arXiv:2306.08489v2 [stat.ML] 5 Feb 2024

Analysis and Approximate Inference of

Large Random Kronecker Graphs

Zhenyu Liao^∗ Yuanqian Xia^∗ Chengmei Niu Yong Xiao^†

February 12, 2024

Abstract

Random graph models are playing an increasingly important role in various fields ranging from social networks, telecommunication systems, to physiologic and biological networks. Within this landscape, the random Kronecker graph model, emerges as a prominent framework for scrutinizing intricate real-world networks. In this paper, we investigate large random Kronecker graphs, i.e., the number of graph vertices N is large. Built upon recent advances in random matrix theory (RMT) and high-dimensional statistics, we prove that the adjacency of a large random Kronecker graph can be decomposed, in a spectral norm sense, into two parts: a small-rank (of rank O(log N)) signal matrix that is linear in the graph parameters and a zero-mean random noise matrix. Based on this result, we propose a “denoise-and-solve” approach to infer the key graph parameters, with significantly reduced computational complexity. Experiments on both graph inference and classification are presented to evaluate the our proposed method. In both tasks, the proposed approach yields comparable or advantageous performance, than widely-used graph inference (e.g., KronFit) and graph neural net baselines, at a time cost that scales linearly as the graph size N.

1 Introduction

We are living in an increasingly connected world, with a rapidly growing amount of data arising from large-scale interactive systems such as social [42, 44], traffic, biological [46], and financial networks. Graph model, in this respect, provides a natural way to describe and assess the behavior of these non-Euclidean data, e.g., how they interact with each other, in the form of pairwise relationships.

When facing large-scale networks, probabilistic graph model is a useful tool to analyze the complex behavior of entities or agents with only a small number of parameters, facilitating further analysis and graph-type data mining. The most widely known random graph model is the Erdős–Rényi graph, for which the presence or absence of the edge between two graph vertices is modeled as an independent Bernoulli random variable with a probability parameter p ∈ (0, 1). More advanced random graph models such as the stochastic block model [34] and Watts–Strogatz model [59] have then been proposed to better characterize the community structure and small-world behavior of realistic graphs.

In this paper, we investigate another popular random graph model, the random Kronecker graph model. It is first introduced in [36] and applies the Kronecker product operation on a small initiator matrix P_1 (of size m by m, say), to generate a probability matrix P_K of much larger size (e.g., m^K by m^K after K times of operation). See Definition 1 below for a formal definition. A random Kronecker graph can then be generated using P_K with, a priori, all its structural information (such as its hierarchical structure and “fractal” propriety, see [36]) summarized in the few parameters of P_1. Random Kronecker graph model has already shown promising potential in analyzing realistic graphs and networks in its graph statistics such as degree distributions, and/or eigenspectral behavior.

The Kronecker graph model can be used in the following two ways: (i) as a generative model to produce large-scale graphs that, while synthetic, closely mimic realistic graphs, and can be used

Z. Liao, Y. Xia, C. Niu, and Y. Xiao are with the School of Electronic Information and Communications, Huazhong University of Science and Technology, Wuhan 430074, China. Y. Xiao is also with the Peng Cheng Laboratory, Shenzhen, Guangdong 518055, China, and the Pazhou Laboratory (Huangpu), Guangzhou, Guangdong 510555, China.

∗Equal contribution.

†Author to whom any correspondence should be addressed: Yong Xiao (email: yongxiao@hust.edu.cn).

for simulation and sampling purposes [36]; and (ii) as a prominent (low-dimensional) features extractor (e.g., the Kronecker initiator P_1) for the graph of interest, for better visualization and/or for performance in downstream tasks such as graph classification [20, 55].

For the second type of application, one needs to estimate the graph parameters P_1 from a given graph. This presents the following technical challenges: (i) for a Kronecker graph having N vertices with N large, the inference of a single graph should be computationally efficient, since downstream tasks such as graph classification may involve a non-trivial number of such graphs; and (ii) the Kronecker graph model naturally describes a set of isomorphic graphs (see Remark 1 below), and one needs to solve the vertices matching problem, leading generally to an even heavier computational burden, if doable at all.

1.1 Our Approach and Contribution

The main contribution of this work is the precise high-dimensional characterization of the Kronecker random graph model, and as a byproduct, an efficient algorithm to infer the graph parameters. Precisely,

1. we perform, in the high-dimensional regime, a detailed analysis of the random Kronecker graph model, and show in Theorem 1 that its adjacency follows a “signal-plus-noise” model with smallrank signal matrix linear in the graph parameters of interest;

2. we propose, in Algorithm 1, a denoise-and-solve meta algorithm to approximately infer the Kronecker graph parameters from its adjacency, by first recovering the desired signal via denoising, and then solving the permuted linear system for the graph parameters;

3. we further provide, in Section 3.2 and 3.3, use examples on the proposed meta algorithm, and then in Section 4 numerical results to demonstrate a better performance–complexity tradeoff obtained with the proposed approach, for tasks of graph inference and graph classification [20]. In both tasks, the proposed approach yields comparable or advantageous performance, than widely used Kronecker graph inference and graph neural net-based methods, at a time cost that scales linearly as the graph size N.

1.2 Related Work

Here, we provide a brief review of related previous efforts.

Kronecker graph model and its applications. The use of Kronecker products in graphs dates back to [60], and was largely popularized since the introduction of the Kronecker graph model [36]. The Kronecker graph model is a commonly adopted complex graph generator that has shown promising results in fitting many realistic networks and/or graphs, e.g., social, biological, and chemical networks, see, e.g., [36, 49]. It is inspired from the fact that many realistic graphs possess the self-repeating, also called multifractality, structural property. Many (theoretical) properties of the random Kronecker graph model have been established in a sequence of works, e.g. the (asymptotic) size of its giant component [26, 39] or its degree distribution [33, 51]. Practical algorithms such as the KronFit approach [36] and the moment-based approach [23] are proposed to estimate the Kronecker graph parameters, with applications in, e.g., modeling human activities in videos [55].

Random graph model and random matrix theory. Random graph models have attracted significant research interest in applied math, computer science, and machine learning, with applications ranging from unsupervised [15, 38], semi-supervised [7, 64], and more recently, to self-supervised learning [6]. Since the (eigen/singular) spectra play a crucial role in the analysis of random graph models [12, 13], random matrix theory [16] and high-dimensional statistics [57] appears as prominent tools to characterize the spectral behavior of large random graphs. We refer the readers to [16, Chapter 7] for more detailed discussions on the random matrix analysis of some popular random graph models, with a focus on community detection. Here, our result extends the line of works on the spectral analysis of dense random graphs [1, 37] to the Kronecker graph model, and propose an efficient inference method based on shrinkage estimation and permuted linear regression.

1.3 Notations and Organization of the Paper

Notations. We denote scalars by lowercase letters, vectors by bold lowercase, and matrices by bold uppercase. We denote R the set of real numbers and N the set of natural numbers. For a matrix A, we denote A^T its transpose and A^† its Moore—Penrose pseudoinverse. We use ‖ · ‖_2 to denote the Euclidean norm for vectors and spectral/operator norm for matrices, and denote ‖A‖_{max} ≡ max_{i,j} |A_{ij} |. We use ‖v‖_0 and ‖v‖_1 to denote the ℓ_0- and ℓ_1-norm of the vector v ∈ R^p . We denote 1_p and I_p the vector of all ones of dimension p and the identity matrix of dimension p × p, respectively. For two matrices A ∈ R^{m×n} , B ∈ R^{p×q} , we denote A ⊗ B ∈ R^{mp×nq} their Kronecker product. We denote vec(A) ∈ R^{mn} the vectorization of A ∈ R^{m×n} by appending (in order) the columns of A, and mat(a) the matricization of a vector a so that mat(vec(A)) = A. For a random variable z, E[z] and Var[z] denotes the expectation and variance of z, respectively. As N → ∞, we use O(·) and o(·) notations as in standard asymptotic statistics [56], and use Õ(·) and õ(·) to hide terms that grows at most as poly(log N).

In the remainder of the paper, we introduce, in Section 2, the random Kronecker graph model under study, together with our working assumption. Our main technical results on behavior of highdimensional random Kronecker graphs, as well as the proposed approximate inference framework, are placed in Section 3. Numerical evaluations of the proposed algorithm in graph inference and classification are given in Section 4. The article closes with conclusion and future perspectives in Section 5.

2 System Model and Preliminaries

For a directed graph G(V, E) having N vertices, we use A ∈ {0, 1}^{N×N} for its adjacency matrix, so that the edge (i, j) is present in G if [A]_{ij} = 1, and [A]_{ij} = 0 otherwise. In this paper, we focus on the random Kronecker graph [36] defined as follows.

Definition 1 (Random Kronecker graph). We say a graph G having N vertices follows a random Kronecker graph model with probability initiator P_1,

P_1 = {P_{uv} }^m_{u,v=1} ∈ R^{m×m} , P_{uv} ∈ (0, 1), (1)

if the entries of its adjacency matrix A ∈ {0, 1}^{N×N} are (up to vertex correspondence via a permutation matrix Π of size N, see Remark 1 below) independently drawn from a Bernoulli distribution with parameter P_K ∈ R^{N ×N} . This probability matrix P_K is the K-th Kronecker power of P_1:

P_K = P_{K−1} ⊗ P_1 = P_1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ P_1

K times

= P^{⊗K}_1 , (2)

with N = m^K and K ∈ N. That is, for i, j ∈ {1, . . . , N},

[A]_{ij} ∼ Bern([P_K ]_{ij}), and [A]_{ij} = [P_K ]_{ij} + [Z]_{ij} , (3)

for Z ∈ R^{N×N} having independent entries of zero mean and variance [P_K ]_{ij} (1 − [P_K ]_{ij} ).

The Kronecker graph model in Definition 1 is parameterized by the probability matrix P_K ∈ R^{N×N} . Note that (i) we have N = m^K so that K = log_m N; and (ii) the entries of P_K are polynomial in the entries of P_1, i.e., [P_K ]_{ij} = poly(P_{uv} ) ∈ (0, 1), and only depends on K and the probability initiator P_1 ∈ R^{m×m} per (2).

The Kronecker graph model in Definition 1 naturally defines a set of isomorphic graphs, by exchanging the indices of its vertices. This is discussed in the following remark.

Remark 1 (Vertices matching). For a Kronecker graph G having N vertices in Definition 1, with each vertex having a unique label^1, one has

A = Π(P_K + Z)Π^{−1}, (4)

for some permutation matrix Π ∈ P_N , with P_N the set of all permutation matrices of dimension N by N. As such, the inference of G from its random adjacency A comprises both the inference of (i) the probability matrix P_K (or equivalent P_1 with known K); and (ii) the vertex correspondence uniquely determined by Π.

To infer the Kronecker graph parameters from its random adjacency A, we position ourselves under the following re-parameterization on the Kronecker initiator P_1.

Assumption 1 (Re-parameterization of graph initiator). We have, for fixed m and as N → ∞ that, the entry P_{uv} of the initiator P_1 can be re-parameterized as P_{uv} = p + X_{uv}/ √ N, (5) for p ∈ (0, 1) and X ≡ {X_{uv}}^m_{u,v=1} with ‖X‖_{max} = O(1).

