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UNIQUENESS OF COMMUNITIES IN REGULAR STOCHASTIC BLOCK
MODELS

SAYAR KARMAKAR, MOUMANTI PODDER

ABSTRACT. This paper studies the regular stochastic block model comprising several communities:
each of the k non-overlapping communities, for k > 3, possesses n vertices, each of which has total
degree d. The values of the intra-cluster degrees (i.e. the number of neighbours of a vertex inside
the cluster it belongs to) and the inter-cluster degrees (i.e. the number of neighbours of a vertex
inside a cluster different from its own) are allowed to vary across clusters. We discuss two main
results: the first compares the probability measure induced by our model with the uniform measure
on the space of d-regular graphs on kn vertices, and the second establishes that the clusters, under
rather weak assumptions, are unique asymptotically almost surely as n — oo.

1. INTRODUCTION

This paper concerns itself with the regular stochastic block model, henceforth abbreviated as
RSBM, that is used to study clustered networks. These networks exhibit community structure,
whereby the individuals participating in the network, typically indicated as nodes or vertices of a
graph, are split into overlapping or non-overlapping groups, usually with dense connections inter-
nally and sparser connections between different groups. Community structure is common in many
complex networks such as computer and information networks (Eé]), online social networks and
biological networks m |l_l| @ @ that include proteln—proteln and gene-gene interactions (ﬂ3__l|])
biological neural networks (@]) metabohc networks ( etc. Detectlng communities in clustered
networks has been pursued with fervour ﬂ4_l| @ @ I @ ), since communities often act as
meta-nodes in a network and individuals within the same community tend to exhibit behavioural
and functional similarities, simplifying the analysis of the underlying features of the network. The
characteristics displayed by each distinct community may also vary greatly from the average prop-
erties of the network. The existence of communities may also significantly affect the spreading of
rumours, epidemics etc. within the network.

The stochastic block model, henceforth abbreviated as SBM, (introduced in [22], surveyed in [1]),
has been the most popular model, so far, in studying clustered networks. In its most simplified form,
this model comprises 2n vertices that are partitioned into two equi-sized clusters. Edges between
all pairs of vertices appear mutually independently, with probability p if both vertices belong to the
same cluster, and probability ¢ if they belong to different clusters. Letting the intra-cluster average
degree be a ~ pn and the inter-cluster average degree be b ~ @ and B studied the SBM in
the regime where a,b = O(logn), whereas Nﬁg [15), [34], tﬂ]’ E%], 138] and [30] studied SBM
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in the regime where a,b = O(1), as n grows to co. Other variants of this model studied are the
Bayesian SBM 1), degree-corrected block models N(i%]) labeled SBM ([27, [21]), SBM in sparse
hypergraphs ([45]) etc. We also refer the reader to |16], ﬂﬂ] and [13] for discussions on relations
between community detection in SBM and the minimum bisection problem that seeks to partition
a graph of 2n vertices into two equi-sized parts such that the number of edges across the parts is
minimized.

Since the essence of our paper is to focus on the case where the given model constitutes several
underlying clusters, we emphasize on the following developments in the literature. In M], it was
conjectured that if the signal-to-noise ratio of a given SBM is strictly higher than 1, then it is
possible to detect communities in polynomial time, or, in other words, the well-known Kesten-
Stigum threshold is achieved; moreover, if the number of underlying communities in the model
exceeds 4, it is possible to detect the communities information-theoretically for some signal-to-
noise ratio strictly lower than 1. It was shown in B] that the Kesten-Stigum threshold is achieved
in SBM’s with multiple communities satisfying certain asymmetry assumptions, whereas the full
conjecture of ﬂﬂ], for several clusters, was established in E] The extension of SBM from two to
several communities has proven to be a veritable challenge during the course of development of this
field.

