this matrix. In contrast, our algorithm performs spectral clustering only
once. also proposed an algorithm with reduced complexity (running in ©(n?)), but without
performance guarantees. Our algorithm not only performs the spectral clustering once but also requires just
O(n(logn)?) operations. Additionally, our algorithm empirically exhibits better classification accuracy than
the penalized local maximum likelihood estimation algorithm in several scenarios.

To conclude, compared to [Gao et al| [2017], our analysis provides an instance-specific lower bound for
the classification error probability (rather than minimax) and introduces a low-complexity algorithm that

1Refer to [2017] for a precise definition of the class of SBMs considered. Compared to our assumptions (Al)-(A2)-
(A3) specialized to SBMs, this class of SBMs is slightly more general.



matches this lower bound. Additionally, our analysis is applicable to the generic Labeled SBMs. It is worth
noting, however, that|Gao et al. [2017] derives upper bounds for classification error probability under slightly
more general assumptions than ours for the SBMs.

3 The Instance-Adaptive Clustering Algorithm and its Optimality

3.1 Algorithms

The Instance-Adaptive Clustering (IAC), whose pseudo-code is presented in Algorithm |1} consists of two
phases: a spectral clustering initialization phase and a likelihood-based improvement phase.

(i) Spectral clustering initialization. The algorithm relies on simple spectral techniques to obtain rough
but global estimates of the clusters. For details, refer to lines 1-4 in Algorithm [[} The algorithm first
constructs an observation matrix A% = (A%,),., for each label £ (where A%, = 1 iff label £ is observed on
edge (u,v)), and sums these matrices to create the aggregated matrix A. After trimming (to eliminate rows
and columns corresponding to items with too many observed labels — as these would perturb the spectral
properties of A), we apply spectral clustering to A, as shown in Algorithm Specifically, we use the
iterative power method (instead of using a direct SVD, which has high complexity) combined with singular
value thresholding [Chatterjeel |2015]. This approach allows us to control the algorithm’s computational
complexity and accurately estimate the number of clusters. Notable differences compared to the spectral
clustering in [Yun and Proutiere| [2016] include modifications to the number of matrix multiplications in the
iterative power method (we require approximately (logn)? multiplications) and an enlargement of the set of
centroid candidates in the k-means algorithm (this set now comprises (logn)? randomly selected items) for
tighter control of the failure event probability, leading to guarantees in expectation.

(ii) Likelihood-based improvements. Using the initial cluster estimates S;, we can also estimate p from

4
the data. For any 1,7, ¢, we calculate p(i, j,¢) = %ﬁ?% Based on p, the log-likelihood of item v
belonging to cluster Sy is computed as Zie[f(] Zwesl Zszo Al logp(k,i, ). Subsequently, v is assigned to

the cluster that maximizes this log-likelihood over [K' ]. This process is applied to all items and iterated for
logn times.

3.2 Performance analysis

We sketch below the proof of Theorem The complete proof is postponed to the appendix.

3.2.1 Spectral clustering initialization

The following theorem establishes performance guarantees for the cluster estimates returned by the spectral
clustering algorithm (Algorithm . Specifically, we show that the number of clusters is correctly predicted
as K = K, and the number of misclassified items is O(1/p).

Theorem 3.1. Assume that (A1) and (A2) hold. After Algom'thm@ for any ¢ > 0, there exists a constant
C > 0 such that

K
U Sk \ Zow)

(K:K and min
o k=1

C
< _) with probability at least 1 — exp(—cnp),
p

where the minimization is performed over the permutation 6 of [K].

Sketch of proof of Theorem . Let M’ denote the expectation of the matrix A% M = p(i, ], /)
when v € V; and v € V;. Let M = ZzL=1 M*, and My € [0,1]"*™ be the corresponding trimmed matrix:
(MF)wv = val{w,UGF}~

(a) The main ingredient of the proof is an upper bound on the norm of the noise matrix Xfi = Afﬁ - Mlé
that holds with a sufficiently high probability, as stated in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.2. For any ¢ € [L], for any C > 0, there exists C' > 0 such that: ||XE||2 < C'\/np , with
probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp).



Algorithm 1: Instance-Adaptive Clustering

Input: Observed adjacency matrices A¢ for each label ¢ (Af, = 1 if £ is observed between u and v)
L
1. Estimated average degree. p < 2ot Zn(’;ffl)w Ave

2. Aggregated Matrix. A « 25:1 AL,
3. Trimming.
Compute Ar, where I is the set of items with the top-|nexp(—np)] largest values of
L Az
ZZ:I ZwEZ
(Ar)wy = Awy when w,v € T' and
(Ar)wy = 0 when w,v € I'° .
4. Spectral Clustering.
Run Algorithm I 2| with input Ar,p and output {Sx},_; #
5. Estimation of the Statlstlcal Parameters.

(2,4, 0) %fwaﬂl<z]<[(and0<é<lj
6. Likelihood-based local improvements.
59« Sy for all k € [K]
for ¢t =1 to logn do
S’,(ct) «— () for all k € [K]
for v €7 do

k* < arg max {Zie[f(] D westh Z[@L:o AL log p(k, i, Z)} (tie broken uniformly at

1<k<K ’
random)

S+ S U (v}

end

end
T, < S for all k € [K]
Output: (Ik)kzl,...,f('

The proof, detailed in Appendix [F.5] leverages and extends techniques developed for the spectral analysis
of random graphs [Feige and Ofek| [2005], (Coja-Oghlan| [2010]. Based on the above lemma, we deduce that
for any C' > 0, there exists C’ > 0 such that: || Xr| < 25:1 | XE| < C'y/np, with probability at least
1 — exp(—Cnp).

(b) The second ingredient of the proof is the following lemma, whose proof is provided in Appendix
The lemma provides a lower bound on the distance between two columns of M corresponding to two items
in distinct clusters.

Lemma 3.3. There exists a constant C' > 0 such that with probability at least 1 — exp(—w(n)), ||Mr., —
Mr |3 > C'np? |, uniformly over all v,w € T with o(v) # o(w).

(¢c) The final proof ingredient concerns the performance of the iterative power method with singular value
thresholding and is proved in Appendix

Lemma 3.4. For any ¢ > 0, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that with probability at least 1 — 1/nc,
|[Ar — Alls < Cok 11, where ok 41 is the (K + 1)-th singular value of the matriz Ar.

The first two lemmas may resemble those presented in [Yun and Proutiere| [2016]; however, we needed to
extend the analysis so that these results hold with a higher probability. We can now proceed with proving
the theorem. We first explain why the number of clusters is accurately estimated. It is straightforward
to verify that there exist two strictly positive constants, C; and Cs, such that with probability at least
1 —exp(—w(n)), C1p < p < Cap (refer to Lemma . Consequently, from Lemma we deduce that for
any C' > 0, with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp), the (K + 1)-th singular value of Ar is significantly
smaller than J}Tnlog (np). In conjunction with Lemma |3.4} this indicates that K = K with probability at
least 1 — exp(—Cnp). Therefore, we can assume in the remamder of the proof that K = K.



Algorithm 2: Spectral Clustering

Input: Ar,p
1. Iterative Power Method with Singular Value Thresholding
X< n, k<« 0, and U + 0"x1
while y > \/nplog(np) do
k< k+1, Uy < n x 1 Gaussian random vector
(Tterative power method) Uy + (AF)Q[ logn)*1+1 7,
Ur—Urip—1(Uy 1 Ue)
MU =Utio—1 (U, Ul
The estimated k-th singular value) x < || ArUs ||

(Orthonormalizing) Uy,
(
end
K+ k-1, AU TKAF
2. k—means Clustering
Tr + asubset of I' obtained by randomly selecting [(logn)?] items.
for t=1to [logn] do
® {wez 1A, — A, |2 <t io}for all v € Tp
T « ¢ for all k € [K]
for k=1 to K do

o« arg max| Q) \ U T
vELR

T « QU\UIT®

(t) A,
< Zv ettt |T<t> \

end

forveT)\ UkR:lT,Et) do

k* < arg min ||AU — fl(:)H%
1<k<K

0 10U ()

end
K N t
re 4= Yt Dpero Ao — €713

end

t* < arg min 7y
1<t<[logn]

Sy« T for all k € [K]

Output: {Sk}kzl,...,f{'

Without loss of generality, let us denote v as the permutaion of [K] such that the set of misclassified
items is U,I::l Sk \ Z,(x)- Based on Lemma we can prove that: with probability at least 1 — exp(w(n)),

K K

‘ U Sk \%(1@)‘0’@2 <Y D My — Mpy s < 8||Mr — A7 + 8r-,
k=1 k=1 ’UGS’C\I’Y(k)

where Mrp () = Mr ., for w € Z, ), and where ;- is defined in Algorithm 2] Furthermore, for any C' > 0,

using Lemmas and we can establish that there exists a constant Cjy > 0 such that || Mp —/1| |2 < Conp
with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp). Through a refined analysis of the k-means algorithm, we can also
prove the existence of a constant C; > 0 such that r;+ < Cinp. For details, please refer to Appendix

3.2.2 Likelihood-based improvements

To complete the proof of Theorem we analyze the likelihood-based improvement phase of the TAC
algorithm. For this purpose, we define a set of well-behaved items H as the largest set of items v € Z that



meet the following three conditions for some constant Cyy > 0:
(H1) e(v,Z) < Cminp;

K L k,i 4 np .
(H2) when v € Ty, S0 S20 e(v, T, £) log Z((j,i,é)) > il for all j # k;

2np
(H3) e(v,T\ H) < 3.

In these conditions, we use the following notation: for any v € Z, S C Z, and £ € [L], e(v, 5,0) = >, cs AL,
and e(v, S) = 25:1 e(v, S, £). We will show that all items in H are correctly clustered with high probability,
and the expected number of items not in H matches the lower bound on the expected number of misclassified
items. Each condition in the definition of H can be interpreted as follows: (H1) imposes some regularity in
the degree of the item, (H2) implies that v € H is correctly classified when using the likelihood, and the last
condition (H3) implies that the item does not have too many labels pointing outside of the set H.