Remark 2 (On Assumption 1). Taking X_{uv} = 0 in Assumption 1 one gets the popular Erdős–Rényi graph with probability parameter p̄ = p^K . In this respect, Assumption 1 says that the Kronecker graph under study is an extension to the Erdős–Rényi graph model, with X ∈ R^{m×m} that characterize its deviation from the Erdős–Rényi model. While large-and-sparse and dense-and-small are two commonly adopted approaches for simplifying realistic graphs, it has already been reported that many extremely large realistic networks and/or graphs do contain important large-and-dense subgraphs, see [11, 17, 22] for the example of connection graphs between hosts on the World Wide Web, in which there exist several hundred giant dense subgraphs of at least ten thousand hosts. Approximating these graphs/networks based on large-and-sparse or dense-and-small assumptions may ignore some specific structural attributes that can be critical for graph/network analysis.

3 Main Results

Having introduced the Kronecker graph in Definition 1 and our working Assumption 1, we present now our main results. We perform, in Section 3.1, a detailed analysis of the random Kronecker graph, and show in Theorem 1 that its adjacency A is, up to permutation, the sum of a small-rank “signal” matrix (that is linear in the graph parameters X of interest) and a random “noise” matrix; this allows us to propose, in Algorithm 1, a denoise-and-solve meta algorithm to approximately infer the Kronecker graph parameters. We then provide, in Algorithm 2 and Algorithm 3 of Section 3.2 and Section 3.3, respectively, concrete use examples for the proposed inference framework.

3.1 Analysis of Kronecker graphs and a meta algorithm

Our objective is to estimate the Kronecker graph initiator P_1 (so both p and X ∈ R^{m×m} under the re-parameterization in Assumption 1) from a random realization of the graph adjacency A. To this end, we define, for S_1 = X/N and k ∈ {2, . . . , K}, the following sequence of matrices S_1, . . . , S_K as

S_k = p^{k−1} N (1_mk−1 1^T_{mk−1} ) ⊗ X + pS_{k−1} ⊗ (1_m1^T_m). (6)

We then show that the K-th Kronecker power P_K = E [A] of P_1 is closely connected to S_K defined above (which is then closely related to the graph parameters X) and is of small rank with respect to its dimension N. This is described in the following result, and proven in Appendix B.1.

1This can be considered as the vertex index, which does not carry any particular information about the vertex, but just uniquely identifies the vertex.

Proposition 1 (Approximate small-rankness of P_K ). Under Assumption 1 and for N large, we have, for P_K ∈ R^{N×N} the K-th Kronecker power of P_1 as in (2) that:

(i) ‖P_K − P^{lin}_K ‖_{max} = Õ(N^{−1}) and ‖P_K − P^{lin}_K ‖_2 = Õ(1) for a linearized P^{lin}_K defined as

P^{lin}_K ≡ p^K 1_N 1^T_N + √ NS_K , (7)

with S_K in (6) for k = K so that ‖S_K ‖_2 = Õ(1); and

(ii) S_K is linear in (the entries of) X, in the sense that

S_K = mat(Θvec(X)) ∈ R^{N×N} , (8)

for known coefficients Θ ∈ R^{N 2 ×m2} (from binomial expansion) such that ‖Θ‖_{max} = Õ(N^{−1}) with Θ1_m2 =^{pK−1K}_N 1_N 2 , Θ^T1_N 2 =^{pK−1KN}_{m2} 1_m2 ; and

(iii) max(rank(S_K ), rank(P^{lin}_K )) ≤ (m − 1)K + 1.

As a consequence of Proposition 1, we have the following signal-plus-noise decomposition on the random Kronecker adjacency A, the proof of which is given in Appendix B.2.

Theorem 1 (Signal-plus-noise decomposition for A). Under Assumption 1 and let p^K ≡ p̄ ∈ (0, 1), the adjacency A of a Kronecker graph in Definition 1 satisfies, for N large, ‖A‖_2 = Õ( √ N) and

‖A − (ΠP^{lin}_K Π^{−1} + Z)‖_2 = Õ(1), (9)

with ΠP^{lin}_K Π^{−1} = p^K 1_N 1^T_N + √ N ΠS_K Π^{−1}

≡S^Π_K

, (10)

for some permutation matrix Π (that corresponds to the vertex matching, see Remark 1), random matrix Z ∈ R^{N×N} having independent entries of zero mean and variance p̄(1 − p̄), and linearized probability matrix P^{lin}_K in (7).

A direct consequence of Proposition 1 and Theorem 1 is that the key probability parameter p in Assumption 1 can be consistently estimated from the adjacency A as follows, proven in Appendix B.3.

Lemma 1 (Consistent estimation of p). Under the notations and settings of Theorem 1, we have 1^T_N A1_N /N^2 − p^K → 0 almost surely as N → ∞.

In plain words, Proposition 1 and Theorem 1 tells us that, the adjacency matrix A of a large Kronecker random graph can be decomposed, in a spectral norm sense, as the sum of some zero mean random matrix Z and (up to permutation by Π and the constant matrix p^K 1_N 1^T_N that can consistently estimated per Lemma 1) some deterministic “signal” matrix S_K defined in (6). In particular, this signal matrix S_K :

(i) enjoys the property of having small rank (as a consequence of Item (iii) of Proposition 1, compared to the random Z), and can be “extracted” from the noisy observation A via some denoising procedure; and

(ii) is linear in the entries of X with known coefficients Θ, so that a perturbed linear regression allows to solve the desired X from S_K (or from its estimate).

This leads to the two-step “denoise-and-solve” meta algorithm in Algorithm 1 for random Kronecker graph inference.

Algorithm 1 Meta-algorithm: approximate inference of random Kronecker graph parameters 1: Input: Adjacency matrix A of a random Kronecker graph of size N as in Definition 1. 2: Output: Estimates p̂ and X̂ of the graph parameters p ∈ R and X ∈ R^{m×m} in Assumption 1. 3: Estimate p as p̂ =^K √ 1^T_N A1_N /N^2 from Lemma 1.

4: Denoise the adjacency A to get an estimate Ŝ_K of S^Π_K defined in (10) with, e.g., the shrinkage estimator in Algorithm 2.

5: Solve a permuted linear regression problem (see (17) below for detailed expression) to obtain (Π̂, x̂) from Ŝ_K via, e.g., the convex relaxation or the iterative hard thresholding approach in Algorithm 3.

6: return p̂ and X̂ = mat(x̂).

3.2 Kronecker denoising with shrinkage estimator

Here, we provide an example to algorithmically implement the denoising step in Algorithm 1. To denoise the random adjacency A and recover the informative small-rank matrix S_K (and eventually the graph parameters X), we introduce the “centered” adjacency matrix Ā as^2

Ā ≡ 1√ N ( A − 1^T_N A1_N

N^2

1_N 1^T_N ) , (11)

and show, in the following result, that the centered adjacency Ā also follows a signal-plus-noise model by removing the undesired and non-informative constant matrix of p^K 1_N 1^T_N from A, the proof of which is given in Appendix B.4.

Proposition 2 (Signal-plus-noise decomposition for Ā). Under Assumption 1, assume X ≡ {X_{uv}}^m_{u,v=1} is “centered” so that ∑_m u,v=1 Xuv = Õ(N −1/2). Then, the centered adjacency matrix Ā defined in (11)

satisfies ‖Ā − (S^Π_K + Z/ √ N)‖_2 = Õ(N^{−1/2}), (12)

with small-rank S^Π_K defined in (10) and random matrix Z.

As a consequence of Proposition 2, to recover the desired signal matrix S^Π_K from the noisy Ā, we resort to the following optimization problem min S^Π_K ∈R^{N×N} ‖¯ A − S^Π_K ‖ , s.t. rank(S^Π_K ) ≤ (m − 1)K + 1,

(13)

for some matrix norm ‖ · ‖ that can be the Frobenius ‖ · ‖_F , spectral ‖ · ‖_2, or nuclear norm ‖ · ‖_∗, where the rank constraint is due to Item (iii) of Proposition 1.

When the rank of S^Π_K is known, the default technique to solve (13) is the hard thresholding singular value decomposition (SVD) estimator given by

Ŝ^Π_K = ∑^{rank(SΠ}K^) i=1 σ̂_iû_iv̂^T_i , (14)

with (σ̂_i, û_i, v̂_i) the triple of singular values (listed in a decreasing order) and left and right singular vectors of Ā.

More generally, we define the shrinkage estimator that extends the hard thresholding SVD in (14) as follows, Ŝ^Π_K = ∑^N_{i=1} f(σ̂_i)û_iv̂T_i , with f : R_{≥0} → R_{≥0} , (15)

for some nonlinear function f. The hard thresholding SVD in (14) is a special case of shrinkage estimator with f(t) = t for the largest rank(S^Π_K ) singular values of Ā and zero otherwise. This specific choice of hard thresholding function is, however, of limited interest since it requires additional efforts to be practically implemented when rank(S^Π_K ) is unknown and needs to be determined.

2This is to be distinguished from the normalized adjacency for undirected graphs, see, e.g., [14].

Algorithm 2 Shrinkage estimator of S_K to denoise A 1: Input: Adjacency A of a random Kronecker graph having N vertices as in Definition 1. 2: Output: Shrinkage estimator Ŝ_K of the (permuted) signal matrix S^Π_K defined in (10). 3: Compute the “centered” adjacency Ā as in (11). 4: Estimate p̄ with ^̄p = 1^T_N A1_N /N^2 as in Lemma 1. 5: return Ŝ_K =

∑_{(m−1) logm(N)+1} i=1 f(σ̂_i)û_iv̂^T_i , with (σ̂_i, û_i, v̂_i) the triple of singular values (in decreasing order) and singular vectors of Ā, for f(t) = √ t^2 − 4^̄p(1 − ^̄p) · 1_{t>2}√_{^̄p(1−^̄p)}.

While the signal-plus-noise model of the type S^Π_K +Z/ √ N for small rank S^Π_K and random matrix Z having i.i.d. zero-mean entries has been widely studied in the literature of RMT and high-dimensional statistics, previous efforts only focus on the case of fixed rank for S^Π_K as N → ∞ and does not apply to Kronecker graph inference for which the rank of S^Π_K may grow with N in a logarithmic fashion, see again Item (iii) in Proposition 1.

We further provide, in Appendix C, a detailed analysis of the singular spectrum of Ā for small but growing rank of S^Π_K . This further leads to, by carefully adapting the proof of [21, Theorem 1] to the Kronecker graph in Definition 1, the denoising shrinkage estimator Ŝ_K of S^Π_K . This estimator Ŝ_K will then be used in Section 3.3 below to infer the Kronecker graph parameter P_1.

The shrinkage estimator in Algorithm 2 is more interesting than, e.g., the naive hard thresholding SVD approach in that: (i) it uses a truncation threshold 2 √ ^̄p(1 − ^̄p) that can be predetermined from the graph adjacency and (ii) it yields the minimum (asymptotic) Frobenius norm error among all shrinkage estimators of the form (13), see again Appendix C for a detailed discussion on this.

3.3 Kronecker solving via permuted linear regression

Having obtained the estimate Ŝ_K of the permuted signal matrix S^Π_K using, say the shrinkage estimation in Algorithm 2 of Section 3.2, we now discuss how to solve for the Kronecker graph parameter X from this estimate Ŝ_K .