The RSBM was introduced in ﬂﬁ] (note that two regular versions of the SBM in the sparse regime
was proposed in [36], and equitable random graphs have been studied in [44] and [4]). As in [9],
we assume that each intra-cluster degree and each inter-cluster degree exceeds 3, ensuring that
the resulting graph is connected with high probability. The RSBM differs from the SBM with
constant average intra-cluster and inter-cluster degrees in that the latter has a positive probability
of possessing isolated vertices. In RSBM, the imposition of the constraint that each vertex has a
constant number of neighbours in each given cluster gives more structure to the graph, but at the
same time, robs the model of the edge-independence that is present in SBM.

We now highlight the novelties as well as describe the organization of our paper. We emphasize
that our model is more general than that of ﬂQ] in that it takes into account multiple communities
as well as intra-cluster and inter-cluster degree values that differ across communities. We answer
questions similar to those in HQ], but the proof techniques are more involved and require careful
analysis. To set the stage, in .11 we describe the notations and terminology used throughout the
paper; in §L.21 we describe the model and its underlying measure in details; in §I.3] we describe
the well-known configuration model and the associated exploration process, and their importance
in the generation of uniformly random regular or bipartite-regular graphs.

In §21 we show that the measure induced by RSBM on kn vertices, each with degree d, where k
denotes the number of communities and n the number of members in each community, is distinct
from the measure that makes a uniformly random selection out of the collection of all d-regular
graphs on kn vertices. In §3] we show that under rather weak assumptions, the underlying clusters
of the model are unique almost surely as n approaches co. We draw attention of the reader to a
key difference between our analysis and the analysis in [ﬂg], §3.2.2]: while they had the symmetry,
around 1/2, of the binary entropy function H(a) = —alogy a — (1 — a) logy(1 — @) in their favour
due to the presence of only two clusters, we require a somewhat different strategy to handle the
higher number of clusters in our model. Even in the homogeneous case, where all the intra-cluster
degrees are the same, there is need for a thorough case-by-case analysis that is much more intricate
than in ﬂﬁ] We emphasize here that in the homogeneous case, our analysis allows for the inter-
cluster degrees to exceed, by far, the intra-cluster degrees. This is a significant generalization
over the much more usual assumption of denser intra-cluster connections and sparser inter-cluster
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connections found in the literature. In the heterogeneous scenario, we need a more restricted range
of intra-cluster and inter-cluster degrees, as described in [[BJ]) and ([B.2]), Theorem BI].

1.1. Notations. Given n,d € N, we denote by R} the set of all d-regular graphs on n labeled
vertices, and by B the set of all d-bipartite-regular graphs on 2n labeled vertices where each
cluster comprises n vertices. We shall denote by p the uniform measure on R.

Given a graph G, we denote by V(G) its vertex set and by E(G) its edge set. Given S C V(G)
and v € V(G), we let degg(v) denote the number of edges {u,v} where u € S. We denote by G|s
the subgraph of G that is induced on S. For disjoint subsets S; and S of V(G), we denote by
deg(S1,52) the number of edges {u;,up} where u; € S; and up € Sy. We let Glg, 5, denote the
subgraph with vertex set S; U So and edge set {{u1,us} : u; € Si,us € Sa}. Given v € V(G) and
r €N, we let B(v,r) ={u € V(G) : p(u,v) < r} be the neighbourhood of radius r around v, where
p is the usual graph metric. We let 0B(v,r) = {u € V(G) : p(u,v) = r} denote the boundary of
B(v,r).

Given an infinite sequence of graphs {G,,} and a graph property A, we say that A holds asymp-
totically almost surely (a.a.s.) for this sequence if P[G,, satisfies property A] — 1 as n — oc.
Given any two functions f : N — RT and ¢ : N — RT, we write f(n) ~ g(n) to indicate that
f(n)/g(n) — 1 as n — oc.