First, we show that the expected number of items not in H can be upper bounded by a number s that
is of the same order as nexp(—nD(a,p)).

Proposition 3.5. When s > nexp (—nD(ogp) + %) ,

3np

E(lZ\ H]]
S 41og® np

<1+ exp (_ ) + exp(—w(np)).

Moreover, lim,, . P(|Z\ H| <s) = 1.

The proof of Proposition 3.5 can be found in Appendix[D.3] This proof shows that the probability of an item
satisfying (H2) is dominant compared to the probabilities of the other two conditions and is of the order of
exp(—nD(a,p)).

Next, we examine the performance of the likelihood-based improvement step (Line 6 in the TAC algorithm)
for items in H. In the following proposition, we quantify the improvement achieved with one iteration of
this step.

Proposition 3.6. Assume that there exists a constant C > 0, such that |UkK=1(S,(€O) \Zy) NH|+ |Z\ H| <
C%, Then, for any constant C' > 0, with probability at least 1 — exp (—C'np), the following statement holds

Ui (SN Ty | _
Ui SO\ T nH| — Vb

for all t>0.

The proof of Proposition [3.6] can be found in Appendix [D.4]and takes advantage of the fact that a likelihood-
based test using the estimator p(j,4,¢) matches the test that would use the true likelihood, with high
probability.

Proof of Theorem [I.3 we can now complete the proof by observing that from Proposition after the
[logn] iterations of the likelihood-based improvement step, | UK | (S ,(Cﬂog nD \Zi) N H| = 0, with probability
at least 1 —exp(—Cnp) for any constant C' > 0. Combining this result with Proposition when nD(a,p) —
W > log(n/s),

E['AC(n)] < 1%0(1) E[|Z\ H|] 4 o(1)
S 3np _
e (1 e (_MOgg np) N exp(—wmp))) o(1)

and £"AC(n) < s + o(1), with high probability.



4 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we evaluate the proposed algorithm through empirical analysis. Our experiments are based on
the code of[Wang et al.|[2021], and we consider three scenarios from |Gao et al.|[2017] as well as one additional
scenario. The focus of our comparison is on the TAC algorithm (Algorithm [1) and the computationally light
version of the penalized local maximum likelihood estimation (PLMLE) algorithm (Algorithm 3 in|Gao et al.
[2017]). While PLMLE has no analytical performance guarantees, it requires Q(n?) floating-point operations.
We consider simple SBMs with L = 1.

Model 1: Balanced Symmetric. First, consider the SBM corresponding to the “Balanced case” in
Gao et al.|[2017]. Assume that n = 2500, K = 10, and L = 1. We fix the community size to be equal as
Vk € [10], |Zx| = 250. We set the observation probability as p(k, k, 1) = 0.48 for all k and p(i, k, 1) = 0.32 for
all i # k.

Model 2: Imbalanced. The next SBM corresponds to the “Imbalanced case” in |Gao et al| [2017].
We set n = 2000, K = 4, and L = 1. The sizes of the clusters are heterogenous: |Z;| = 200, |Z>| = 400,
|Z5] = 600, and |Z,| = 800.

Model 3: Sparse Symmetric. The last experimental setting from |Gao et al[[2017] is the sparse and
symmetric case. We generate networks with n = 4000, K = 10, and L = 1. Clusters are of equal sizes:
VEk € [10], |Zx| = 400. We set the statistical parameter as p(k,k, 1) = 0.032 for all k£ and p(¢, k,1) = 0.005
for all ¢ # k.

Model 4: Sparse Asymmetric. Lastly, we consider the cluster recovery problem with a sparse and
asymmetric statistical parameter. We set n = 1200, K = 4, and L = 1. Clusters are of equal sizes:
Vk € [4],|Zx] = 300. We fix the statistical parameter (p(i,k,1));x as

0.032  0.005 0.008 0.005
. 0.005 0.028 0.005 0.008

PGk 1))k = | 008 0.005 0032 0.005 |- (3)
0.005 0.008 0.005 0.028

The results of our experiments are presented in Table[I] The IAC algorithm consistently performs slightly
better than Algorithm 3 in|Gao et al. [2017]. For additional figures and details, please refer to Appendix

Table 1: Number of misclassified items. IAC and PLMLE indicate Algorithm |1| and Algorithm 3 in |Gao
et al.| [2017], respectively. Means and standard deviations are calculated from the results of 100 experiment
instances.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Algorithm  Mean Std Mean Std Mean Std Mean Std
IAC 2.8800 1.5909 0.0000 0.0000 29.4100 4.9789 45.5600  9.2489

PLMLE 2.9700 1.6542 0.1850 0.4262 31.0400 5.1775 54.7400 10.5329

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we have investigated the problem of recovering hidden communities in the Labeled Stochastic
Block Model (LSBM) with a finite number of clusters. We revisited instance-specific lower bounds on the
expected number of misclassified items. We proposed IAC, an algorithm whose performance matches these
lower bounds both in expectation and with high probability. IAC consists of a one-time spectral clustering
algorithm followed by an iterative likelihood-based cluster assignment improvement. This approach is based
on the instance-specific lower bound and does not require any model parameters, including the number of
clusters. By performing a spectral clustering only once, IAC maintains an overall computational complexity
of O(npolylog(n)).
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A Notation summary
Please refer to Table [2| for a summary of the notations we use.

Table 2: Notations

Symbol Description
T Set of items or nodes
n Number of items
K Number of clusters
Iy Set of items in the cluster k
a=(ag,qz,...,0K) Probability that items are in each cluster
L Number of labels
L=A1,...,L} Set of labels
p(i,J,0) Probability that the label £ is observed between items in Z; and Z;
P max; j,e>1 p(i, j, £)
n Positive constant in (A1)
€ Positive constant in (A2)
K Positive constant in (A3)
D(a,p) Divergence defined as (1)
™ Clustering algorithm
e™(n) Number of misclassified items
I*(n,a,b) ~2log(y/T\ /L + T T /1- )
Al = (AL Duwer Observation matrix for each label ¢
M Expectation of the matrix A*
K Estimated number of clusters
A Rank-K approximation of Ap
A M A:ZZGI:A€>M:Z£€£M€
AF7 Mr (AF)wv = va]l{w,veF}a (MF)wv = Mw'u]l{w,UGF}
Xt ALt
(Sk)x €[K] Initial cluster estimates
(Zr) kel Final cluster estimates

We use || - || to denote the ¢y-norm, i.e., ||z| = /), |z;|. We use the standard matrix norm [|Al =
sup || Az||2. We denote by M* the expectation of the matrix of A%, i.e., M , = p(i,j,¢) when u € Z; and

z:||z||2=1
veT; Let M = Z(ZL:1 M?*. We also denote by e(v,S,0) =Y, s

observed label ¢ including the item v and an item from S and p(v, S, ¢) =

Af . the total number of item pairs with
e(v,S,0)
[S]
label £. Let e(v, S) = ZeL:1 e(v,S,¢) and p(v, S) = [u(v, S, £)]o<e<r. In what follows, e(v,Z) is referred to
as the degree of item v, which represents the number of observed labels that are different from 0 for pairs of

items that include v.

the empirical density of

B Lemmas Regarding the Divergence D(«,p)

In this part, we present several lemmas in [Yun and Proutiere| [2016] related to the divergence D(«, p).
Lemma B.1. Let (i*, j*) be the indices that minimize Dy (p(3), p(y)) withi* < j*. In this case, there exists
a g € PEXIHD) sych that

K K
k=1 k=1
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Proof. Let us prove the existence of such a ¢ by contradiction. Suppose that

K
p) =Y _ oxkl(g(k),p ) > Z o kl(q(k), p(j", k).
k=1

In this case, there must be a ko for which kl(q(ko),p(i*, ko)) > kl(g(ko),p(5*, ko)). Noting the positive
nature of the KL-divergence, q(ko) # p(i*, ko). As a result of the KL-divergence’s continuity, we can create
¢’ such that q(k) = ¢/(k) for all k # ko, and the following conditions hold: kl(q(ko), p(i*, ko)) — € <
kl(q' (ko), p(i*, ko)) < kl(q(ko),p(i*, ko)) and kl(q'(ko), p(j*, ko)) < kl(g(ko),p(5*, ko)) + € for some 0 < € <
(kl(g(ko), p(i*, ko)) — kl(q(ko), p(5*, ko)))/2. With this selection of ¢’, we obtain:

K
> o Kl(q (), p ) > Zak Ki(q'(k), p(5*, k)),
k=1
which is in contradiction with the definition of D(«, p). ]
Lemma B.2. When p = o(1),
D(a,p)

> 1.

lim

S % (S (VR R D) — VoG R D)2)

Proof. Let (i*,j*) be the pair that minimizes Dy (c,p(i),p(j)) with i* < j*. According to Lemma [B.1]
there exists ¢ such that

Zakkl Zakkl p(i" k).