Note that we have, up to permutation by Π, that Ŝ_K ≃ ΠS_K Π^{−1} for N large, with

Ŝ_K ≃ ΠS_K Π^{−1} = mat((Π ⊗ Π)Θvec(X)), (16)

by Lemma 4 in Appendix A, with known coefficients Θ (from binomial expansion, see again Proposition 1) and unknown permutation Π. To recover both vec(X) and Π, we sort to the following optimization problem:

(Π̂, x̂) = arg min Π∈P_N ,x∈R^{m2} ‖(Π ⊗ Π)Θx − vec(Ŝ_K )‖^2, (17)

for P_N the set of permutation matrices of size N.

The optimization problem of the type (17) is known in the literature as linear regression with “broken samples,” or permuted linear regression. This problem is known to be extremely challenging (in fact proven to be NP-hard unless in some trivial cases) and has attracted significant research interest by, e.g., considering different simplifying statistical assumptions on the noise (the entries of Ŝ_K − SΠ_K in the context of this paper) and/or the coefficient matrix Θ, see for example [29, 43, 45, 48, 52, 54].

Denote Π_∗ ∈ P_N the permutation matrix that corresponds to the true matching of the N vertices, and d_H (Π_∗, I_N ) ≡ |{i : [Π_∗]_{ii} = 0}| the Hamming distance between Π_∗ and the identity matrix (which characterizes the number of mismatched vertices), the permuted linear regression problem in (17) then writes min Π∈P_N ,x∈R^{m2} ‖vec(Ŝ_K ) − (Π ⊗ Π)Θx‖^2,

s.t. d_H (Π, I_N ) ≤ s,

(18)

for Π ∈ P_N , x ∈ R^{m2} , and some auxiliary (sparsity) variable s ≤ N. The optimization problem in (18) is known to be NP-hard as long as s = O(N), unless in the trivial case of m = 1, see [45].

Algorithm 3 Permuted linear regression to solve for X

1: Input: Estimated Ŝ_K (from Algorithm 2, say), coefficient Θ and hyperparameter γ for convex

relaxation or step length η and sparsity level s for IHT.

2: Output: Estimation of graph parameter X̂ by solving the permuted linear regression in (19). 3: Initialize (x̂, d̂) 4: while not converged do 5: option (I) IHT do 6: q̂ ← (1 − η)d̂ + η(vec(Ŝ_K ) − Θx̂);

7: d̂ ← project q̂ onto the set of sparse vector via hard thresholding as d̂ = H_s(q̂); 8: option (II) Convex relaxation do 9: d̂ ← arg min_{d∈RN2} ‖vec(Ŝ_K ) − Θx − d‖2 + γ‖d‖_1 via soft thresholding;

10: x̂ ← (Θ^TΘ)^†Θ^T(vec(Ŝ_K ) − d̂); 11: end while 12: return X̂ = mat(x̂).

To solve efficiently the Kronecker inference problem, here we consider the setting where the permutation is sparse (so that s ≪ N in (18)), and first relax the constraint in (18) as d_H (Π ⊗ Π, I_N 2 ) ≤ 2sN − s^2 ≤ 2sN. Introducing d = (Π ⊗ Π − I_N 2 )Θx ∈ R^{N 2} , the problem in (18) can be relaxed as min x∈R^{m2} , d∈R^{N2} ‖vec(Ŝ_K ) − Θx − d‖^2,

s.t. ‖d‖_0 ≤ 2sN,

(19)

which is still not convex due to the ℓ_0-norm constraint. To solve (19), we consider the following two approaches:

(I) the iterative hard thresholding (IHT) approach [9, 31], by working directly on the non-convex ℓ_0-norm constraint, and using H_s(·) the hard thresholding operator to set the entries of a vector with small magnitude to zero and retain the large ones unaltered; or

(II) further relax the non-convex problem in (19) by replacing the ℓ_0-norm by ℓ_1-norm, to get the

following Lagrangian form, min x∈R^{m2} , d∈R^{N2} ‖ ‖vec(ŜK ) − Θx − d ‖ ‖^2 + γ‖d‖1, (20)

for some hyperparameter γ > 0 that trade-offs the mean squared loss and the sparsity level in d. These two approaches allow for effectively solving the relaxed permuted linear regression in (19) by alternately solving for d (via hard or soft thresholding) and x (via least squares, with sampling and/or sketching [25, 40] if necessary, see Remark 3 below). The whole Kronecker solving program is summarized in Algorithm 3. In particular, note that when working with the convexly relaxed problem in (20), the convergence of this alternative minimization-type algorithm is always ensured, see for example [31, Section 4.3].

4 Numerical Evaluations and Discussions

The codes to reproduces the numerical results in this section are publicly available at https://github.com/yqian108/Inference-of-Kronecker-Graph/.

Before evaluating numerically the proposed algorithm, we first discuss the time complexity of Algorithms 2 and 3 and ways to further reduce their running time using randomized numerical linear algebra (RNLA) techniques as follows.

Remark 3 (Time complexity of Algorithms 2 and 3). For Algorithm 2, retrieving the few (of order at most log N) singular values and vectors of a matrix A of size N by N with truncated SVD takes

Õ(N 2) (or Õ(nnz(A)) for nnz(A) the number of nonzero entries in A, when A is sparse) time, see [2]. This time cost can be further reduced to Õ(N) using randomized SVD [25]. For Algorithm 3, note that the coefficient matrix Θ ∈ R^{N 2 ×m2} can be decomposed into N blocks as Θ = [Θ_1; . . . ; Θ_N ], with Θ_i ∈ R^{N×m} the coefficients corresponding to the ith vertex. A direct implementation involving all N blocks in Θ take O(N^2) time. By randomly sampling (an order O(1) of) the N blocks and solving the reduced problem, the time complexity can be further reduced to O(N). Figure 3 below presents numerical results on Algorithms 2 and 3 with RNLA acceleration, for which no performance drop is observed.

4.1 Evaluations on random Kronecker graphs

We compare, in Figure 1, the performance and running time of the proposed denoise-and-solve inference method in Algorithm 1 (with both IHT and convex relaxation approaches in Algorithm 3) to that of the KronFit algorithm proposed in [36], on random Kronecker graphs generated according to Definition 1.

We observe from Figure 1 that, in terms of performance, the proposed approaches marginally fall short compared to KronFit for very sparse graphs (with an average connection probability down to 10^{−6}) but outperforms KronFit for slightly denser Kronecker graphs. The performance of the proposed Algorithm 1 gets better as the graph becomes denser: This is not surprising, since it is designed for denser graphs. In terms of time complexity, we see from Figure 1 that the running time of KronFit grows rapidly as the graph gets denser, while Algorithm 1 consistently maintains a commendably low running time.

Remark 4 (Numerical stability). Also note that for a given graph, the performance of Algorithm 1 is deterministic. This is in contrast to KronFit, which exhibits significant variance in its performance, as a consequence of its reliance on sampling (to solve the vertices matching problem, see again Remark 1). This numerical instability of KronFit is further confirmed on Table 1 below and limits its applications in downstream tasks such as graph classification.

Turning our attention to the comparative analysis between the IHT and convex relaxation methods inside Algorithm 3. We observe in Figure 1 that these two approaches demonstrate analogous efficacy and computational efficiency, for not-so-sparse graphs. This observation aligns with recent trend of non-convex optimization in ML, that advises not to relax the non-convex problems but to solve them directly (e.g., with the non-convex IHT). While seemingly doomed to fail, this approach is shown to work well, both theoretically and empirically, in a series of illuminating results, if the problem has nice structure [31]. We conjecture that such property also holds for random Kronecker graphs.

10^{−6}10^{−5}10^{−4}10^{−3}10^{−2}10^{−1} 10^1 10^{1.5} 10^2

Average connecting probability p̄ = p^{log2 N}

MSE ‖x̂ − x‖^2

10^{−6}10^{−5}10^{−4}10^{−3}10^{−2}10^{−1} 10^0101 10^2103

Average connecting probability p̄ = p^{log2 N}

Average running time (s)

Ours IHT N = 1 024 Ours IHT N = 2 048 KronFit N = 1 024 KronFit N = 2 048 Ours relax N = 1 024 Ours relax N = 2 048

Figure 1: Estimation MSEs (left) and running time (right) of KronFit versus Algorithm 1 (with IHT and convex relaxation), on random Kronecker graphs in Definition 1, with p ∈ [0.3, 0.8], x = [5.25, 0.25, 2.25, −7.75], and 20% vertices randomly shuffled, for N = 1 024, 2 048, s = 5 in Algorithm 3 for IHT. Result obtained over 10 independent runs on the same graph.

9

We then evaluate, in Figure 2, the performance of Algorithm 1 as a function of the ratio of node perturbation. We observe that as the number of node perturbation increases, both IHT and convex relaxation approaches exhibit a diminishing level of accuracy. This observation is in line with our strategic departure from the original permuted linear regression in (18), to the relaxed formulation in (19) that hypothesizes a sparsely permuted structure.

00.20.40.60.81 10^{1.2} 10^{1.4} 10^{1.6} 10^{1.8} 10^2

% of node permutation

MSE ‖x̂ − x‖^2

Ours IHT N = 1 024 Ours IHT N = 2 048 Ours relax N = 1 024 Ours relax N = 2 048

Figure 2: Estimation MSEs of Algorithm 1 on Kronecker graphs as in Definition 1 with p = 0.7, N = 1 024, 2 048, and same x as in Figure 1, as a function of the percentage of node permutation.

We further assess, in Figure 3, the use of RNLA techniques (e.g, randomized SVD and random sampling in Remark 3) to reduce the time complexity of Algorithm 1. The results in Figure 3 show that the incorporation of RNLA techniques yields a significant reduction in running time (theoretically scaling down from O(N^2) to O(N)). Impressively, this accelerated framework demonstrates virtually no compromise in performance, particularly for not-so-sparse Kronecker graphs. This outcome underscores the efficacy of RNLA techniques in further enhancing the computational efficiency without sacrificing the overall effectiveness of Algorithm 1.

10^{−6}10^{−5}10^{−4}10^{−3}10^{−2}10^{−1} 10^1 10^{1.5} 10^2

Average connecting probability p̄ = p^{log2 N}

MSE ‖x̂ − x‖^2

Ours IHT, accelerated Ours relax, accelerated Ours IHT Ours relax

10^{−6}10^{−5}10^{−4}10^{−3}10^{−2}10^{−1} 10^{−0.4} 10^{−0.2} 10^0100.2 10^{0.4}

Average connecting probability p̄ = p^{log2 N}

Average running time (s)

Figure 3: Estimation MSEs (left) and running time (right) of Algorithm 1, with and without RNLA acceleration in Remark 3, on random Kronecker graphs as in Figure 1 for N = 2 048. For randomized SVD [25], we use an iteration count of q = 2; for random sampling, we choose 100 from N blocks uniformly at random. Result obtained over 10 independent runs.

Similar conclusion can be reached when comparing Algorithm 1 to the moment-based approach proposed in [23], and we refer the readers to Appendix D for additional numerical results on Kronecker graph inference.

Table 1: Accuracy of graph classification using Algorithm 1, KronFit, and different GNN-based methods: GCN baseline in [20], DGCNN [63], DiffPool [62], and ECC [53]. For REDDIT-B, IMDB-B, COLLAB, IMDB-M and REDDIT-5K datasets, the two accuracies represent whether graph node degrees are used as additional input features. The training of ECC on REDDIT-B, COLLAB and REDDIT-5K are out of time (> 72 hours for a single training) and omitted.