For any a € (0, 1), recall that the Shannon entropy for a Bernoulli(«) distribution is given by
H(a) = —alogya — (1 — a)logy (1l — «v). This will be used in §3]

1.2. Decription of the model. Our k-cluster RSBM, denoted G, has the following parameters:

(i) n denotes the number of vertices in each cluster,
(ii) k denotes the number of clusters,
(iii) and A = (A4;;), <ijek 18 a k x k symmetric matrix of strictly positive integers such that,
for some d € N,

k
Y ajj=dforalli=1,... k. (1.1)
j=1

Starting with kn labeled vertices, we uniformly randomly partition them into k clusters Cy,...,Cy,

each of size n. Independent of each other, we now place on the vertices of C; a uniformly random
member of RZ”, and across the clusters C; and C; a uniformly random member of Bgi,j’ for all
i,j € {1,...,k} with ¢ # j. The criterion in (L)) ensures that any realization of our model will
be d-regular. All the parameters except n remain fixed throughout our analysis. We analyze the
asymptotic behaviour of the model as n — oc.

1.3. Configuration model and exploration process. The configuration model plays a crucial
role as a tool in our arguments in §8l Given d,n € N such that dn is even, this model (see ﬂﬂ, E‘])
allows us to generate a d-regular random graph on n labeled vertices vy,...,v, (possibly with
self-loops and parallel edges) according to the following procedure, also known as the exploration
process:

(i) Fix a total order v; < vy < ... < v, on the vertex set, and let Z; = {§;:1<j < d}
denote the set of half-edges emanating from v;, for all i = 1,...,n. Let 2 = (J | Z;. We
define a total ordering on = as follows: all half-edges in =; come before every half-edge in
Eit1 foralli=1,...,n—1, and within each 5;, we have §; ; < § j41 forall 1 <j<d—1.

(ii) We first choose ¢ uniformly randomly from the set = \ {&1.1} and form the edge {é , 51,1}.
Having constructed the first £ edges, we find the smallest half-edge &; ; yet unmatched
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with another half-edge, and choosing a 5 uniformly randomly from the remaining subset
of half-edges, we form the edge {&J—, 3 } Thus we form a perfect matching on Z.

We also describe here the exploration process aimed at generating a random d-regular bipartite
graph in which each cluster contains n vertices. In this case, we label the vertices of one partition
as u; < uy < --- < uy and the other as v; < vy < --- < wv,. Welet Z; = {§;: 1 < j < d} denote
the set of half-edges emanating from u; and I'; = {v; ; : 1 < j < n} the set of half-edges emanating
from v;, and the total orderings on = = (J;; Z; and on I' = [JI"; I'; are analogous to the one
described above. We first choose, uniformly randomly, a 4 out of I', and form the edge {%,&1.1}.
After having constructed the k-th edge, we find the smallest &; ; in = that is yet to be matched
with a half-edge from I'. We choose, uniformly randomly, a half-edge 4 from I' that has not yet
been matched, and form the edge {7,&; ;}. This leads to a perfect matching between = and T'.

It has been shown in ﬁ] that in either of the cases above, the probability that the generated
random graph is simple, i.e. devoid of self-loops and parallel edges, stays bounded away from 0 as d
stays bounded and n — co. We can thus condition on the event that the generated random graph
is simple, which in turn allows us to prove the results in §3] using the exploration process.

Henceforth, we call a half-edge emanating from a vertex in C; and matched with a half-edge from
a vertex in Cj, a half-edge of type {i,j}, for all 4,5 € {1,... ,k}.

2. COMPARING RSBM WITH UNIFORM MEASURE ON d-REGULAR GRAPHS ON kn VERTICES

We state here our first main result. Let u’j denote the probability measure of G2 and S’ the
support of py. Recall from §I.T] that ,u’;" denotes the uniform random measure on R’j".