Following this,

Yy (kg (k). p(i", k) + e gl 7" )

nD(a,p) =
K L
_ VPl b, Op(5* k. )
= —nZaqu(k’,f < (k 0
k=1 (=0
K L
> 0y ar Y (qlk,0) = /p(r p(j* ké)
k=1 =0
K L L
2 (P(E F, 6 +p(5*, K, 0)) .
= nzak< 5 = VP k, Op( k. 0) | (1= o(1))
k=1 =1
K o (&
= n22<2(\/p(z*k€ \/pj k,0)) ) (1-o0(1
k=1 =1
]
Lemma B.3. Under (A1), when p = o(1), limsup,,_, . Dé;”Lp) <1

Proof. Based on the definition of D(a,p), for any i # j, we have:

K
D(a,p) < max{Zakkl (i, k), p(i, k)) Zakkl (i, k), (k))}
k=1

K
= Y o Kl(p(i, k), p(j. k))
k=1

14



IN
(]~
Q
Ead
(]~
—
]
—
.
&
S
~
\
!
<D
-
N
e
—~
—_
+
2
—_
~—
~—

K L
< Dk np(l+o(1)
= =1
= npL(1+o

where we employ log(1 + z) = z(1 + o(1)) when x = o(1). |

C Proof of Theorem [1.1]

We follow the proof presented in [Yun and Proutiere| [2016], which is based on a suitable change-of-measure
approach. The change in measures is achieved through a well-considered coupling argument [Lindvall| [2002].
In this discussion, we refer to ® as the genuine stochastic model responsible for generating all observed
random labels, and we represent the corresponding probability measure (resp. expectation) as Py = P (resp.
Es[-] = E[]). It is important to remember that ® is determined by the parameters («, p), and under @, items
are initially connected to various clusters based on the distribution «, while labels between two items are
subsequently generated using distributions p. The proof involves the creation of a modified stochastic model,
W, which links the labels generated under ® with those produced under ¥. We represent the probability
measure (resp. expectation) under the modified model ¥ as Py (resp. Eg[] = E[-]). We then associate the
proportion of misclassified items under a specific clustering algorithm, 7, with the distribution under Py of
a quantity Q that is similar to the log-likelihood ratio of the observed labels under Py and Py. Examining
the likelihood ratio ultimately yields the lower bound on the expected misclassified items under 7. In the
subsequent sections, we elaborate on each step of the proof.

Coupling and the modified stochastic model U. Let (i*,j*) = argmin; j.;.<; Dr+(p(4),p(j)), and
let v* represent the smallest item index belonging to either cluster ¢* or j*. If both Z;« and Z;« are empty,
we set v* = n. Let ¢ € PEXHD) gatisfy:

Zakkl Zakkl (3", k))-

Such a ¢ exists according to Lemma[B.I] To define the modified stochastic model ¥, we couple the generation
of labels under ® and ¥ in the following manner.

1. First, we create random clusters Zi,...,Zxg according to ®, and obtain ¢*, j*, and v*. The clusters
produced under ¥ are identical to those formed under ®. For any v € Z, let o(v) represent the cluster
containing item v.

2. For all items v, w # v*, the labels generated under ¥ are the same as those produced under ®. That
is, the label £ appears on the edge (v, w) with a probability of p(c(v),o(w),£).

3. Under ¥, for any v # v*, the observed label on the edge (v,v*) is ¢ with a probability of ¢(c(v), ).

Log-likelihood ratio and its relation to the expected number of misclassified items. Let z, ,,
represent the label observed on the edge (v, w). We define Q, the pseudo-log-likelihood ratio of the observed
labels under Pg and Py, as follows:

Q= Zlog UQ(U v): o) + Z log Uq(a V), T ) ) (4)

(’U* ,0’( ) Loy= v v 1 (’U* ( ) Ly= ,v)

Let m be a clustering algorithm that produces the output (fk)1§k§K7 and let & = Ujcpex 7 \ Zx
represent the set of misclassified items under 7. Generally, in our proofs, we always assume without loss
of generality that |{J;,<x T \Zx| < |U1<k<wa(k) \ Z| for any permutation ~, ensuring that the set of
misclassified items is indeed £. We denote the number of misclassified items as €™(n) = |€|. Since items
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are interchangeable under ® (recall that items are assigned to the various clusters in an i.i.d. fashion), we

obtain:

nPe{v € £} = Egle

Following this, we create a connection between E[e

given function f(n),

Py{Q < f(n)} =Pu{Q < f(n),v* € £} + Pgy{Q < f(n),

Using the definition of Q, we obtain:

Pg{Q < f(n),v* € £}

"(n)] = E[e"(n)]-

= / dPy
{Q<f(n),v e}

exp(Q)dPg

vt ¢ €}

{Q<f(n)wre€}
< exp(f(n))Pe{Q < f(n),v" € £}
< exp(f (n))[%{v 65}

< exp(f(n) 2L

(@i +aje)n

T(n)] and the distribution of Q under Py. For any

(5)

(6)

where the final inequality results from the inability to differentiate between v* and any other v € Z;(,+). In

fact,

P@{U* S g}

P@{U S 5|’U € L~ UIj*}
IP’q,{v e&,vel UIj*}
IP’,1>{U € Li» UIj*}
P@{U Eg} _
Pq;{'l} € Iix UIJ*} -

Eq[e™(n)]

(i +aje)n

Additionally, due to the fact that under the stochastic model ¥, the observed labels are independent of
whether v* is part of cluster ¢* or j*, the following holds:

Py{v* € I-|v* € T;+} =
P\y{v* S Ij*\v* € Iz*} =

Py{Q < f(n),v" ¢ £}

v* €Z;-} and

, it also follows that:

< P\pg} ¢ &}
= —:ozj Py{v* € Zj|v* € T;- }Jrl*TPq,{v € Iiv* € I;-}
= al*oi*% Py{v* € Ii|v* € T;-} + #P\p{v* € Zj-|v* € T}
Q-
S arta (7)
By synthesizing (5)), (6)), and (7)), we reach the conclusion:
Pa{Q < ()} < expl () i+ ©)

The aforementioned equation establishes the desired general connection between Eg[e
f(n)}, from which we can infer a necessary condition for E[e™(n)] < s. Utilizing (8]) with f(n)
log(2/c;+ ), we obtain:

Py{Q <log(n/Esle™(n)])
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"(n)] and Pg{Q <
= log (n/ Eole

Oy *

= (9)

<1l-
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Furthermore, based on Chebyshev’s inequality,

Po{Q<Bel0] + /L Eal(0-Eula)?} 21- 22 (10
Considering (9) and (10), we derive that:
log (0] Eal=" () ~ log(2/ai-) < EalQ] + 1/~ Bul(Q - EalQ)P]
consequently, a required condition for E[e™(n)] < s is:
log (n/5) ~ log(2/a) < Ea[0)] + /- Ea[(Q ~ E4[Q)F] )

Examination of the log-likelihood ratio. Considering , we can determine a necessary condition
for E[e™(n)] < s by evaluating E¢[Q] and Ey[(Q — E¢[Q])?].

(i) We first compute Eg[Q]. It is important to note that, given the definition of v*, an item with an
index smaller than v* cannot be in Z;« or Z;«, while an item with an index v larger than v* can belong
to any cluster (and the cluster of such a v is drawn according to the distribution « independently of other
items). This slightly complicates the calculation of the expectation of the two sums defining Q in .
To overcome this issue, we can notice that v* is relatively small, specifically, less than log(n)? with high

probability, and therefore, we can approximate Ey[Q] by Ey[> )_, .. log %], which is itself

closely approximated by nD(c,p). More formally, since P{v* < m} =1— (1 — a;+ — o)™,
1
P{v* <log(n)*} >1— e (12)
Therefore, based on (Al), , and the definition of Q,

Ey[Q]

P{v* > log(n)?}Eg[Qv* > log(n)?] + P{v* < log(n)?}Eg[Qv* < log(n)?]

n3

logn .
< 3 + Eg[Qv* < log(n)?]
lo v (o(v), Ty »)
< 281 +Eg Z log o q ) D |v* < log(n)?| +nD(a,p)
v=1

o(v*),0(v), T+ o)

10g77 * ay kI(Q(k)7p(U(U*a k)))
< n3 +qu (’U —1) Z l—ai*—a-*
kg {i* j*} I
logn

< (n+2log(n)*logn) D(a,p) + - (13)

[v* <log(n)?| +nD(a,p)

where the final inequality arises from the fact that 2kl(q(¢), p(o(v*,)))logn > kl(q(j), p(c(v*,j))) for all 4
and j due to assumption (Al).

(ii) In order to calculate Eg[(Q — Eg[Q])?], we need to determine Ey[(Q — nD(a,p))?|o(v*) = i*] and
Ey[(Q — nD(a,p))*lo(v*) = j*]. Taking into account assumption (A1), (I2), and the definition of Q,

E¢[(Q — nD(a,p))?|o(v*) = i*]
= P{v* <log(n)*}Ey[(Q — nD(a,p))*|o(v*) =
+P{v* > log(n)*}Ey[(Q — nD(a,p))?|o(v*)
< qul[(Q —nD(a,p))*|o(v*) = i*,v* <log(n)?]
+Ee[(Q - nD(a,p))?|o(v*) = i*,v* > log(n)?]
= O(np).

i*,v* < log(n)’]
=i*,v* > log(n)?]

In order to obtain the aforementioned inequality, we utilized:

: R NN R
Eq ( > (gt ) D<,m)> o) =

] 0*),0(v), T+ v
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- Y

(1og Aot tra) D(a,p>)2 o(v") = ]

v=0*+1 * o(v), a:U*7,U)
=O(np) and
* 2
v — o q(U(v),xv*’v) B N RN
o <Z_: (lgpw(v*),a(v),xw,v) bt 7P>>> jo(v") =

=O0(v'p+ (v'p)?),

where we employ (A1) and the fact that each label is generated independently. Using a similar method, we
can also deduce that Eg[(Q — nD(a, p))?|o(v*) = j*] = O(np). In conclusion, we obtain:

Ev[(Q — Ey[Q))*] = O(np). (14)

Now we are prepared to finalize the proof of Theorem From (A2) and Lemma D(a,p) = Q(p).
Considering , , and ., when the expected number of misclassified items is less than s (ie.,
Ele™(n)] < s), 1t follows that:

D
lim inf M

> 1.
WA log (nfs) =

This concludes the proof. |

D Performance of the IAC algorithm — proof of Theorem

D.1 Preliminaries

Lemma D.1 (Chernoff-Hoeffding theorem). Let X;,..., X, be i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables with mean
v. Then, for any § > 0,

1 n
— ;> < —nkl
IP(nZXZ—V—HS) <exp (—nkl(v +6,v))

i=1

1 n
Pl=) X;<v-§]|< —nkl(v — 4,
(n ; <v ) <exp (—nkl(v v))

Lemma D.2 (Pinsker’s inequality [Tsybakov [2008]). For any 0 < p,q <1, 2(p — q)? < kl(p, q).
Lemma D.3. For each v € Z, for any constant C > 0,
P (e(v,Z) > Cnp) > exp(—(C — e*)np).
The proof is given in Appendix

Lemma D.4. For all v € Iy, and D > 0,

K
P { (Z 7 k({0 T2), p(0 ) > nD> 0 (et < Cnnp)}

100n?np?L?
aq

< exp (—nD + K Llog(10nLnp) +

The proof is given in Appendix [F-2]
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D.2 Proof of Theorem [1.2]
Regarding the estimation of p as p, we show that p has the same order as p with high probability:

Lemma D.5. Let C7 and Cy be constants such that 0 < Cq < % (1 - e%) and Cy > el. Then,
Cip<p<Cyp

holds with probability at least 1 — exp (—w(n)).