Datasets Ours KronFit GCN baseline DGCNN DiffPool ECC

PROTEINS 72.0%±3.3 65.0%±2.7 75.8%±3.7 72.9%±3.5 73.7%±3.5 72.3%±3.4 NCI1 60.4%±1.9 57.6%±1.9 69.8%±2.2 76.4%±1.7 76.9%±1.9 76.2%±1.4 REDDIT-B 81.4%±3.0 72.7%±2.8 72.1%±7.8 77.1%±2.9 76.6%±2.4 out of time 80.5%±1.7 73.1%±3.0 82.2%±3.0 87.8%±2.5 89.1%±1.6 out of time IMDB-B 66.0%±2.7 60.9%±3.4 50.7%±2.4 53.3%±5.0 68.3%±6.1 67.8%±4.8 65.3%±4.6 60.0%±4.3 70.8%±5.0 69.2%±3.0 68.4%±3.3 67.7%±2.8 ENZYMES 35.6%±7.8 20.6%±4.8 65.2%±6.4 38.9%±5.7 59.5%±5.6 29.5%±8.2 COLLAB 68.0%±1.7 62.4%±1.8 55.0%±1.9 57.4%±1.9 67.7%±1.9 out of time 68.3%±1.8 63.0%±1.9 70.2%±1.5 71.2%±1.9 68.9%±2.0 out of time IMDB-M 46.7%±3.2 41.3%±4.8 36.1%±3.0 38.6%±2.2 45.1%±3.2 44.8%±3.1 46.4%±4.2 42.5%±3.7 49.1%±3.5 45.6%±3.4 45.6%±3.4 43.5%±3.1 REDDIT-5K 42.8%±1.4 41.2%±1.5 35.1%±1.4 35.7%±1.8 34.6%±2.0 out of time 43.3%±1.8 40.7%±2.1 52.2%±1.5 49.2%±1.2 53.8%±1.4 out of time

4.2 Application to realistic graph classification

We have conducted experiments in Section 4.1 showing the effectiveness of the proposed Algorithm 1, in the inference of random Kronecker graphs. In the following, we consider the use of Kronecker graph model and Algorithm 1, as feature extractors for large-scale realistic graphs.

We focus on the task of (binary and multi-class) graph classification, on a range of chemical and social graphs as in [20]. See Appendix E for the statistics for these datasets. We compare, in Table 1, the performance of^3

(i) Kronecker graph inference approaches of the proposed Algorithm 1 and KronFit [36] as graph feature extractors, followed by a single-layer MLP with ReLU activation; versus

(ii) a few popular baselines based on graph neural networks (GNNs) include: GCN baseline in [20], DGCNN [63], DiffPool [62], and ECC [53].

Note from Table 1 that Algorithm 1, by efficiently exploiting the graph topological information, consistently outperforms KronFit, and achieves comparable performance to popular GNN baselines on a variety of realistic graph datasets. This suggests that the features obtained from Algorithm 1 can be used as effective representations for realistic graphs.

It is worth noting from Table 1 that on the chemical ENZYMES dataset [50], both the proposed Algorithm 1 and KronFit exhibit a notable decrease in accuracy. This may be attributed to the dataset’s relatively limited size and higher number of classes, for which stronger feature extractors are needed. For social graphs such as REDDIT-B, IMDB-B, COLLAB, IMDB-M, and REDDIT-5K [61], the experiments in [20] are conducted with and without the node degrees as the input features. Interestingly, note that when compared to the GCN baseline in [20], our Algorithm 1 and KronFit consistently outperform the GCN baselines on all aforementioned social graph datasets in the absence of the node degree features, but fail when node degree features are present. This numerical evidence seemingly suggests that Kronecker graph model can implicitly explores the node degree features.

3For Algorithm 1, we choose m = 5 for PROTEINS and ENZYMES datasets, and m = 4 otherwise. The graph features are standardized before classification, and we follow the pre-computed data partitions as in [20].

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we investigate the large-dimensional behavior of random Kronecker graphs We show that the graph adjacency A is close, in spectral norm, to the sum of a small-rank signal S_K and a random noise matrix Z. Based on this observation, we propose a “denoise-and-solve” Algorithm 1 for graph parameters inference, and discuss its practical implementation. Numerical experiments are provided to validate the effectiveness (in terms of performance and running time) of the proposed approach against the KronFit method, on random Kronecker graphs. We further propose to use Kronecker graph model and Algorithm 1 as features extractors for realistic graph classification, and provide comparative analysis to a few popular GNN baselines.

Acknowledgments

Z. Liao would like to acknowledge the National Natural Science Foundation of China (via fund NSFC- 62206101 and NSFC-12141107), the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities of China (2021XXJS110), the Key Research and Development Program of Guangxi (GuiKe-AB21196034) for providing partial support.

Y. Xiao was supported in part by the National Natural Science Foundation of China under grant 62071193, the Key R & D Program of Hubei Province of China under grants 2021EHB015 and 2020BAA002, and the major key project of Peng Cheng Laboratory (No. PCL2021A12).

References

[1] Emmanuel Abbe. “Community Detection and Stochastic Block Models: Recent Developments”.

In: Journal of Machine Learning Research 18.177 (2018), pp. 1–86. (Visited on 01/11/2024). [2] James Baglama and Lothar Reichel. “Augmented Implicitly Restarted Lanczos Bidiagonalization Methods”. In: SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing 27.1 (Jan. 2005), pp. 19–42. (Visited on 05/12/2023).

[3] Zhidong Bai and Jack W. Silverstein. Spectral Analysis of Large Dimensional Random Matrices.

2nd ed. Vol. 20. Springer Series in Statistics. Springer-Verlag New York, 2010. [4] Zhidong Bai and Jianfeng Yao. “On Sample Eigenvalues in a Generalized Spiked Population Model”. In: Journal of Multivariate Analysis 106 (Apr. 2012), pp. 167–177. (Visited on 04/19/2023).

[5] Jinho Baik and Jack W. Silverstein. “Eigenvalues of large sample covariance matrices of spiked population models”. In: Journal of Multivariate Analysis 97.6 (2006), pp. 1382–1408.

[6] Randall Balestriero and Yann LeCun. “Contrastive and Non-Contrastive Self-Supervised Learning Recover Global and Local Spectral Embedding Methods”. In: Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems. Vol. 35. Dec. 2022, pp. 26671–26685. (Visited on 05/16/2023).

[7] Mikhail Belkin, Irina Matveeva, and Partha Niyogi. “Regularization and Semi-supervised Learning on Large Graphs”. In: International Conference on Computational Learning Theory (COLT). COLT’04. Springer, 2004, pp. 624–638.

[8] Florent Benaych-Georges and Raj Rao Nadakuditi. “The singular values and vectors of low rank perturbations of large rectangular random matrices”. In: Journal of Multivariate Analysis 111 (2012), pp. 120–135.

[9] Thomas Blumensath and Mike E Davies. “Iterative thresholding for sparse approximations”. In:

Journal of Fourier analysis and Applications 14 (2008), pp. 629–654.

[10] Karsten M Borgwardt et al. “Protein function prediction via graph kernels”. In: Bioinformatics 21.suppl 1 (2005), pp. i47–i56.

[11] Chandra Chekuri, Kent Quanrud, and Manuel R Torres. “Densest subgraph: Supermodularity, iterative peeling, and flow”. In: Proceedings of the 2022 Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms (SODA). SIAM. 2022, pp. 1531–1555.

[12] Fan R. K. Chung. “Spectral Graph Theory”. In: CBMS Regional Conference Series in Mathematics (1996).

[13] Fan R. K. Chung and Linyuan Lu. Complex Graphs and Networks. American Mathematical Soc., 2006.

[14] Amin Coja-Oghlan and André Lanka. “Finding Planted Partitions in Random Graphs with General Degree Distributions”. In: SIAM Journal on Discrete Mathematics 23.4 (2010), pp. 1682– 1714.

[15] Romain Couillet and Florent Benaych-Georges. “Kernel spectral clustering of large dimensional data”. In: Electronic Journal of Statistics 10.1 (2016), pp. 1393–1454.

[16] Romain Couillet and Zhenyu Liao. Random Matrix Methods for Machine Learning. Cambridge University Press, 2022.

[17] Maximilien Danisch, T-H Hubert Chan, and Mauro Sozio. “Large scale density-friendly graph decomposition via convex programming”. In: Proceedings of the 26th International Conference on World Wide Web. 2017, pp. 233–242.

[18] David Donoho, Matan Gavish, and Iain M. Johnstone. “Optimal shrinkage of eigenvalues in the spiked covariance model”. In: The Annals of Statistics 46.4 (2018), pp. 1742–1778.

[19] Carl Eckart and Gale Young. “The approximation of one matrix by another of lower rank”. In:

Psychometrika 1.3 (1936), pp. 211–218.

[20] Federico Errica et al. “A Fair Comparison of Graph Neural Networks for Graph Classification”.

In: International Conference on Learning Representations. Dec. 2019. (Visited on 05/16/2023). [21] Matan Gavish and David L. Donoho. “Optimal Shrinkage of Singular Values”. In: IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 63.4 (2017), pp. 2137–2152.

[22] David Gibson, Ravi Kumar, and Andrew Tomkins. “Discovering Large Dense Subgraphs in Massive Graphs”. In: Proceedings of the 31st International Conference on Very Large Data Bases. VLDB ’05. Trondheim, Norway: VLDB Endowment, Aug. 2005, pp. 721–732. (Visited on 01/10/2024).

[23] David F. Gleich and Art B. Owen. “Moment-Based Estimation of Stochastic Kronecker Graph Parameters”. In: Internet Mathematics 8.3 (Aug. 2012), pp. 232–256. (Visited on 05/23/2023).

[24] Walid Hachem et al. “Large information plus noise random matrix models and consistent subspace estimation in large sensor networks”. In: Random Matrices: Theory and Applications 1.02 (2012), p. 1150006.

[25] N. Halko, P. G. Martinsson, and J. A. Tropp. “Finding Structure with Randomness: Probabilistic Algorithms for Constructing Approximate Matrix Decompositions”. In: SIAM Review 53.2 (Jan. 2011), pp. 217–288. (Visited on 05/16/2023).

[26] Paul Horn and Mary Radcliffe. “Giant Components in Kronecker Graphs”. In: Random Structures & Algorithms 40.3 (2012), pp. 385–397. (Visited on 05/23/2023).

[27] Roger A. Horn and Charles R. Johnson. Matrix Analysis. 2nd ed. Cambridge University Press, 2012. url: http://www.cambridge.org/9780521548236.

[28] Roger A. Horn and Charles R. Johnson. Topics in Matrix Analysis. 1991. [29] Daniel J Hsu, Kevin Shi, and Xiaorui Sun. “Linear regression without correspondence”. In: Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems. Vol. 30. Curran Associates, Inc., 2017. url:

https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/file/c32d9bf27a3da7ec8163957080c8628e-Paper.pdf.

[30] Jiaoyang Huang. “Mesoscopic Perturbations of Large Random Matrices”. In: Random Matrices:

Theory and Applications 07.02 (Apr. 2018), p. 1850004. (Visited on 04/19/2023). [31] Prateek Jain, Purushottam Kar, et al. “Non-convex optimization for machine learning”. In:

Foundations and Trends® in Machine Learning 10.3-4 (2017), pp. 142–363. [32] Iain M. Johnstone. “On the distribution of the largest eigenvalue in principal components analysis”. In: The Annals of Statistics 29.2 (2001), pp. 295–327.

[33] Mihyun Kang et al. “Properties of Stochastic Kronecker Graphs”. In: Journal of Combinatorics 6.4 (July 2015), pp. 395–432. (Visited on 05/23/2023).