Theorem 2.1. Under the above set-up, keeping the matriz A fized, we have

=1 2.1
=1 (21)

where TV denotes the total variation distance between two probability measures.

n kn
HAs g

lim ‘
n—0o0

The proof begins with stating two well-known results. For given n and d with 1 < d = o (nl/ 2),
[13d], Corollary 5.3] states that

(nd)!
Ryl =C 2.2
IRl (nd/2)1274/2(dl)n’ (2:2)
where C' = C(n, d) remains bounded as n grows. Similarly, [[32], Theorem 2] states that
n (dn)!
|Bd| = O/ (d')gnv (23)

where C’ = C’(n,d) remains bounded as n grows. We now use these estimates to count the total
number of possible realizations of G{. Given kn labeled vertices, we choose the vertex sets for the
clusters Cyq,...,C in

<k‘n> <(k . 1)n> <2n> <n> (kn)!\2r0en) () E g < John )

n n n n - nk=1)/2

()" {vamm ()Y @)t

many ways. The number of possible a; ;-regular graphs on C;, for each i = 1,. .., k, equals, by (Z2)),

o ( (na;;)! > PN 2m(a; in) (M)a”n
(nai;/2)12m%/2 (a; ;)" g ) (S) "2 2nen /2 (| faman; (420) )"

>
e
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a;,in/2 n%i m/22 a; z”/2 —a; m/22a“n/2 (27.‘_&2 Z)n/2 aa“ne_al in
i, i,

—Q;,iM

noi in/2 a;in/2
=0

(az 1+1)n/2( )n/2

’ll

Similarly, by (2Z3]), the number of possible a; j-bipartite-regular graphs across clusters C; and C;,
for each i # j and i,j € {1,...,k}, is given by
o (Laim)! _ o (V/2laign) ()™ _ [ Vmaiy e N antenetn
(i) "\ {/2rar, (22)®9)* )\ " gl \@nna a1
) e

27TCLZ'7]') a z g
Therefore, combining these estimates, the total number of possible realizations of G’ on a given
set of kn labeled vertices becomes

e 2ai,5n

Z‘?j

o kk a“n/2 a;,in/2 H \/’na”nea”n
n(k=1) /2 (az i+1 n/2 S ) a”+1
Lkngy, Sk n/2 Z§_1 a; jezi_l n/2 Zj—l ai,j pk(k—1)/4 Lknpknd/2, knd/2n(k2—3k+2)/4
= a; i+1)n/2 n n = a; i+1)n/2 n
(=172, g 1(73 J+hn/ (27)k/2 (277 )(k=1)n/2 I, aE’] J+hn/ (27)1k?/2
(2.4)
On the other hand, from (2.2]), the number of d-regular graphs on kn vertices is
( (knd) > o 27r(/<;nd) (knd)knd o < (knd)knd/2eknd/2 )
19knd/2( N\kn | n kn | kn/2 J(d+1/2)kn | °
(knd/2)12knd/2(q)) S (nd)2) (%l)k d/2 2,md/2( 27Td(g)d> (2m)kn/2g(d+1/2)
(2.5)
We recall here the well-known weighted geometric mean — harmonic mean inequality. Given
m € N and positive reals z; and «; for all i € {1,...,m} with >, a; = 1, we have
m m -1
[ > (Z a—’.) - (26)
i=1 i=1 i
Setting ; = a;; and a; = 24 for all j € {1,...,k}, from (I?II) we get
k /d d
j=1
for each i = 1,..., k. This in turn yields
n/2
w dknd/2
V)
gam’ Z ndja (2.7)
We also observe that given positive integers x1, ...,z for any & € N, the following inequality holds:

k k
i=1 i=1
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From (24), 23), (Z1) and (28], we see that

n S <O k:k"nk"d/2ek"d/2n(k2—3k+2)/4 (2w)kn/2d(d+1/2)k"
Ha" (Sa) < Hijagc}i,j+1)n/2(2ﬂ)nkz/2 " (knd)Fnd/2eknd]?
k,lmn(k2—3k+2)/4dknd/2dkn/2
<0
H. qtd n/2 H . Qi n/2 (zﬂ)k(k—l)n/2kknd/2
4,7 ] Z,je[k} 2,7
n 2— n kn/2
<0 Ehl A =0 ({7k1 } / .n<k2—3k+2>/4> (2.9)
= n/2 1 . .
{Hijai,j} / (27)k(k=1)n/2 (2m)