The proof is given in Appendix
For each k € [K], from Chernoff-Hoeffding’s theorem and Pinsker’s inequality, for any constant C' > 0,
we get:

1 I
P (||Zx| — cwn| < v/nlogn|) < exp <—nk1 <ak — (z;o%n,ak)> + exp (—nkl (ak. + (i/g;,ozk>)

< 2exp (72(logn)2) (15)
1

Hence, we make the assumption that for every k € [K], the inequality ||Z| — an| < /nlogn is maintained
throughout the remainder of the proof.
With a positive constant C1, let H be the largest set of items v € 7 satisfying:

(H1) e(v,Z) < Cminp.

K L il 5 .
(H2) When v € Ty, Y15, g e(v, T, €) log B > i for all j # k.

2np
(H3) e(v,Z\ H) < e np)
(H1) controls degrees, (H2) implies that v € H is accurately classified using the (true) log-likelihood, and
(H3) indicates that v has a limited number of shared labels with items not in H.
From Proposition after the [logn] iterations in the further improvement step (remember that np =
w(1), so when n is large enough 1/y/np < e=2), for any ¢ > 0, there exists C' > 0 such that

K K
ogn 1
sy ”\Ikmms—( _)@ U\ Z) N H|

k=1 np) 2 g=1
1 C
— elogn ’ 5

= o(1)

with probability at least 1 —exp(—cnp), where the last equality is from np = w(1). Therefore, for any C > 0,
no item in H can be misclassified with probability at least 1 —exp(—Cnp). Hence the number of misclassified
items cannot exceed |Z\ H|, when nD(«, p) — % > log(n/s). If the previous condition on D(«, p) holds,

nD (o, p) — —2
1 < liminf (2,9) ~ og(ngy — lim infM

) O oatn/s) (16)

where we used D(a, p) = Q(p) (from (A2) and Lemma [B:2).
Let A be an event defined as:

1
A= {'Uf—l (S \T) N H| + |T\ H]| < cp},

where C' > 0 is some large enough constant. We upper bound the expected number of misclassified items as
follows.

E[e"C(n)] = E[e'2€(n)|A]P(A) + E[e'AC (n)| A|P(A)
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= E["* (n) [A]P(A) + nP(A)

@ B[AC () 4] + o(1)

()
< E[IZ\ H||A] + o(1)

> aP(T\ H| = x|A) + o(1)

z=0,...,n
P(Z\ H| = z,.A)
x +0o(1)
2wy
1

< P(A) m:o,“,’nﬂpqz\lﬂ =) +o(1)
< i IV A+ o)
(d) 1

< e (1o (s ) et ) +o(0),

where (a) is from Theorem (b) is from Proposition (¢) is from Theorem and (d) is from
Proposition This concludes the proof.

|
D.3 Proof of Proposition
We quantify the number of items satisfying (H1) and (H2) in and 7 respectively.
Number of items satisfying (H1): From Lemma for any constant Cy; > 0, for each v € Z,
P{e(v,T) < Crunp} > 1 — exp(—(Ci — eX)np). (17)

Number of items satisfying (H2): We aim to prove that when v fulfills (H1), it also satisfies (H2) with a
probability of at least

1—exp (—nD(a,p) 210;%) — exp(—w(np)). (18)
To achieve this, we first assert that if v meets the condition
X log(n)? np
il Kl(u(v, Z;), p(k, i) < (1 — D(a,p) — — 2 19
S G0 70,00 = (1= 2R (e ot (19)

then v complies with (H2). In fact, assuming that is true, we have the following:

. K . 1 2 K .
() S8 aimKl(u(o, Z), p(k, ) < (1+“225) S [T KI(u(v, T2), p(k, 7)) < nD(a;p), because ||| -
a;n| < y/nlog(n) (from (I5)) and holds with probability at least 1 — exp(—w(np));

(i) SN, ainkl(u(v, ), p(j,i)) > nD(a,p), since
max { 221, as Kl(u(v, ), 0 1), 21 i Kl(u(v, T), p(k, 1) } = D(a,p) and
Yy i Kl(u(v, ), p(k, i) < D(a, p);
(iii) Zfil |Zi| kl(u(v, Z;), p(4, 1)) > (1 - %) nD(a, p), from (ii) and the fact that ||Z;|—a;n| < /nlog(n);

(iv) from and (iii), for all j # ¢,

L p(k, i, 0) X
Zze v Iug m = Z |IZ| (kl(,u(v,L),p(],z)) - kl(,u(v,L),p(k,z)))
i=1 £=0 = nﬁ

log(np)*”
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Therefore, v satisfies (H2). The remaining task is to assess the probability of event , which can be done
by applying Lemma and proving .

Based on and (18), the expected number of items that fail to meet either (H1) or (H2) can be upper
bounded as follows.

E[The number of items that do not satisfy either (H1) or (H2)]

np

< nexp(—(Cir — ")) + nesp <nD<a,p> TR
2log” np

) + nexp(—w(np).

From Markov’s inequality,

1
P (The number of items that do not satisfy either (H1) or (H2) > D) 5)

np

210g3np> + (np)° exp(—w(np))

< (np)® exp(—(Cr1 — eX)np) + (np)® exp (—nD(mp) +

< exp (—nDle) + 15— ).
4log” np

The subsequent Lemma is instrumental in finalizing the proof, and its proof can be found in Ap-
pendix [F-4]

Lemma D.6. Let ¢ < 1/(p(np)®). When the number of items that do not satisfy either (H1) or (H2) is less
than ¢/3, |Z\ H| < ¢, with probability at least 1 — exp (—w(np)).

We obtain the following upper bound on the expected number of |Z \ H|.

nexp (—nD(a,p) + #) + nexp (—w(np))

BIT\H] _, , e
S o S
3
< 1t (-~ )+ o(-wun),
4log” np

This concludes the proof of the guarantee in expectation as np = w(1).
Regarding the high probability guarantee, from Markov’s inequality, for a sufficiently large choice of Cyq,

P (The number of items that do not satisfy either (H1) or (H2) > s/3)
< E[The number of items that do not satisfy either (H1) or (H2)]

- s/3

_ o= (Cin — ")np) + nexp (=nDlep) + 5185 ) + nexp(~w(ng)
- s/3

B nexp(—(Cr — e)np) + nexp (—nD(oz,p) + ﬁfnﬁ) + nexp(—w(np))

Zexp (—nD(mp) + log@ﬁnﬁ)
=o(1).

Combining with Lemma |Z\ H| < s with high probability. This concludes the proof.

D.4 Proof of Proposition (3.6

Recall that {Sj(-t)}lg j<K represents the partition after the ¢-th improvement iteration. Note that without loss

of generality, we assume the set of misclassified items in H after the ¢-th step to be £®) = (Uk(S’,(:) \Ik)) NH
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(it should be defined through an appropriate permutation ~ of {1,..., K} as €®) = (Uk(S(t) \Z,))) N H,

but we omit ). With this notation, we can define 5(t) (S(t) N Ik) NH and £ = Uj kejotk ](k) During
each improvement step, items move to the most hkely cluster (according to the log—hkehhood defined in the
IAC algorithm). As a result, for all i € [K],

Y P 1)
0< Y 3 Y ew,5Y,0)log? e i)

J.k:g#k e5(t+1) i=1 ¢=0

K L
p(J, i, ¢ . -
< XX 3 el Olon JE Y ) oo (20)
J7k]7ék eg(f+1) i=1 ¢=0 s Uy

K L (i, 0)
Z Z ZZ@UL,E ) log ki, 0)

I k:j#k Ueg(t+1) i=1 £=0

+ Z e(w, M) log(2n) + 5|EHHD | —— (21)
weE (t+1) log np
<— P g+ 3T ew, £, 0)log(2n) + 5|E¢ | —E— (22)
log* np BT log” np
< P ety \/|5(t)||5(t+1)|nplognp +6|EEHD | —— (23)
log np log np

Hence, based on the aforementioned inequalities, we deduce that

(t+1) 1,
|E |  log np _ 1

EO] = "wp Vb

Subsequently, we will validate each step involved in the prior analysis.
Proof of (20)): Utilizing the inequality log(1 + x) < z, when p(j, 7, ¢) — |p(j,,€) — p(j,i,£)] > 0,

p(]7za£) B p(.]JaE) - |ﬁ(]7za€) —p(j,Z,£)|

Therefore, to prove , we merely need to present an upper bound for [p(j,,¢) — p(7,4,¢)|. Applying the
triangle inequality,

(4,1, €) — p(j,7,0)|
e(5, 8, 0) = p(3., 015151
1571157
e(5”, 5, 0) ~ Ble(s1”, 5, 0)]| + [Ele(s”, 1, 0] - p(j, 7, 015151
|5:1155” |

< (24)

Firstly, we determine an upper bound for e(Si(O)7 Sj(-o), 0) — IE[e(S’go)7 SJ(-O),E)] . Let S represent a partition

such that

K

U Zn\ Sk

k=1

1 2
<£=0 <0g(7_1p)> for all {Skti<w<r € S.
5 <k<

15 ()
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(%)
exp (0 (12222 29

For every {Si}i<k<x € S and for all £ > 1 and 1 <i,j < K, e(S;, 5}, ) represents the sum of |S;||S;| (or
IS 2

when ¢ = j) independent Bernoulli random variables. Given that the variance of e(S;, S}, ¢) is less than
n°p, by applying the Chernoff inequality (for example, Theorem 2.1.3 in |Tao| [2012]), with a probability of
p7 Yy applying q Yy p p y

_ _@ (lognp)®
at least 1 — exp < (C] ( 5 )),
le(Si, S5, €) — Ele(S;, S5, 0)]| < nlog(np)? for all i, 3, . (26)

From and and union bound, with probability at least 1 — exp (—@ (M)),

[z
le(Si, S;,¢) — Ele(S;, S;,0)]| < nlog(np)® forall 4,5,¢ and {Sk}i<i<i € S.
Since {S,go)}lgkg k € 8§, from the above inequality,

e(57, 8, 0) ~ Ble(s{”, 51", 0)]| < nlog(np)?* for all i,j., (27)

with at least probability 1 — exp (76 (%)).