[34] Brian Karrer and Mark E. J. Newman. “Stochastic blockmodels and community structure in networks”. In: Physical Review E 83.1 (2011), p. 016107.

[35] Kristian Kersting et al. Benchmark Data Sets for Graph Kernels. 2016. url: http://graphkernels.cs.tu-dortmund.de. [36] Jure Leskovec et al. “Kronecker Graphs: An Approach to Modeling Networks”. In: Journal of Machine Learning Research 11.33 (2010), pp. 985–1042. url: http://jmlr.org/papers/v11/leskovec10a.html.

[37] László Lovász and Balázs Szegedy. “Limits of Dense Graph Sequences”. In: Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B 96.6 (Nov. 2006), pp. 933–957. (Visited on 01/11/2024).

[38] Ulrike Von Luxburg. “A tutorial on spectral clustering”. In: Statistics and Computing 17.4 (2007), pp. 395–416. url: https://doi.org/10.1007/s11222-007-9033-z.

[39] Mohammad Mahdian and Ying Xu. “Stochastic Kronecker Graphs”. In: Random Structures & Algorithms 38.4 (2010), pp. 453–466.

[40] Michael W. Mahoney. “Randomized Algorithms for Matrices and Data”. In: Foundations and Trends® in Machine Learning 3.2 (2011), pp. 123–224.

[41] L Mirsky. “Symmetric Gauge Functions And Unitarily Invariant Norms”. In: The Quarterly Journal of Mathematics 11.1 (1960), pp. 50–59.

[42] Seth A. Myers et al. “Information Network or Social Network?: The Structure of the Twitter Follow Graph”. In: Proceedings of the 23rd International Conference on World Wide Web. Seoul Korea: ACM, Apr. 2014, pp. 493–498. (Visited on 05/13/2023).

[43] Nasser Nasrabadi, Trac Tran, and Nam Nguyen. “Robust Lasso with Missing and Grossly Corrupted Observations”. In: Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems. Vol. 24. Curran Associates, Inc., 2011. (Visited on 05/13/2023).

[44] M. E. J. Newman, D. J. Watts, and S. H. Strogatz. “Random Graph Models of Social Networks”.

In: Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 99.suppl 1 (Feb. 2002), pp. 2566–2572. (Visited on 05/13/2023).

[45] Ashwin Pananjady, Martin J. Wainwright, and Thomas A. Courtade. “Linear Regression With Shuffled Data: Statistical and Computational Limits of Permutation Recovery”. In: IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 64.5 (2018), pp. 3286–3300.

[46] Georgios A. Pavlopoulos et al. “Using Graph Theory to Analyze Biological Networks”. In: Bio- Data Mining 4.1 (Apr. 2011), p. 10. (Visited on 05/13/2023).

[47] S. Péché. “The Largest Eigenvalue of Small Rank Perturbations of Hermitian Random Matrices”. In: Probability Theory and Related Fields 134.1 (Jan. 2006), pp. 127–173. (Visited on 04/19/2023).

[48] Liangzu Peng and Manolis C. Tsakiris. “Linear Regression Without Correspondences via Concave Minimization”. In: IEEE Signal Processing Letters 27 (2020), pp. 1580–1584.

[49] Patrick Reiser et al. “Graph Neural Networks for Materials Science and Chemistry”. In: Communications Materials 3.1 (Nov. 2022), pp. 1–18. (Visited on 01/15/2024).

[50] Ida Schomburg et al. “BRENDA, the enzyme database: updates and major new developments”.

In: Nucleic acids research 32.suppl 1 (2004), pp. D431–D433.

[51] C. Seshadhri, Ali Pinar, and Tamara G. Kolda. “An In-Depth Analysis of Stochastic Kronecker Graphs”. In: Journal of the ACM (JACM) 60.2 (2013), p. 13.

[52] Yiyuan She and Art B. Owen. “Outlier Detection Using Nonconvex Penalized Regression”. In:

Journal of the American Statistical Association 106.494 (June 2011), pp. 626–639. (Visited on 05/12/2023).

[53] Martin Simonovsky and Nikos Komodakis. “Dynamic edge-conditioned filters in convolutional neural networks on graphs”. In: Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition. 2017, pp. 3693–3702.

[54] Martin Slawski and Emanuel Ben-David. “Linear regression with sparsely permuted data”. In:

Electronic Journal of Statistics 13.1 (2019), pp. 1–36.

[55] Sinisa Todorovic. “Human Activities as Stochastic Kronecker Graphs”. In: Computer Vision – ECCV 2012. Ed. by Andrew Fitzgibbon et al. Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2012, pp. 130–143.

[56] Aad W. Van der Vaart. Asymptotic Statistics. Vol. 3. Cambridge Series in Statistical and Probabilistic Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 2000.

[57] Roman Vershynin. High-Dimensional Probability: An Introduction with Applications in Data Science. Cambridge Series in Statistical and Probabilistic Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 2018.

[58] Nikil Wale, Ian A Watson, and George Karypis. “Comparison of descriptor spaces for chemical compound retrieval and classification”. In: Knowledge and Information Systems 14 (2008), pp. 347–375.

[59] Duncan J. Watts and Steven H. Strogatz. “Collective Dynamics of ‘Small-World’ Networks”. In:

Nature 393.6684 (June 1998), pp. 440–442. (Visited on 05/10/2023).

[60] Paul M Weichsel. “The Kronecker Product of Graphs”. In: Proceedings of the American mathematical society 13.1 (1962), pp. 47–52.

[61] Pinar Yanardag and S Vishwanathan. “Deep graph kernels In: Proceedings of the 21th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining, 1365–1374”. In: ACM, New York (2015).

[62] Zhitao Ying et al. “Hierarchical graph representation learning with differentiable pooling”. In:

Advances in neural information processing systems 31 (2018).

[63] Muhan Zhang et al. “An end-to-end deep learning architecture for graph classification”. In:

Proceedings of the AAAI conference on artificial intelligence. Vol. 32. 1. 2018. [64] Xiaojin Zhu. Semi-Supervised Learning Literature Survey. Tech. rep. University of Wisconsin- Madison Department of Computer Sciences, Sept. 2005. url: https://minds.wisconsin.edu/bitstream/handle/1793/60444/TR1530.pdf.

The supplementary material is organized as follows: A few useful lemmas that will be consistently exploited in the proof are listed in Appendix A. The proofs of the technical results in the paper are given in Appendix B. We provide in Appendix C some detailed results on the spectral analysis of large Kronecker graphs that may be of independent interest. Additional numerical results are given in Appendix D. The statistics of the graph classification datasets used in Section 4.2 are reported in Appendix E.

A Useful Lemmas

Here we list a few lemmas that will be constantly used in the proof.

Lemma 2 (Weyl’s inequality, [27, Theorem 4.3.1]). Let A, B ∈ R^{p×p} be symmetric matrices and let the respective eigenvalues of A, B and A+B be arranged in decreasing order, i.e., λ_1 ≥ λ_2 ≥ . . . ≥ λ_p. Then, for all i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, λ_{i+j−1}(A) + λ_{p+1−j}(B) ≤ λ_i(A + B) ≤ λ_{i−j}(A) + λ_{j+1}(B) (21) In particular, max 1≤i≤p |λ_i(A) − λ_i(B)| ≤ ‖A − B‖_2.

Lemma 3 (SVD of Kronecker product, [28, Theorem 4.2.15]). Let A ∈ R^{p×q} , B ∈ R^{m×n} having rank r_A, r_B, and let A = U_AΣ_AV^T_A and B = U_BΣ_BV^T_B be the singular value decomposition of A and B, respectively. Then, the singular value decomposition of the Kronecker product A ⊗ B is given by A ⊗ B = (U_AΣ_AV^T_A) ⊗ (U_BΣ_BV^T_B) = (U_A ⊗ U_B)(Σ_A ⊗ Σ_B)(V_A ⊗ V_B)^T, (22) with rank(A ⊗ B) = rank(B ⊗ A) = r_A · r_B and ‖A ⊗ B‖_2 = ‖A‖_2 · ‖B‖_2. Lemma 4. For matrices A ∈ R^{m×n} , B ∈ R^{n×p} , and C ∈ R^{p×q} , we have vec(ABC) = (C^T ⊗ A)vec(B). (23)

B Mathematical Proofs

B.1 Proof of Proposition 1 In the section, we present the proof of the three items (i.e, Item (i), (ii), and (iii)) of Proposition 1 in Appendix B.1.1, Appendix B.1.2, and Appendix B.1.3, respectively.

B.1.1 Proof of Proposition 1 Item (i) First note, under Assumption 1 and by the Binomial theorem that,

[P_k]_{ij} = m∏ u,v=1 P^{Cuv;ij} uv = m∏ u,v=1 (p + X_{uv}/ √ N)^{Cuv;ij}

= m∏ u,v=1 ( p^{Cuv;ij} + C_{uv;ij} · p^{(Cuv;ij −1)}X_{uv} / √ N + Õ(N^{−1}) )

= p^k + p^{(k−1)} m∑ u,v=1 C_{uv;ij} · X_{uv}/ √ N + Õ(N^{−1}), (24)

for 1 ≤ k ≤ K with coefficients C_{uv;ij} ∈ N satisfying ∑_m u,v=1 Cuv;ij = k. This gives, by the definition

of the Kronecker power, that in matrix form, P_k = P_{k−1} ⊗ P_1

= (p^{k−1}1_mk−1 1^T_{mK−1} + S̃_{k−1} + Õ_{‖·‖2} (1)) ⊗ (p1_m1^T_m + X/ √ N) = p^k1_mk 1^T_{mk} + p^{k−1}1_mk−1 1^T_{mk−1} ⊗ X/ √ N + pS̃_{k−1} ⊗ (1_m1^T_m) + Õ_{‖·‖2} (1), where we used in the second line S̃_{k−1} to denote terms in (24) that are linear in (the entries of) X with S̃_1 = X/ √ N, and Õ_{‖·‖2} (1) to denote matrices of spectral norm order Õ(1), as a consequence of the fact that ‖A‖_2 ≤ N‖A‖_{max} for A ∈ R^{N×N} and ‖A‖_{max} ≡ max_{i,j} |A_{ij} |; and in third line the fact that ‖S̃_{k−1}‖_2 = Õ( √ N) and Lemma 3 so that S̃_{k−1} ⊗ X/ √ N = Õ_{‖·‖2} (1).

Note that by definition of S_k in (6), P_k can be rewritten as the following recursion on S_k,

P_k = p^k1_mk 1^T_{mk} + √ NS_k + Õ_{‖·‖2} (1), S_1 = X/N, (25)

by taking S_k = S̃_k/ √ N for 1 ≤ k ≤ K, and by taking k = K, one has

P_K = p^K 1_N 1^T_N + √ NS_K + Õ_{‖·‖2} (1) ≡ P^{lin}_K + Õ_{‖·‖2} (1), S_1 = X/N, (26)

where we introduced the linearized probability matrix P^{lin}_K ∈ R^{N×N} as in (7). This concludes the proof of Item (i).

B.1.2 Proof of Proposition 1 Item (ii)

For Item (ii), note from the recursive definition in (6) that

S_k = p^{k−1} N 1_mk−1 1^T_{mk−1} ⊗ X + pS_{k−1} ⊗ 1_m1^T_m = p^{k−1} N (1_m1^T_m ⊗ 1_m1^T_m ⊗ · · · ⊗ X + · · · + X ⊗ · · · ⊗ 1_m1^T_m ⊗ 1_m1^T_m)

k times .

Since each term in the bracket is a linear combination of vec(X), with coefficients of the type p^{k−1}C_{uv;ij} /N = Õ(N^{−1}) as in (24). Taking k = K allows one to conclude that S_K = mat(Θvec(X)) for some coefficients Θ ∈ R^{N 2 ×m2} with ‖Θ‖_{max} = Õ(N^{−1}).

In the following, we will show that Θ1_m2 =^{pK−1K}_N 1_N 2 , Θ^T1_N 2 =^{pK−1KN}_{m2} 1_m2 . Note that the former follows straightforwardly from the binomial expansion in (24) that ∑_m u,v=1 Cuv;ij = K after K-th Kronecker product.

We now prove Θ^T1_N 2 =^{pK−1KN}_{m2} 1_m2 by exploiting the structures in the columns of Θ. First, for 1 ≤ k ≤ K, we have S_k = mat(Θ_kvec(X)), (27)

for some coefficients Θ_k ∈ R^{m2k ×m2} determined by the binomial expansion and p, k. With a slight abuse of notations, we denote Θ ≡ Θ_K ∈ R^{N 2 ×m2} . Denote θ_{i,k} ∈ R^{m2k} the i-th column of Θ_k, we have, for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ m and q = i + m(j − 1), that θ_{q,k} = p^{k−1} N vec (1_m1^T_m ⊗ 1_m1^T_m ⊗ · · · ⊗ E_{ij} + · · · + E_{ij} ⊗ · · · ⊗ 1_m1^T_m ⊗ 1_m1^T_m)

k times

, (28)

where we define the canonical matrix E_{ij} ∈ R^{m×m} in such a way that [E_{ij} ]_{uv} = δ_{iu} · δ_{jv}. Then, we have Θ^T_k 1_m2k =^{pk−1}_N km^{2k−2}1_m2 as a consequence of Lemma 5 (to be proven below), and therefore Θ^T1_N 2 =^{pK−1KN}_{m2} 1_m2 by taking k = K.

In the proof above, we use the following two technical lemmas.

Lemma 5. For 1 ≤ q ≤ m^2, 1 ≤ k ≤ K and θ_{q,k} ∈ R^{m2k} defined as (28) with the understanding that the definition of θ_{q,k} here disregards the coefficient p^{k−1}/N for simplicity, one has

1^T_{m2k} θ_{q,k} = km^{2k−2}.

Proof of Lemma 5. For 1 ≤ i, j ≤ m, we have ∑ u,v[E_{ij}]_{uv} = 1, so that for a fixed k, the value of 1^T_{m2k} θ_{q,k} is independent of q.

Note that the entries of θ_{q,k} is between 0 and k. We use ϕ_{i,q,k} to denote the number of occurrences of element i in θ_{q,k}. Then, for 2 ≤ k ≤ K, θ_{q,k} = vec ( 1_mk−1 1^T_{mk−1} ⊗ E_q + mat(θ_{q,k−1}) ⊗ 1_m1^T_m ) , (29) where we use E_q instead of E_{ij} in (28).

Thus, for 2 ≤ k ≤ K, we have ϕ_{0,q,k} = (m^2 − 1)ϕ_{0,q,k−1}, ϕ_{i,q,k} = (m^2 − 1)ϕ_{i,q,k−1} + ϕ_{i−1,q,k−1}, ϕ_{k,q,k} = 1. By Lemma 6, we have

1^T_{m2k} θ_{q,k} = k∑ i=1 iϕ_{i,q,k}

= k∑ i=1 k! (i − 1)!(k − i)!

(m^2 − 1)^{k−i} = km^{2k−2}, and thus the conclusion of the proof of Lemma 5. Lemma 6. For 2 ≤ k ≤ K, 0 ≤ i ≤ k, define {ϕ_{i,k}} as ϕ_{0,k} = (m^2 − 1)ϕ_{0,k−1}, ϕ_{i,k} = (m^2 − 1)ϕ_{i,k−1} + ϕ_{i−1,k−1}, ϕ_{k,k} = 1, where ϕ_{0,1} = m^2 − 1, ϕ_{1,1} = 1. Then a general formula of {ϕ_{i,k}} is ϕ_{i,k} = k! i!(k − i)! (m^2 − 1)^{k−i}. (30) Proof of Lemma 6. For k = 2, we have that ϕ_{0,2} = (m^2 − 1)^2, ϕ_{1,2} = 2(m^2 − 1), ϕ_{2,2} = 1.

Then, assume that (30) holds for 2 ≤ k ≤ K − 1, then we will show that (30) holds for k + 1. For 1 ≤ i ≤ k + 1, we have that ϕ_{0,k+1} = (m^2 − 1)ϕ_{0,k} = (m^2 − 1)^{k+1}, ϕ_{i,k+1} = (m^2 − 1)ϕ_{i,k} + ϕ_{i−1,k} = k! i!(k − i)! (m^2 − 1)^{k−i+1} + k! (i − 1)!(k − i + 1)!

(m^2 − 1)^{k−i+1} = (k + 1)!

i!(k − i + 1)!

(m^2 − 1)^{k−i+1}.

This thus concludes the proof of Lemma 6.

B.1.3 Proof of Proposition 1 Item (iii) Item (i) and (ii) of Proposition 1 are already proven in the main text, it remains to prove Item (iii) of Proposition 1 by establishing, for S_K as defined in (6), that rank(S_K ) ≤ (m − 1)K + 1. (31) We will in fact show that for all 1 ≤ k ≤ K, one has rank(S_k) ≤ (m − 1)k + 1. (32) To prove the above fact,

(i) we first explore the iterative definition of S_K in (6) to write it as the sum of K matrices M_{ℓ,K} , ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , K − 1} of rank at most m (which already provides an upper bound of the rank rank(S_K ) ≤ mK); and (ii) with a more detailed analysis on how the (left and right) singular spaces of M_{ℓ,K} “intersect” with each other when summing over ℓ to S_K , we can further tighten the upper bound to rank(S_K ) ≤ (m − 1)K + 1 as in the statement.

Recall the recursive definition of S_k in (6) as

S_k = p^{k−1} N (1_mk−1 1^T_{mk−1} ) ⊗ X + pS_{k−1} ⊗ (1_m1^T_m), S_1 = X/N, with k = 1, 2, . . . , K and N = m^K . It then follows from the iterative definition in (6) that S_k = p^{k−1}1_mk−1 1^T_{mk−1} ⊗ S_1 + pS_{k−1} ⊗ 1_m1^T_m = p^{k−1}1_mk−1 1^T_{mk−1} ⊗ S_1 + p(p^{k−2}1_mk−2 1^T_{mk−2} ⊗ S_1 + pS_{k−2} ⊗ 1_m1^T_m) ⊗ 1_m1^T_m . . . = p^{k−1} k−1∑ ℓ=0 (1_mℓ 1^T_{mℓ} ) ⊗ S_1 ⊗ (1_mk−ℓ−1 1^T_{mk−ℓ−1} ).

For k ∈ {1, . . . , K} and 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ k − 1, denote the shortcut M_{ℓ,k} = (1_mℓ 1^T_{mℓ} ) ⊗ S_1 ⊗ (1_mk−ℓ−1 1^T_{mk−ℓ−1} ), (33) one has S_k = p^{k−1} k−1∑ ℓ=0 M_{ℓ,k}. (34) Note that this already provides us with an upper bound of the rank, rank(S_K ) ≤ mK. (35) To further improve this (upper bound) estimate of the rank of S_K , we need to perform a more detailed analysis of the singular spaces of M_{ℓ,k}, particularly when they are summed over ℓ to get S_k.

To that end, consider, without loss of generality that S_1 = X/N is of full rank (which indeed leads to an upper bound on the rank of S_K eventually) the singular value decomposition (SVD) of S_1 as

S_1 = X/N = UΣV^T = m∑ i=1 σ_iu_iv^T_i ∈ R^{m×m} , (36)

with orthonormal U = [u_1, . . . , u_m], V = [v_1, . . . , v_m] ∈ R^{m×m} and diagonal Σ ∈ R^{m×m} .

So that M_{ℓ,k}, as the Kronecker product between S_1 and matrices of all ones per its definition in (33), admits the following decomposition (which is almost an SVD but with “unnormalized” singular vectors),

M_{ℓ,k} = (1_mℓ 1^T_{mℓ} ) ⊗ S_1 ⊗ (1_mk−ℓ−1 1^T_{mk−ℓ−1} ) = ( 1_mℓ 1^T_{mℓ} ) ⊗ ( UΣV^T ) ⊗ ( 1_mk−ℓ−1 1^T_{mk−ℓ−1} )

= m∑ i=1 σ_i(1_mℓ ⊗ u_i ⊗ 1_mk−ℓ−1 )(1_mℓ ⊗ v_i ⊗ 1_mk−ℓ−1 )^T

where we used the fact that (A⊗B)(C⊗D) = (AC)⊗(BD) with A, B, C, D of appropriate dimension.

To further perform an in-depth analysis of how the left and right singular spaces of M_{ℓ,K} intersect for different ℓ ≤ K − 1, we introduce the following shortcuts

ū_{ℓ,i,k} = 1_mℓ ⊗ u_i ⊗ 1_mk−ℓ−1 , (37) v̄_{ℓ,i,k} = 1_mℓ ⊗ v_i ⊗ 1_mk−ℓ−1 , (38)

so that M_{l,k} can be compactly rewritten as following sum of m rank-one matrices,

M_{ℓ,k} = m∑ i=1 σ_iū_{ℓ,i,k}v̄^T_{ℓ,i,k}, (39) so that S_k = p^{k−1} k−1∑ ℓ=0 M_{ℓ,k} = p^{k−1} k−1∑ ℓ=0 m∑ i=1 σ_iū_{ℓ,i,k}v̄^T_{ℓ,i,k}. (40) In the following, we focus on the subspace spanned by the vectors of ū_{ℓ,i,k} (which in fact forms the left singular space of M_{ℓ,k}). First note that by definition in (37), one has, for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ k − 1, the following recursive relation when increasing the value of k or ℓ,

ū_{ℓ,i,k+1} = ū_{ℓ,i,k} ⊗ 1_m, ū_{ℓ+1,i,k+1} = 1_m ⊗ ū_{ℓ,i,k}. (41)

A direct consequence of the recursion in (41) is the following lemma, saying that for any k ∈ {1, . . . , K}, the vector of all ones 1_mk is in the linear span of ū_{0,1,k}, ū_{0,2,k}, . . . , ū_{0,m,k}.

Lemma 7. For 1 ≤ k ≤ K and ū_{ℓ,i,k} defined as in (37), one has that 1_mk ∈ span{ū_{0,1,k}, ū_{0,2,k}, . . . , ū_{0,m,k}}, (42) and for 1 ≤ k ≤ K − 1 that

1_mk+1 ∈ span{ū_{1,1,k+1}, ū_{1,2,k+1}, . . . , ū_{1,m,k+1}}. (43)

Proof of Lemma 7. We shall prove Lemma 7 based on an induction on the index k. For k = 1, we have that ū_{0,1,1} = u_1, ū_{0,2,1} = u_2, . . . , ū_{0,m,1} = u_m ∈ R^m , (44) which, by definition, forms a basis of R^m , so that there exists a set of coefficients {α_{i,1}}^m_{i=1} such that

1_m = m∑ i=1 α_{i,1}u_i = m∑ i=1 α_{i,1}ū_{0,i,1}. (45)

Then, assume that (42) holds for 1 ≤ k ≤ K − 1, so that there exists a set of coefficients {α_{i,k}}^m_{i=1} such that 1_mk = m∑ i=1 α_{i,k}ū_{0,i,k}. (46)

Then, one has

1_mk+1 = 1_mk ⊗ 1_m = (_m ∑ i=1 α_{i,k}ū_{0,i,k} ) ⊗ 1_m = m∑ i=1 α_{i,k}ū_{0,i,k+1}, where we used the iterative relation in (41). This allows us to conclude the proof of (42) in Lemma 7.