We now devote to the remaining part of . Since for any C' > 0, [ = O (%) with at least
probability 1 — exp (—Cnp) from Theorem

Ele(s(”, 81, 0] = 181151 b0, 5, 0)| < 1€ np(i, 3, €) = O(nlog(np)?). (28)

Observe that since p = O( Og’") and np = w(1),
np 0 ( (log n)np )
(log(’?ﬁ)‘l) nlog(np)*
P
_o log n?
nlog(logn)*
=o(1). (29)
Considering , , , and , for any C' > 0, with a probability of at least 1 — exp (—Cnp),
15(4,4,£) — p(j,1,¢)| = O(log(np)?/n) for all i, 3], ¢,
which leads to the conclusion that:

og 22 CLDES ALY o
p(]7Z7€) p(j,%ﬁ) - |p(]a%€) _p(Jvl7£)| np(],z,f)

Given that e(v s® 0) < e(v,I) < 10nnpL as per (H1) and np(j,i,¢) > (np)" according to (A3), for all

y Mg

v el and i,y k,

) for all ¢,7,¢.

L ~
(t) 1 YAWIED
2570 e 55

£=0

~ tog 23— 0 (1) () ).

Proof of (2I)): As log p(;j ?}) = O(p) holds for all 4,4, k and |E®)| = O(log(np)?/p),

K L .
(t) p(]alvg)
2> v 57, 0)log p(k,i, )

i=1 £=0
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.. K L
alaé —
<3N e(v,Ti, 0) log ((2 ot 3 (v, 7\ 5, 0) log(2n) + log(np)*

»n i=1 (=1

=30 elonTo)log P (600,69 4 e, T\ H)) log(20) + log(np)?

dnp

K L ..
<3N el T log B2 rog(anye(v, £) 4

i—1 (=0 p(k,i,0) log5 nﬁ7

2
< "P_ when v
og® np

where the last inequality arises from (H3), specifically, from the condition e(v,Z \ H) <
belongs to H.

Proof of (22): Given that E¢+Y C H and all v € H fulfill (H2), every v in EJ(;H) meets the following
condition:

K L ) _
SO 60,7, ) log (J,f, ) <P

i=1 (=0 (k, i 0) log* np’

Proof of (23): Define T' = {v : e(v,Z) < Cuinp} and let AL represent the modified matrix of A’ with
elements in rows and columns corresponding to w ¢ T set to O I consists of all items that meet (H1), and
H is a subset of I'. Consider Xy = Zezl(Af, ME). We obtain:

Z (e(vvg(t)) - E[e(v,g(t))]) < 1?(1) . Xf“ . 15(”1)7

ve&(t+1)

where 15 denotes a vector where the v-th component is 1 if v € S and 0 otherwise. Given that E[e(v, £®)] <
pLIEW| and for any C > 0, the || Xg|l2 < v/nplognp holds with a probability of at least 1 — exp(—Cnp)
according to Lemma

> ew )= 3 (efo,£9) ~ Ele(v, £9)]) + BLIEV| £

ve&(t+1) ve&(t+1)
< 1E - Xp - Leern |2 + [E4TY | og(np)
< 1E l2llXrll2 )1 |2 + [T log(np)

< /IO |EC D nplog(np) + ¢+ log(np).

This concludes the proof. |

E Proof of Theorem [3.1]

Denote M* as the expectation of the matrix A*, ie., M’ = p(i,5,¢) when v € V; and v € V;. Let
M =7, M'. My € [0,1]"*" be a matrix such that

My, w,vel
M, wv —
(M) {0 w,v €.

First, we show a spectral analysis on Ar — Mp by extending the technique by [Feige and Ofek| [2005], |Coja-
Oghlan| [2010].
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Lemma 3.2. For any ¢ € [L], for any C > 0, there exists C' > 0 such that: || XE||2 < C'\/np , with
probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp).

The proof of Lemma [3.2]is given in Appendix
Therefore, for any C' > 0, there exists C’ > 0 such that:

L
IXrl <> IXE]
=1
< C'Vnp,
with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp). Next, we prove the lower bound on the column distance of Mr.

Lemma 3.3. There exists a constant C' > 0 such that with probability at least 1 — exp(—w(n)), ||Mr ., —
Mr |3 > C'np? , uniformly over all v,w € T with o(v) # o(w).

The proof of Lemma [3.3]is given in Appendix

Furthermore, we can show that the iterative power method with the singular value thresholding procedure
estimates the number of clusters correctly and the matrix A is an accurate rank-K approximation of the
matrix Ap with sufficiently high probability.

Lemma 3.4. For any ¢ > 0, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that with probability at least 1 — 1/nc,
|[Ar — Alls < Cog11, where ok 41 is the (K + 1)-th singular value of the matriz Ar.

The proof is in Appendix

We can prove the theorem as follows. The proof draws inspiration from the proof of Theorem 4 in
Yun and Proutiere| [2014b]. However, we obtain a high probability certificate of 1 — exp(—Cnp) for any
C > 0. Throughout this section, we assume K=K (for any ¢ > 0, the event occurs with probability

at least 1 — exp(—cnp) from Theorem [3.1) and let (k) := argming K: St \ Zory|. Define Mt ) as
k=1 (k) (k)

Mr ) = Mr,, where v is an item that satisfies v € Z ). According to Lemma there exists a
constant C’ > 0 such that, with probability at least 1 — exp(—w(n)),

K
6”(71) . ClnﬁQ = U Sk \Iw(k) . ClnﬁQ
k=1

K
< Z Z | M, — My |13

K
< QZ Z (I1Mr0 — &kl13 + 116k — Mp ) 113)

< 42 Z |Mr ., — &ll3

k=1 UES[@\I.Y(]C)

K
<8 3 (IMre - AuB+ 1Ay — &)

k=1 UESk\I,Y(k>

< 8||Mr — A} + 8ry-,

where || - || denotes the Frobenius norm of a matrix. To complete the proof, we need:
1M = All7- = O (np) (30)
ri- = O (np), (31)

with the high probability guarantee.
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We first prove (30). From the equation (1.4) of [Halko et al| [2011],

= min A—-X
Ok+1 rank(X)ng 2,

where oy, is the k-th largest singular value of the matrix A. .
For any matrix A of rank K, it holds that ||A||% < K||A[|3. Since the rank of the matrix A and Mp
are K, the rank of the matrix A — Mr is at most 2K. Then, Lemma implies, for any ¢ > 0, there exist

constants C,Cy > 0 such that with probability at least 1 — 1/n¢,
|Mr — Al < 2K||Mp — A3
< 4K|| My — Ap|3 + 4K | Ar — All3
<AK|Mr — Ar|j3 + 4K Cio% 4,

2
= 4K | Mp — Ar|? + 4K Cy ( min_Ar X||2>

< 4K| My — Ap||3, +4KCy||Mp — Arl|3
< CoK || My — Arlf3.

Therefore, together with Lemma [3.2] for any ¢ > 0, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that
[|Mr — Al < Cnp
with probability at least 1 — exp(—cnp).

Next, we prove (3I). It is sufficient to show that there exists i; € {1,2, ..., [logn]} such that r, = O (np).
First, by Lemma [3.2] for any C > 0, there exists a positive constant D; > 0 such that

14— M3 < 8Dinp (32)
with probability at least 1 — exp (—Cnp). By Lemma for any constant Dy > 22—K there exists i, €
{1, ..., [logn]} such that with probability at least 1 — exp (—w(n)),

p 64n
32D;D1p < —— Dy D
21D < Ztloo_ 1-_1/e 21D
Define sets of items I, and W as
7 o 1. P
I, = UEI]CQF:HAv* ) < —tp—

W= {u €T ||Ay, — My |2 > 4@,51%, for all k € [K]}.

These sets have the following properties:
o Forallve Iy, I ¢ Q%
o For all v,v' € Iy, ||A, — Ay||3 < 2||A, — My |13+ 2|[Ay — Mr i3 < iiiEs
e For allv e W, (Uf=1 1) N QY =
— since for all v' € Ul I, ||A, — Ay |3 > 31|A0 — Mr (0|13 = [|Aw — Mr 5013 > ie 155

From , we have

K ~
1. p 2 2
F\ (U Ik>| <4Zt100) < Z HAv - MF,U(v)HQ

k=1 vel\ (UL, I)
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< || A - Mr|l%
< 2K||A - Mr|3
S ].6KD171]3,

with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp). Thus, we have

K ~ \ —1
1. »p
< 5 Z4, £
r\ <p11k>| < 16KDinp (4zt 100)
2nK
<
=D,
i
10’

<

with probablity at least 1 — exp(—Cnp(1 + o(1))). Therefore, we can deduce that

e Forallve W, |Q1(ft)| <nig

e Forallve UkK:1 I, |Q§»it)| > ain — [nexp(—np)| —ngf > %O‘ln

with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp(1 + o(1))).
For each k € [K], the probability that Vg NI = 0 is at most:

L N\ Tesm?
1—3041 SnC'logn’

where C' > 0 is a constant depends only on «y. Thus, for any ¢’ > 0, Vg contains at least one item from Iy
for all k € [K] with probability at least 1 — exp(—c¢'np(1+0(1))). Therefore, any v € W will not be assigned
as v}, with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp(1 + o(1))). It implies that ||sz — Mr 3 < 42}%0 for all
k € [K] with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp(1 + o(1))). Regarding the centroid &' of the clusters, since

A, is within \/5it%0 from Mr (1) in the Euclidean distance for all v € T,zt,

it 2 . 5
1€ — My ]z < 5Zt1700

o 320’[]D1 D2 _

i P ElR]

with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp(1 + o(1))). Thus,

K
re=y > A g1

k=1 e (v

K
<S03 A -3
k

=1veZ,NI’

K
<2y > (I\AU—MF,UI@HK,S”fMMHg)

k=1veZ,NI’

A0nD, D
3(32KD1+6 0nDs 2>n_,

1-1/e

with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp(1 + o(1))). This concludes the proof of Theorem [3.1 [ |
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F Proofs of Lemmas and Corollary

F.1 Proof of Lemma [D.3

Let {X;} be Bernoulli i.i.d. random variable with mean p. First, for any C; > 0 and for every v € Z, by
Markov’s inequality,

Elexp(Xe(v,T))]
Ple(v,2) = Cinp} < o = 5 emp)

< inf E [exp(AL Zi:} Xi)]
A>0 exp(ACnp)

I e 1) + 1)

= in —
A>0 exp(AC1np)

< inf J§ (;Eexp()\L_) +1)

A>0 exp(ACinp)

< inf Il exp(pex;j(AL)

A>0 exp(AC1np)
 exp(npexp(AL))

<inf ——————=

= A20 exp(ACnp)

< exp(—(Cy — eF)np)

This concludes the proof. ]

F.2 Proof of Lemma [D.4

Consider X as a collection of K x (L + 1) matrices, defined as follows:

K L L
X = {x € 7Ex(L+1) . sz“ < 10mnpL, and qu =|Z;| forall 1<i< K} .
i=1 ¢=1 £=0

To simplify notation, we employ [II |] in place of [ ‘]0< ¢<1 to denote the probability mass vector for labels

defined by z;. We also use e(v) to represent the K
to e(v,Z;, £). Consequently, for v € Ty,

K
P { (Z | Kl (v, ), p(k, 0)) > nD) N (e(v,z) < 10an)}

e(v) = :c}

(L 4 1) matrix, where the (i, £)-th element corresponds

K
> Pe(v) = a}P {Z [Zi1((v. T.). (k) > nD
p (2 (

xeX
K Tiy .
ex i1 |Zs| k1 \z;|]vp(k»l))
< Y Ple(v) ==} —ct) )
reX p
Tie
Hz IHZ 0(|Z \;Zkfz@))
< ) Ple(v) =} (D)
TeEX p
Ti,0 L
(@) 25:1 L e
Y ot SI((-557) e
weXz 1 (=1
( ) >y Tt .
= Z HeXP ITi| =Y wie)log (1 T e ) + ZM,@)
exp(n a:eXz 1 =1 IZi =1
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S xp(nD) exp( nD Z Hexp( ZZ |%T’M) )

aceXz 1
< (10nnpL) KL exp(100m?np*L? /o)
- exp(nD)
100n2ni2 L2
= exp (nD + K Llog(10nLnp) + 0017np> ,
aq

where (a) comes from the subsequent inequality:

P{e(v,Z;,¢) = x;p forall i,¢}

IN
'EN

«
Il
-

o (1T
( oo T () <ké>>
=1 X0
L . Ti,e
p(k,i,0)%° H <6|L|> p(k,i,f)”z> .

=1 Ti L

IA
-
A

@
Il
-

This concludes the proof. |

F.3 Proof of Lemma [D.5

First, we evaluate the probability of the event p < Cop does not hold. Let {X;} be Bernoulli i.i.d. random
variables with mean p. We have:

L

_ _ 2 ; _
> = e — >
P{p> Copt =P ( UE > AL, >0

(=1 v,wel:v>w

9L n(n—1)/2
<P —— X; > Cqp
= n(n—1) ; = Lap

E exp ()\L E?:(q—l)/Q Xi>
AZ00 exp ()\7"("_1)0223)

1= D72 (p(exp(AL) — 1) + 1)
220 exp (A”“;”cﬂa)

12972 (pexp(AL) + 1)

B o (v )
exp(n(" 1)pexp(/\L))

< inf

AZ0 exp ()\an_l) 02]5)
-1
< exp (—(02 - eL)n(n)p)

IN
e
=,

IA
o
=

2
_ L
< exp (— Cs 1 ¢ n2p> : (33)

Next, we evaluate the probability that the event C1p < p does not hold. Let p := min; j ¢>1p(7,7,£). Let
{Yi} be Bernoulli i.i.d. random variables with mean p. We have:

P{ﬁg Clﬁ} =Pq - Z Z Avw > Clp

é 1 v,wel:v>w
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9 n(n—1)/2

<P{-—° [ Y, > —Cip
Pyt X Yo

Eexp( AL H-D2y, )
< inf
A0 exp (A )

1972 (p(exp(—AL) — 1) + 1)

< inf
A20 exp (_An(n2717) 01]3)
exp ("("2 )p (exp(—AL) — 1))
< inf
B o (ion)
1\ nn-1 n(n—1
<exp<— (1_eL) ( 5 )Q—i— ( 5 )Cl>
1\nn-1)1 n(n—1
< exp < <1€L> ( 5 )nﬁJr ( 5 )0115)
1\1 n(n—1
—on (- (1) 5 -a) "5 )
1\1 n?
Combining and , we conclude the proof. |

F.4 Proof of Lemma [D.6

Define e(S,5) = > cge(S,S). We now aim to prove the following intermediate assertion: with high
probability, no subset S C Z exists such that e(S,S) > ¢1og7?np and |S| = ¢. For any subset S C Z with
|S| = ¢, using Markov’s inequality,

{e(5.9)> 10 < oy Elontel8.510)
log np t>0 qbtlog 5
¢* /2 =
< o L0+ Lpexp(®)
¢20 ¢t10g np
: ¢*Lp np
< ;QE exp ( 5 exp(t) — ¢tlog5 np)
(a) b
e (s (% () )
log” np ¢Llog” np
(b) D
< exp ( d)n5p - log < 2n5 )) , (35)
2log” np ¢Llog’ np

where we set ¢ = log(2n/(¢L log® np)) for inequality (a) and utilize log (2n/(¢Llog” np)) = w(1) derived from
¢ < 1/(p(np)®) for inequality (b). Considering the number of subsets S C Z having size ¢ is (g) < (%)‘f’7 we
can infer the following from :

~ onp - en)’ 9w _
E H{S.e(S, S) > (10 ) and |S| = S}H < <¢> exp( 210g5n]5 log (q{)Llogsnp))
en onp 2n
= e (‘blog (¢>> " Slognp (¢>Llog5 np>)

onp 2n
<exp|— = log = .
4log” np ¢Llog” np
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Hence, applying the Markov inequality, there are no subsets S C Z such that e(S,S) > énp/(lognp)® and
S = ¢ with a probability of at least 1 — exp ( NP oo ( n ))

" 4log® np ¢Llog® np
In order to complete the proof of the lemma, we construct the following series of sets. Let Z; represent
the set of items that do not fulfill at least one of (H1) and (H2). Generate the sequence {Z(t) C T}1<i<i»
as follows:

e 7(0) = Z.
e Fort>1, Z(t) = Z(t — 1) U {v;} if v; € T exists such that e(v, Z(t — 1)) > —£— and v; ¢ Z(t — 1).

log® (np)
If no such item exists, the sequence terminates.

The sequence concludes after constructing Z(¢*), which, according to the definition of (H3), is equivalent to
T\ H. We now demonstrate that if we assume the number of items that do not satisfy (H3) is strictly greater
than ¢/2, then one of the sets in the sequence {Z(t) C Z}1<¢<¢ contradicts the claim we just established.
Suppose the number of items that do not meet (H3) is strictly greater than ¢/2. At some point, these
items will be incorporated into the sets Z(t), and according to the definition, each of these items contributes
over 1055% to e(Z(t), Z(t)). Therefore, if we start with Z; and add ¢/2 items that do not satisfy (H3), we
obtain a set Z(t) with a cardinality smaller than ¢/3 + ¢/2 and such that e(Z(t), Z(t)) > 1055%. We can
further include arbitrary items to Z(t) so that its cardinality becomes ¢, resulting in a set that contradicts
the claim. |

F.5 Proof of Lemma [3.2]

We will extend the proof strategy by [Feige and Ofek [2005]. Let us define a discretized space T' that
approximates the continuous unit sphere. Let € € (0,1) be some fixed constant.

E " -
T xe<Z> S e =0, el <1,
e (G5

where Z is the set of integers. From Claim 2.9 in [Feige and Ofek| [2005], |T'| < exp(C(e)n) where C(¢) is a
constant only depends on €.
We first aim to prove that for all z,y € T, for any constant C' > 0, there exists a constant C’ > 0 such
that
| (Ar — M)yl = C'V/np
with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp). Using this result and Claim 2.4 in [Feige and Ofek| [2005], we can
deduce that for any C' > 0, there exists a constant C’ > 0 such that

IAR = Mpfla =  sup  |aT(Af — Mp)yl
lzll2=1,llyll2=1
1
< ——=C'\/np

with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp).
Define a set of light couples as:

L= {(v,w) ETXT:|Tpyu| <

B
—

Also define a set of heavy couple as its complement:

L= {(v,w) ELXT:|zpyn| >

—
——
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Finally, let we define a subset of edges K := (I'* xZ)U(Z x I‘C)ﬂ Using these sets, by the triangular inequality,
| (Ap — M{)y|
= & (A} — M)y + 2" (M* = Mf)y|
- ‘ Z IUAf)wy'w - Z x?)Aﬁwyﬂ) + Z I?)A1€‘7vu1y11) - ITMZZ/ + IT (]\4Z - Mlé)y|
(v,w)el (v,w)eXNL (v,w)eLe
< Pl(xay> + P2($7y) + P3<$,y) + P4(‘T7y) ;

where

Py (.’E, y) = Z vaf)wyw
(v,w)ekNL

PQ(xay) = Z vaf;wyw _xTMey
(v,w)eL

P3(x’ y) = Z mUA%,'uwyw
(v,w)eLe

Py(z,y) = [T (M* = M)yl .