For (43), it suffices to write, with (42) that

1_mk = m∑ i=1 α_{i,k}ū_{0,i,k}, (47) for some coefficients {α_{i,k}}^m_{i=1}, so that

1_mk+1 = 1_m ⊗ 1_mk = 1_m ⊗ (_m ∑ i=1 α_{i,k}ū_{0,i,k} ) = m∑ i=1 α_{i,k}ū_{1,i,k+1}, (48) This thus concludes the proof of Lemma 7.

With the recursion in (41) and Lemma 7 at hand, we are now already to characterize the precise “interaction” of the left singular space of M_{ℓ,k} and that of M_ℓ′_{,k} with ℓ^′ ≤ ℓ. This is described in the following result.

Lemma 8. For 2 ≤ k ≤ K, define the linear spans of vectors A_k, B_k ⊆ R^{mk} as, A_k = span{ū_{0,1,k}, . . . , ū_{0,m−1,k}, ū_{1,1,k}, . . . , ū_{1,m−1,k}, . . . , ū_{k−1,1,k}, . . . , ū_{k−1,m−1,k}, ū_{k−1,m,k}}, B_k = span{ū_{0,m,k}, . . . , ū_{k−2,m,k}}. Then, one has B_k ⊆ A_k.

Proof of Lemma 8. We will prove Lemma 8 again using a mathematical induction on the index k.

First, in the case k = 2, it suffices to show that

B_2 = ū_{0,m,2} ∈ A_2 = span{ū_{0,1,2}, . . . , ū_{0,m−1,2}, ū_{1,1,2}, . . . , ū_{1,m−1,2}, ū_{1,m,2}}. (49) This allows in a straightforward manner from the fact that, 1_m2 ∈ span{ū_{1,1,2}, ū_{1,2,2}, . . . , ū_{1,m,2}}. (50) by taking k = 1 in (43), as well as 1_m2 ∈ span{ū_{0,1,2}, ū_{0,2,2}, . . . , ū_{0,m,2}}, (51) by taking k = 2 in (42), so that ū_{0,m,2} ∈ A_2.

Now, assume that B_k ⊆ A_k holds, we would like to show that B_{k+1} ⊆ A_{k+1}. Let C_k = span{ū_{1,1,k}, . . . , ū_{1,m−1,k}, . . . , ū_{k−1,1,k}, . . . , ū_{k−1,m−1,k}, ū_{k−1,m,k}} ⊆ A_k, (52) we have, by the recursive relation in (41) and B_k ⊆ A_k, that ū_{1,m,k+1}, ū_{2,m,k+1}, . . . , ū_{k−1,m,k+1} = 1_m ⊗ ū_{0,m,k}, 1_m ⊗ ū_{1,m,k}, . . . , 1_m ⊗ ū_{k−2,m,k} ∈ C_{k+1} ⊆ A_{k+1}. (53) It thus remains to show that ū_{0,m,k+1} ∈ A_{k+1}, (54) to reach the conclusion of B_{k+1} ⊆ A_{k+1}.

To this end, by (42) in Lemma 7, we have that ū_{0,m,k+1} ∈ span{ū_{0,1,k+1}, ū_{0,2,k+1}, . . . , ū_{0,m−1,k+1}, 1_mk+1 }, (55) since 1_mk+1 = 1_m ⊗ 1_mk , 1_mk ∈ span{ū_{0,1,k}, ū_{0,2,k}, . . . , ū_{0,m,k}}, (56) we thus get, using again (41), that 1_mk+1 ∈ span{ū_{1,1,k+1}, ū_{1,2,k+1}, . . . , ū_{1,m,k+1}}. (57) Now, recall from (53) that ū_{1,m,k+1} ∈ C_{k+1}, so that we have 1_mk+1 ∈ C_{k+1}, (58) and therefore ū_{0,m,k+1} ∈ span{ū_{0,1,k+1}, ū_{0,2,k+1}, . . . , ū_{0,m−1,k+1}} ∪ C_{k+1} ⊆ A_{k+1}. (59) This allows us to conclude that B_{k+1} ⊆ A_{k+1} and thus the conclusion of the proof of Lemma 8.

In plain words, Lemma 8 tells that, for given k ≤ K, the left singular space of M_{ℓ,k}, when summing over ℓ to form the matrix of interest S_k = p^{k−1} ∑_{k−1} ℓ=0 M_{ℓ,k}, intersects with each other in such a way that rank(S_k) < mk.

To obtain a tight upper bound of rank(S_k) (than mk), it follows from Lemma 8 that for 2 ≤ k ≤ K and 0 ≤ j ≤ k − 2, the basis vectors ū_{j,m,k} of B_k can be written as the following linear combination

ū_{j,m,k} = k−1∑ ℓ=0 m−1∑ i=1 γ_{j,ℓ,i,k}ū_{ℓ,i,k} + γ_{j,k−1,m,k}ū_{k−1,m,k}, (60) for some set of coefficients {γ_{j,ℓ,i,k}}. Then, it follows from (40) that

p^{1−k}S_k = k−1∑ ℓ=0 m∑ i=1 σ_iū_{ℓ,i,k}v̄^T_{ℓ,i,k}

= k−1∑ ℓ=0 m−1∑ i=1 σ_iū_{ℓ,i,k}v̄^T_{ℓ,i,k} + k−2∑ ℓ=0 σ_mū_{ℓ,m,k}v̄^T_{ℓ,m,k} + σ_mū_{k−1,m,k}v̄^T_{k−1,m,k}

= k−1∑ ℓ=0 m−1∑ i=1 σ_iū_{ℓ,i,k}v̄^T_{ℓ,i,k} + k−2∑ ℓ=0 σ_m (_{k−1} ∑ ℓ^′=0 m−1∑ i=1 γ_{ℓ,ℓ}′_{,i,k}ū_ℓ′_{,i,k} + γ_{ℓ,k−1,m,k}ū_{k−1,m,k} ) v̄^T_{ℓ,m,k} + σ_mū_{k−1,m,k}v̄^T_{k−1,m,k} = k−1∑ ℓ=0 m−1∑ i=1 ū_{ℓ,i,k} ( σ_iv̄^T_{ℓ,i,k} + k−2∑ ℓ^′=0 σ_mγ_ℓ′_{,ℓ,i,k}v̄^T_ℓ′_{,m,k} )

+ σ_mū_{k−1,m,k} ( v̄^T_{k−1,m,k} + k−2∑ ℓ^′=0 γ_ℓ′_{,k−1,m,k}v̄^T_ℓ′_{,m,k} ) ,

where in the last equality we exchanged the index ℓ and ℓ^′ for the ease of exposition, so that S_k, as the sum of (m − 1)k + 1 matrices of rank-one, satisfies rank(S_k) ≤ (m − 1)k + 1. (61) Also, note that in passing we have shown that 1_mk ∈ A_k, so that we have similarly that rank(P^{lin}_K ) = rank(p^K 1_N 1^T_N + √ NS_K ) ≤ (m − 1)K + 1. (62) with N = m^K . This thus allows us to conclude of the proof of Item (iii) in Proposition 1.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 1

By Definition 1, we have A = Π(P_K +Z)Π^{−1} = ΠP^{lin}_K Π^{−1} +Z+Õ_{‖·‖2} (1), where we used the fact that ‖P_K − P^{lin}_K ‖_2 = Õ(1) from Proposition 1 and that the distribution of Z is invariant after permuted by Π. This concludes the proof of Theorem 1.

B.3 Proof of Lemma 1

By Theorem 1, we have A = ΠP_K Π^{−1} + Z. First, we can note that 1^T_N ΠP_K Π^{−1}1_N = 1^T_N P_K 1_N = p^K N^2 + √ N1^T_N S_K 1_N + Õ(N) = p^K N^2 + Õ(N^{3/2}), where we used ‖S_K ‖_{max} = Õ(N^{−1}) so that √ N1^T_N S_K 1_N = Õ(N^{3/2}). It then follows from the strong law of large numbers that^1_{N 2} 1^T_N Z1_N → 0 almost surely as N → ∞, and thus the conclusion.

B.4 Proof of Proposition 2

Note from the proof of Lemma 1 that 1^T_N A1_N = 1^T_N P_K 1_N + O(N) = 1^T_N P^{lin}_K 1_N + Õ(N) = p^K N^2 + √ N1^T_N S_K 1_N + Õ(N). Moreover, by Item (ii) of Proposition 1 and the assumption that 1^T_mX1_m = Õ(N −1/2), we have 1T_N S_K 1_N = 1T_{N 2} Θvec(X) =^{pK−1KN}_{m2} 1T_{m2} vec(X) = Õ(√N), so that^1_{N 2} 1T_N A1_N =

p^K + Õ(N^{−1}) and^{1TN A1N}_{N 2} 1_N 1^T_N = p^K 1_N 1^T_N + Õ_{‖·‖2} (1). This concludes the proof of Proposition 2.

C Spectral Analysis of Random Kronecker Graphs

In this section, we provide some additional theoretical and empirical results on the spectra of large random Kronecker graphs. With Theorem 1 and Proposition 2 at hand, we have the following result on the asymptotic singular spectral characterization of the centered adjacency Ā =^{1√}_N ( A −^{1TN A1N}_{N 2} 1_N 1^T_N ) defined in (11).

Theorem 2 (Asymptotic characterization of adjacency spectrum). Under the notations and setting of Proposition 2, the empirical singular value distribution μ¯_A, defined as the normalized countering measure μ¯_A ≡^1_N ∑_N i=1 δ_{σ̂i} of σ̂_i, the singular values (listed in a decreasing order) of the centered adjacency Ā in (11) with p^K → p̄ ∈ (0, 1), converges weakly to μ(dx) = √ 4p̄(1 − p̄) − x^2 p̄(1 − p̄)π · 1^[_{0,2}√_{p̄(1−p̄)}^](x) dx, (63)

with probability approaching one as N → ∞, known as the (rescaled) quarter-circle law [3]. Moreover, let ℓ_i = lim_{N→∞} σ_i(S^Π_K )/ √ p̄(1 − p̄) and ℓ_1 > ℓ_2 > · · · > ℓ_{rank(S}Π_{K )} with σ_i(S^Π_K ) the ith largest singular value of S^Π_K defined in (10), with associated left and right singular vectors u_i and v_i, then, the top singular values as well as the associated (left and right) singular vector triples (σ̂_i, û_i, v̂_i) of Ā establish the following phase transition behavior

σ̂_i → {√ p̄(1 − p̄)(2 + ℓ^2_i + ℓ^{−2}_i ), ℓ_i > 1, 2 √ p̄(1 − p̄), ℓ_i ≤ 1;

(64)

and for 1 ≤ i ≤ rank(S^Π_K ), 1 ≤ j ≤ N,

(u^T_i û_j)^2 → (1 − ℓ^{−2}_i ) · 1_{ℓi≥1} · 1_{i=j} , (v^T_i v̂_j )^2 → (1 − ℓ^{−2}_i ) · 1_{ℓi≥1} · 1_{i=j}. (65)

Proof of Theorem 2. The singular values σ_i(Ā) of Ā ∈ R^{N×N} are the square root of the corresponding eigenvalues λ_i(ĀĀ^T) of ĀĀ^T, i.e., σ_i(Ā) = √ λ_i(ĀĀ^T), and it thus suffices to evaluate the eigenvalues and the corresponding eigenvectors of the positive semi-definite matrix ĀĀ^T and Ā^TĀ. It then follows from Proposition 2 that Ā can be decomposed, for N large, as the sum of a zero-mean random matrix Z/ √ N and a small-rank deterministic signal matrix S^Π_K as Ā = Z/ √ N + S^Π_K + Õ_{‖·‖2} (N^{−1/2}). The asymptotic characterization of eigenvalues and eigenvectors of sample covariance matrices ĀĀ^T or

ĀTĀ are rather standard in the random matrix literature, but only when the the rank of the signal matrix S^Π_K is fixed with respect to its dimension N → ∞, see for example [4, 5, 8, 16, 18, 21, 24, 32, 47] and the references therein.