We will show that for each fixed x,y € T, for any constant C; > 0,

Pl(zvy) S 201\/’”'137

with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cqn). We will also show that for each fixed z,y € T, for any Cy > 3,

P2(1'7y) S 02\/@

with probability at least 1 — exp (—<2-3n). Therefore, as |T| < exp(C(e)n), taking the union bound over T
yields,

Pi(z,y) <2C1y/np and
PQ(xay) g 02\/”157

with probability at least 1 —exp(—(Cy — C(g))n) —exp (—02_3%20(5)71) Therefore, for any constant C' > 0,
there exists constants C7 and C5 such that for all z,y € T,

Py(z,y) < Civ/np
Py(x,y) < Cov/np,

with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cn). Moreover, by extending the argument in [Feige and Ofek [2005], we
will prove that for any constant C' > 0, there exists a constant C's > 0 such that

P3(.’E,y) < CSW;

with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp). Furthermore, we will prove that for any constant Cy > e, for all
r,yeT,

P4($,y) < nﬁexp(_CZLnﬁ) 3

with probability at least 1 — exp(—w(n)). Summarizing the bounds altogether using the union bound, we
get the statement of the lemma.

2Note that this set is the complement of I' x "
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From now on, we will focus on proving each bound with the probability guarantees.

Bound on Pi(z,y): By Lemma [D.5] with constant ¢ > e, we have [nexp(—np)| < nexp(—cnp) with
probability at least 1 — exp(—w(n)). Let {X;} be i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables with mean p. When,
[nexp(—np)| < nexp(—cnp), the following inequalities hold:

P Z AL > Cin | |nexp(—np)| < nexp(—cnp)
(v,w)elrexT

=P<2 Z Al > Cin | |nexp(—np)| < nexp(—cnp)
(vyw)elexTiv>w

n? exp(—cnp) n
<Py Y. XixOi

i=1

E [exp(A Y17 X))

< inf —~

A>0 exp (/\01 5)

2 oxn(—cnp

oy T E fexp(AX))

A0 exp (A\C1 %)

n? exp(—cnp —

g HEPTTTP (A = 1p+ 1)

A>0 exp ()\C’l %)
(2 inf exp (n2 exp(—cnp)(e* — 1)]5)
A0 exp ()\Cl %)

exp (n - npexp(—Cnp)(e® — 1))
- exp (C12)

(b)
< exp(—2C1n) ,

where (a) and (b) are from the inequality 1 + 2 < e® Va € R and the fact that xexp(—Cx) = o(1) when
x = w(1), respectively. Thus, we have

P Z AL > Cin p < exp(—2C1n) + exp(—w(n))
(v,w)erexT
< exp(~Cin) .

Note that |z,y,| < /2 for all (v,w) € L. Therefore, with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cjn), we have
n

Pl(‘r?y) = Z vagwyw
(vyw)eknL

< Y Al

(v,w)eKNL

D ¢
< 24/ = A
st >,

(v,w)e(TexT)NL

< 201\/77/]5 .

Bound on Py(z,y): Using A = %\/%, a positive constant C, and Sy = ZuYwl{(v,w) € L} +
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Yyl {(w,v) € L} for all (v,w) € T x I, we have

E [exp ()\ (Z(v,w)ezxz:ww Aﬁwﬂ”“’))}
< exp (A (Cv/np + 27 My))

o H(v,w)EIXI:U>w (M'tl;w (exp(/\ﬂvw) - 1) + 1)

N exp (A (Cy/np + z T Mty))

H(v,w)GIXI:v>w exp (Mgw (exp()‘ﬁvw) - 1))

exp (A (Cy/mp + z T Mty))

H(1),’U;)EI><I:U>w exp (Mgw (Aﬂvw + Q(Aﬂvw)z))
exp (A (Cy/np + T My))

exp (Z(v,w)GIXI:U>w Mfw (Aﬁvw + 2()‘51)71))2)>
exp (A (Cy/np + z T Mty))

P Z xUAfwyw — "M% > C\/np

(v,w)eL

<

IN

= exp Z MENBow — Az T My

(v,w)EIXT:v>w

@

cexp (20 )0 M{,(ABuw)? | exp (-ACVnp)  (36)

(v,w)EIXT:w>w

(1)

For (i) and (ii), we have following bounds.

(i): This term can be alternatively expressed as follows:

exp Z ML ABow — Az T MYy | = exp Z ME AT Y — Z ME Nz
(v, w)EIXTv>w (v,w)eL (v,w)EIXT
(37)
=exp | — Z )\xvwafw . (38)
(v,w)eLe

Note that |z,y.| > \/é for all (v,w) € L and 3, ,)ezx1 Tuby = 1. Therefore,

\/7 DR S

(u,v)eLe (u,v)eLe
<1.
It implies
n
Z |$vyw| S —
(u,v)eLe p
Thus,

Z )\xvyw Z )“xvywlew

(v,w)eLe (U,w)eﬁc
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< Y Alzyulp

(v w)eLe
= 2\ﬁ > eyl
(v,w)eLe
<z (39)
From and , we have
exp Z Mfw)\ﬁvw — Xz My | <exp (g) .

(v,w)EIXT:w>w
(ii): Note that from the definition,

|Bow|? < 2(x0y)? 1 {(v,w) € L} + 2(2wyy)*1 {(w,v) € L}

holds. Thus, we have

2 ) Mi,(A\Buw)’

(v,w)ELIXT:w>w

<2 Y 5,

(v,w)EIXT:v>w 4p

_n 2

1Y A
(v,w)EIXT:v>w

< g (2(oy0)?1 {(v,w) € L} + 2(zwys)*1 {(w,v) € L£})
(vyw)EIXT:v>w

= Z xvyw

(a)

<n

where in (a) we used 3, e (Toyw)® < 2o, wyerxz(Toyw)? = 1. Taking exponential of the previous
inequalities, we have:

exp 2 Z Mfw (/\51)111)2 S eXp(n)

(v,w)EIXT:v>w

Combining the bounds on (i) and (ii) with (36)), we have:

PO Y w Al yw — 2T My > Cy/np p <exp (3 _2 Cn) :

(v,w)eL

Taking any Cs > 3, we have:

Z vaﬁwyw - JTTMZZ/ < 02\/ np,

(vyw)eL

with probability at least 1 — exp ( 3n)

Bound on P;(z,y): We extend the proofs in [Feige and Ofek| [2005]. For any A, B C Z, let we define
e(A,B) =3 ca > wer ALy, to be the number of positive labels between the items in A and the items in
B and p(A, B) := |A||B|p. 11(A, B) is an upper bound of the expected number of labels between A and B.
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We call the adjacency matrix A% has the bounded degree property with a positive constant ¢; > 0 if for all
ve€ZINT, e(v,ZNT) < ¢ynp holds. Furthermore, we state that the adjacency matrix A% has the discrepancy
property with constants co > 0 and ¢3 > 0 if for every A, B C ZN T, one of the following holds:

. ¢e(A B)
(i) (4, B) < e (40)
(i) e(A, B)log (Z((fl g;) < ¢3|B|log (IZ) . (41)

By Corollary 2.11 in|Feige and Ofek! [2005], if the graph with the adjacency matrix Ar satisfies the discrepancy
and the bounded degree properties, there exists a constant C’ which depends on ¢;, ¢z, and c3 such that

PS('Tvy) S C/V nia

for all z,y € T.
First, we have the following lemma that guarantees the probability that the bounded degree property
holds.

Lemma F.1. For any constant C > 0, there exists a constant c; > 0 such that the bounded degree property
of Ar with ¢1 holds with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp).

The proof is given in Appendix [F-§|
Next, we have the following lemma that guarantees the probability that the discrepancy property holds.

Lemma F.2. For any C' > 0, there are positive constants co and c3 such that the discrepancy property holds
with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp).

The proof of Lemma is given in Appendix Therefore, for any C' > 0, there exists c¢1, ca,
and c3 such that the bounded degree property and discrepancy property hold with probability at least
1 — exp(—Cnp)).

Bound on Pj(z,y): We have, with a constant C' > e”, for all z,y € T, with probability at least
1 —exp(—w(n)),

Py(z,y) = o (M* — M{)y|
< ||M* = Mg
< | M* - Mf|r

< >

(v,w)eK
= V/(lnexp(—np)])?p?

(a)
< V/(nexp(=Cnp))?p?
= npexp(—Cnp)

where we used Lemma in (a). This concludes the proof. |

F.6 Proof of Lemma [3.3

For all v,w € T such that o(v) # o(w), there exists a constant C' > 0 such that with probability at least
1 — exp(—w(n)),

I 2
HMFﬂ) - MRw”% = Z (Z(p(a(v)aa(i)vz) —p(U(1U),0’(i),€))>

i€ZNl \{4=1
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> Z Z (Z(p(o(v),a(i),ﬁ)—p(o(w),o(i),f)))

ke[K]i€Z,NI \4=1

> Z o — exp C’lnp <Z ) —p(a(w), 0’(2),6)))

kE[K]
®
> Cnp?,
where for (a), we used Lemma and for (b), we used (A2). |

F.7 Proof of Lemma [3.4]

First, from Lemma [3.2] - for any ¢ > 0, there exists constants C7,Cs > 0 such that oK > Cinp and og 41 <
C’gﬁ with probability at least 1 — exp( cnp). Therefore, for any ¢ > 0, we have K = K with probability
at least 1 — exp(—enp(1 + o(1))). From the analysis of the iterative power method in [Halko et al.| [2011]
(Theorem 9.2 and Theorem 9.1 in[Halko et al.[[2011]), for any ¢ > 0, with probability at least 1—exp(—cnp(1+

o(1))),
1
1A — All2 < (1 + (|20 1 [13) 09752 014,

where () is a K x K standard Gaussian random matrix, (25 is an n — K x K Gaussian random matrix, o 11
is the K + 1-th largest singular value of the matrix Ar. We use the following proposition from [Halko et al.
[2011].

Proposition F.3 (Proposition A.3. in|Halko et al|[2011]). Let G be a K x K standard Gaussian matric
with K > 2. For each t > 0,

K1
P(|G~! 1) < ey —Z.
(IGT 2 >t) <e o 1

From this proposition, for any ¢ > 0, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that |Q;'|l2 < Cn® with
probability at least 1 — 1/n¢.

Theorem F.4 (Theorem 4.4.5 of |Vershynin| [2018].). Let A be an m x n random matriz whose entries are
independent standard Gaussian random variables. For any t > 0, we have

[All2 < C(Vn+vm+t),

with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—t2), where C > 0 is some constant.

Therefore, for any ¢ > 0, there exist constants C7,C5 > 0 such that

[Ar — All2 < (14 ||Q2]13]|Q7[|3) 07192 g

1
< (14 Cn-nf)alGeem® 1420544

< Cr0k 41,
with probability at least 1 — 1/n¢. This concludes the proof. |

F.8 Proof of Lemma [F.1l
Recall that from Lemma [F.1] for each v € Z, for any C' > 0, we have

e(v,Z) < Cnp, (42)
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with probability at least exp(—(C — eX)np). Also, from Lemma for any constant Cy > e, we have
p < Cyp with probability at least 1 —exp(—w(n)). The number of trimmed items is larger than n exp(—Canp)
with probability at least 1 — exp(—w(n)). With these C' and Cy, by Markov’s inequality,

E [EvGI 1{e(v,Z) > C’nﬁ}]
nexp(~Con)

B > ver Ple(v,T) > C'np}

B nexp(—Canp)

<exp (—(C’ —Cy — eL)nﬁ) )

P {The number of items that do not satisfy > nexp(—Canp)} <

Therefore, by the union bound, for any C' > 0, there exists a constant C’ > 0 such that any v € ZNT
satisfies e(v,Z) < C’'np, with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp) — exp(—w(n)). This concludes the proof.

F.9 Proof of Lemma [F.2l

Let A and B be subsets of ZNT'. Without loss of generality, we assume that |A| < |B|. We prove the lemma
by dividing it into two cases.

Case 1: when |B| > n/5. By Lemma for any constant C' > 0, there exists a constant ¢; such that
forall v € ZNT, e(v,ZNT) < ¢inp holds with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp). Therefore, for any
constant C' > 0, there exists a constant c; > 0 such that with probability at least 1 — exp(—Cnp) for all
A,B C INT such that |B| > |4],

e(A,B) <e(A,INT)
< |Aleinp
= 5c1|A|g1§
< 5c1|A||B|p
< o4, B),

where in (a) we put ¢y > 5¢5.

Case 2: when |B| < n/5. Let we define n(A, B) = max(n°, cz) where n° is the solution that satisfies
n°u(A, B)logn® = c3|Bllog(n/|B|). As c3|B|log(n/|B|) > 0, it implies n° > 1. Furthermore, as zlogz is an
strictly increasing function when x > 1, n° is unique for fixed A and B.

When e(A, B) < n(A, B)u(A,B) and n(A, B) = cg, the condition (i) is satisfied. When e(4, B) <
n(A, B)u(A, B) and n(A, B) = n°, using the definition of n°, we have

e(A, B) < n’u(A, B)

LB ( )
= ——C Og
log n° |B|

From log(e(A, B)/u(A, B)) < logn°, we have

e(A, B) log <e((i ]';))) < ¢3|B|log <|"> .

Hence, the condition (ii) is satisfied. Therefore, when e(A, B) < n(A, B)u(A, B), the discrepancy property
holds. We quantifies the probability that e(A, B) < n(4, B)u(A, ) holds for any A, B CZNT.
First, by Markov’s inequality,

P(e(4, B) > n(4, B)u(A, B)) < inf exp([;;( (Afgi;( )]))
¢ ED0) = 1)+ )
x>0 exp(An(A, B)u(A, B))
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5 |AllB]
< inf _PexXP(Y) +1)

~ x>0 exp(An(A, B)u(A, B))

< inf _ZPUAlIBPexp(Y)
A>0 exp(An(4, B)u(A, B))
= inf exp (exp(\u(4, B) = An(4, B)u(A, B))

< exp (—n(A, Byu(A, B) (logn(A, B) — 1)),

where in (a), we set A =logn(A4, B).
Next, we compute the probability as follows.

]P’{e(A,B) > n(A, B)u(A, B) for some A,B€ITNT,|B| <2 4] < |B|}

:IP{ n/5 Ua 1 YA, BcTnr:|Al=a, B|=b {€(A, B) > n(A4, B)}}

n/5 b

DY ( ) ( ) exp (—(4, B)u(A, B) (log (A, B) — 1))
b=1a=1
n/5 b

L35 (%Y exp (-n(A, BYu(A. B) (og (4. B) 1))
b=1a=1
n/5 b

= ZZexp (2b + 2blog (%) —n(A, B)u(A, B) (logn(A, B) — 1))
b=1a=1
n/5 b

23S e (46105 () = (A, B)u(4, B) (log (4, B) ~ 1))
b=1a=1
n/5 b

= Z Zexp (—(C’ +2)logn + (C + 2)logn + 4blog (%) —n(A, B)u(A, B) (logn(A4, B) — 1))
b=1a=1

<3N exp ( (O+2)logn+(0+6)b10g(z>—n(A,B)u(A,B)(logn(A,B)—1))

(A, B)u(A, B)
2

< > exp ( (C +2)logn + (C + 6)blog (%) - logn(A, B))

n/5 b
) Yu(A, B
< ZZexp( (C+2)logn+ (C+6)blog (%) —nu(’)logno>

2

% ZZexp (=(C +2)logn)

where for (a) is from the union bound; for (b), we used b < n/5 and a < b; for (¢), we again used b < n/5;
for (d), we used the fact that xlog(n/x) is an increasing function in [1,n/e] (Lemma 2.12 in [Feige and Ofek
[2005]); for (e), we used n(A, B) > ¢ with sufficiently large constant co; for (f), we used the fact that zlogz
is a strictly increasing function when x > 1; (g) stems from the definition of 7° with ¢3 > 2(C + 6).

From the assumption p = O(logn/n), for any C > 0, there exist constants cp and c3 such that the
discrepancy property with constants co and c3 holds with probability at least 1 —exp(—Cnp). This concludes
the proof. [ ]
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F.10 Proof of Corollary

Let ¢!i*(n) represent the number of misclassified items in the initial spectral clustering USC(7) as described
in |Gao et al.| [2017]. Based on the item-wise refinement guarantee provided in the proof of Theorem 4 in
Gao et al.| |2017] (specifically, Lemma 17 of |Gao et al.| [2017]), when K = O(1),

sup max P, ,)(item 4 is misclassified)
(p,a)€O(n,a,b) i€l
nl* .
< exp (~(1+ 01) 5 ) +CPpy (7 (0) < ), (13)

(a)

where 7, is a positive sequence that satisfies lim,,_,o 7, = 0. According to Theorem 6 in |Gao et al.| [2017],
for any C’ > 0, we obtain

ini 1
Py (£ (0) <) < —,

with an appropriate choice of the sequence 7, in . Since I'* < % according to|Gao et al.|[2017], using
the assumptions a/b = ©(1) and a = O(logn), we obtain

(@) = exp (=C" logn) = —,

for some constant C” > 0. Therefore, since we can choose any constant C’ > 0,

CP (g (€™ (n) <) = 0 (exp (_(1 + 0(1))nfl(*>>

and

I*
sup max P, o)(item i is misclassified) < exp <—(1 + 0(1))” ) .
(p,)€O(n,a,b) €L K

Thus, we obtain

sup E(a,p) [ePEMEE (1)) = sup Z P(p,a) (item i is misclassified)
(p,a)€O(n,a,b) (p,a)€O(n,a,b) j o7
< sup nmax P, ,(item 7 is misclassified)
(p,a)€O(n,a,b) i€l
<nexp (—(1 +0())"L
= XpP K .
This concludes the proof. ]

G Experimental details and additional figures
For Model 2, we set the observation probability matrix (p(i, k, 1)); 1 as in |Gao et al.| [2017]:

050 029 035 0.25

. 029 045 025 0.30
(p(@k1)ik = | o35 095 050 0.3
0.25 0.30 0.35 045

(44)

Figures 1} 2} B] and [ display boxplots representing the number of misclassified items for each Model and
method.
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Figure 1: Number of misclassified nodes for the balanced symmetric case (Model 1). TAC and PLMLE
indicate Algorithm [I{and Algorithm 3 in [2017], respectively. The figure is plotted with MATLAB
boxplot function with outliers (the red crosses) for 100 experiment instances.
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Figure 2: Number of misclassified nodes for the imbalanced case (Model 2). TAC and PLMLE indicate
Algorithm and Algorithm 3 in [2017], respectively. The figure is plotted with MATLAB boxplot
function with outliers (the red crosses) for 100 experiment instances.
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Figure 3: Number of misclassified nodes for the sparse symmetric case (Model 3). TAC and PLMLE indicate
Algorithm and Algorithm 3 in [2017], respectively. The figure is plotted with MATLAB boxplot
function with outliers (the red crosses) for 100 experiment instances.
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Figure 4: Number of misclassified nodes for the sparse asymmetric case (Model 4). TAC and PLMLE indicate
Algorithm and Algorithm 3 in [2017], respectively. The figure is plotted with MATLAB boxplot
function with outliers (the red crosses) for 100 experiment instances.
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