Here, we are in the setting where the rank of S^Π_K grows with the dimension N, but very slowly in the sense that rank(S^Π_K ) ≤ (m − 1)K + 1 = (m − 1) log_m(N) + 1 = o(N), as shown in Item (iii) of Proposition 1. And it suffices to apply the deterministic equivalent result, e.g., [16, Theorem 2.4], and note that the resulting approximation errors are of the order O(log(N)N^{−1/4}) for Z having bounded and thus sub-gaussian entries. This concludes the proof of Theorem 2.

Let S^Π_K =

∑_{rank(SK )} i=1 σ_i(S^Π_K )u_iv^T_i denote the singular value decomposition (SVD) of S^Π_K , a first estimate of S^Π_K is to apply the hard thresholding (HS) on the SVD of the noisy centered adjacency Ā as in (14) Ŝ^{HS}_K = ∑^{rank(SK )} i=1 σ̂_iû_iv̂^T_i , (66)

with (σ̂_i, û_i, v̂_i) the singular values (listed in a decreasing order) and singular vector triples of Ā. We know, however from Theorem 2 that this first estimate, despite taking a simple form and minimizes the spectral norm difference ‖Ŝ^{HS}_K − Ā‖_2 under the constraint of having rank rank(S_K ) (as a consequence of the Eckart–Young–Mirsky theorem, see [19, 41]), is a “biased” estimate of the object of interest S^Π_K for N large, in the following sense:

(i) when the signal-to-noise-ratio (SNR) ℓ_i = σ_i(S^Π_K )/ √ p̄(1 − p̄) of S^Π_K defined in Theorem 2 is below the phase transition threshold 1, the corresponding σ̂_i is independent of σ_i(S^Π_K ), with singular vectors asymptotically orthogonal to the true u_i and v_i; and

(ii) even for SNR above the threshold, one still has σ̂_i ≠ σ_i(S^Π_K ) and that there is a non-trivial “angle” between û_i and u_i (and similarly between v̂_i and v_i), unless the SNR ℓ_i → ∞.

00.511.522.53

00.511.522.53

−0.02 00.02

Figure 4: (Left) Histogram of singular values of Ā/ √ p̄(1 − p̄) (blue) versus the limiting quarter-circle law spectrum and spikes (red). (Right) Left singular vector associated to the largest singular value of Ā (blue), versus the (rescaled, according to Theorem 2) top left singular vector of S^{Π=IN}_K (red). A similar observation can be made for right singular vectors, but with larger random fluctuation. With m = 2, K = 12 so that N = m^K = 4 096, p = 0.7 and vec(X) = [−5.5, 5.5, −1.5, 1.5]^T .

The asymptotic behavior of the singular values and vectors in Theorem 2 are numerically confirmed in Figure 4 for K = 12 and N = 4 096. We observe, in the case of Figure 4, that one singular value of Ā (due to the small-rank S^{Π=IN}_K ) isolates from the limiting quarter-circle law, with the associated singular vector a noisy and rescaled version of that of S^{IN}_K . We also see that the top singular vector of S^{IN}_K establishes a clear pattern, as a consequence of the linear relation in (8). This property will be exploited later for approximate inference of the graph parameters X.

Remark 5 (On small-rank perturbation of random matrices). The spiked model of the form Ā in Proposition 2 has attracted significant research interest in the literature of large-dimensional random matrix theory, see for example [4, 5, 8, 32]. To the best of our knowledge, the only previous efforts that have studied the case of small but increasing rank (with rank(S) = o(N) for S the signal matrix) are

24

[47] for deformed complex Gaussian Wigner matrices and [30] under both additive and multiplicative perturbation models of the type ZZ^T + SS^T or (I + S)^12 ZZ^T(I + S)^12 for random Z and small-rank signal S. However, these results do not directly as the model under study here in different from that in [30]. In this vein, we extend the technical results in [30] to characterize the adjacency singular spectra of random Kronecker graph models as in Definition 1.

In the following result, we provide asymptotic theoretical guarantee on the shrinkage estimator used in Algorithm 2, by adapting the proof from [21] to the Kronecker graph model.

Corollary 1 (Shrinkage estimation of small-rank S_K ). Under the notation and setting of Theorem 2, define the following shrinkage estimator,

Ŝ_K = ∑^N_{i=1} f(σ̂_i)û_iv̂T_i , (67)

for f(t) = √ t^2 − 4p̄(1 − p̄) · 1_{t>2}√_{p̄(1−p̄)} and (σ̂_i, û_i, v̂_i) the triple of singular values (listed in a decreasing order) and singular vectors of Ā. Suppose all singular values of S^Π_K that are greater than √ p̄(1 − p̄) are all distinct, one has

‖S^Π_K − Ŝ_K ‖^2_F −

∑_{rank(SK )} i=1 g ( σ_i(S^Π_K ) ) → 0, almost surely as N → ∞, with g(t) = { p̄(1 − p̄) ( 2 − p̄(1 − p̄)t^{−2} ) , t > √ p̄(1 − p̄) t^2, t ≤ √ p̄(1 − p̄). Proof of Corollary 1. Here we prove Corollary 1 following the line of arguments in as in the proof of [21, Theorem 1]. Note that by expanding the Frobenius norm, we get, for σ_i ≡ σ_i(S^Π_K ) the ordered singular values of S^Π_K and f(t) defined in (67) that,

‖S^Π_K − Ŝ_K ‖^2_F = ∑_r i=1 [ (σ_i)^2 + (f(σ̂_i))^2 ] − 2 ∑_r i,j=1 σif(σ̂i)(u T i û_j )(v^T_i v̂_j) + o(1) = ∑_r i=1 [ (σ_i)^2 − 2σ_if(σ̂_i)(u^T_i û_i)(v^T_i v̂_i) + (f(σ̂_i))^2 ] + o(1), = ∑_r i=1 [ p̄(1 − p̄)(2 − p̄(1 − p̄)σ^{−2}_i ) · 1_{σi>}√_{p̄(1−p̄)} + σ^2_i · 1_{σi≤}√_{p̄(1−p̄)} ] + o(1)

where we used in the first equality the fact that there are at most r ≡ rank(S_K ) singular values σ̂_i of Ā greater than (the right edge of the quarter-circle law) 2 √ p̄(1 − p̄) by Theorem 2, and the asymptotic singular vector characterization in Theorem 2 in the second and third line. It can be shown that the nonlinear shrinkage estimator Ŝ_K introduced in Corollary 1 yields the minimum (asymptotic) Frobenius norm error among all estimators of the form Ŝ_K = ∑_N i=1 f(σ̂_i)û_iv̂^T_i with f : R_{≥0} → R_{≥0} , see for detail in [21, Theorem 1].

D Additional Numerical Results

Figure 5 compares the performance and running time of the proposed Algorithm 1, the moment-based approach proposed in [23], and the KronFit algorithm in [36].

Remark 6 (On moment-based method). The moment-based approach proposed in [23] has the following limitations in Kronecker graph inference:

(i) it is applicable only when the Kronecker initiator P_1 has a dimension of m = 2; and

(ii) it only applies to undirected graphs.

It employs three strategies to solve for the Kronecker graph initiator: the direct minimization approach, the grid-search approach, and the leading-term-matching approach.

The direct minimization approach is (believed to be) able to achieve similar performance as the grid-search approach, albeit with significantly reduced computational time, see [23, Section 5.2]. Conversely, the leading-term-matching approach can offer a noteworthy computational speed advantage, owing to its distinctive solution methodology. Its use cases are limited to Kronecker graphs satisfying some technical conditions, which may not always hold in practical scenarios, as detailed in [23, Section 4.3].

As a consequence of the discussions in Remark 6, we adopt the direct minimization procedure when employing the moment-based approach, and test these methods on undirected Kronecker graphs. We observe from Figure 5 that:

(i) for sparse graphs, the proposed Algorithm 1 and the KronFit algorithm outperform the momentbased method; while for dense graphs, the moment-based approach exhibits a slight performance advantage over the two approaches; and

(ii) the moment-based approach demonstrates a running time much lower than KronFit and even than standard Algorithm 1 for sparse graphs (in fact even to that of accelerated Algorithm 1 using RNLA techniques, so Remark 3 and Figure 3 for further discussions and illustrations); and

(iii) the running time of the moment-based approach, however, grows rapidly as the graph becomes denser, while the running time of the proposed approach stays within a reasonably acceptable range.

10^{−6}10^{−5}10^{−4}10^{−3}10^{−2}10^{−1} 10^110_2 10^3

Average connecting probability p̄ = p^{log2 N}

MSE ‖x̂ − x‖^2

Ours IHT N = 1 024 Ours IHT N = 2 048 Moment-based N = 1 024 Moment-based N = 2 048 Ours Relax N = 1 024 Ours Relax N = 2 048 KronFit N = 1 024 KronFit N = 2 048

10^{−6}10^{−5}10^{−4}10^{−3}10^{−2}10^{−1} 10^{−1} 10^010110_2 10^3104

Average connecting probability p̄ = p^{log2 N}

Average running time (s)

Figure 5: Estimation MSEs (left) and running time (right) of the moment-based method, the KronFit algorithm and the proposed approach on random undirected Kronecker graphs with p ranging from 0.3 to 0.8, x = [4.75, 1.75, 1.75, −8.25], and 20% vertices randomly shuffled, for N = 1 024 and 2 048. Result obtained over 10 independent runs.

E Dataset Statistics

We present Table 2 below the statistics of the graph classification datasets used in Section 4.2. PRO- TEINS [10], NCI1 [58], and ENZYMES are chemical graphs, whereas IMDB-B, REDDIT-B, COLLAB, IMDB-M, and REDDIT-5K are social graphs.

Table 2: Statistics of different graph datasets from [35]

Dataset Graphs Classes Average Number of Nodes Average Number of Edges

PROTEINS 1 113 2 39.06 72.82 NCI1 4 110 2 29.87 32.30 REDDIT-B 2 000 2 429.63 497.75 IMDB-B 1 000 2 19.77 96.53 ENZYMES 600 6 32.63 62.14 COLLAB 5 000 3 74.49 2457.78 IMDB-M 1 500 3 13.00 65.94 REDDIT-5K 4 999 5 508.52 594.87