The ratio (2:)% is strictly less than 1 for all k that satisfy % > ﬁ. Now, the function

f(zx) = &=L is strictly increasing in x for all x > 2, and f(3) = % > m. This shows that the

~ logx

ratio (2”’;% is strictly less than 1 for all £ > 3, thus showing that the bound in ([29) is o(1).

3. ALMOST SURE UNIQUENESS OF CLUSTERS IN RSBM

This section is devoted to establishing fairly general sufficient conditions under which the com-
munities involved in the regular stochastic block model are unique asymptotically almost surely as
the size of each community approaches infinity. This is what constitutes our second main result.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose the model described in 1.2 satisfies the following conditions:

(1) There exists a positive constant C such that Ca;; > B; for each i € [k], where B; =
max{a;,: ¢ {1,....k}\ {i}}.

(i) When not all intra-cluster degrees are equal, fori,j € {1,...,k} with a;; < a; ;, there exist
constants 0; j € (0, i), independent of all entries of A, such that
1
Qiji 2 (5 + 25m’> ajj- (3.1)
Moreover, there ewist constants €; j € (0, %), independent of the entries of A, such that for
all 1,7 € {1, . ,k} with Qijq > Qj 4 and Bj > Qi — Qjj,
1
(5 - 262"]‘) (IM 2 Bj. (32)

Then, for all sufficiently large values of the entries of the matriz A, the clusters C;, i = 1,... )k,
are a.a.s. unique as n — oo while the matriz A stays fized.

From the discussion in §1.3] it suffices to establish Theorem B on the random multigraph in
which each of the intra-cluster regular graphs and inter-cluster bipartite-regular graphs is generated
via the configuration model. Fix any non-negative aq, ..., ap such that Zle a; = 1, and subsets
C; of C; such that |C;| = ayn fori =1,... k. Let D = Ule C;. To prove Theorem [B.1] it is enough
to establish Proposition 3.2l We note here that although Proposition B.2]is stated for a; 1, its proof
will be analogous if we replace a1 by any a;; for i € {2,...,k}.

Proposition 3.2. Assume that the hypotheses of Theorem [31] hold, and that the entries of A are
sufficiently large. Suppose there exist at least two distinct i,j € {1,...,k} such that oy and o are
strictly positive. Then a.a.s. the following cannot be true simultaneously:
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(i) the subgraph G|p is ai 1-regular;

(ii) there exists a partition of V(G) \ D into subsets Da,..., Dy, each of size n, such that
Glp, is ai;-reqular, G|p, p, is a;;-bipartite-regular and G|p p, is ay;-bipartite-reqular for
all distinct i,j € {2,...,k}.

In order to prove Proposition B.2] we start with the assumption that G|p is a; ;-regular. The
proof requires consideration of a few different cases depending on the values of the «;’s, and these

are addressed in Lemma [3.3] §3.11 §3.2] and §3.31

By
a;;—a1,1+B1’

Lemma 3.3. Ifa;; > a1 and oy > then the conclusion of Proposition [3.3 holds.

Proof. Assume that «; > 0 for some ¢ such that a;; > a1,1, and that Proposition 3.2l does not hold.
As G|p is aj 1-regular, we have dege,\ ¢, (v) = (ai;—aq,1) for every v € Cj, yielding deg(C;, C; \ C;) =
(@i ;—a1,1)oyn. On the other hand, each u in C;\ C; belongs to precisely one of the remaining clusters
Dy, ..., Dy. Ifu € Dy, then degq, (u) < degp(u) = a1j. Thus deg(C;,C;\ C;) < Bi(1—a;)n. These
two inequalities together yield

By

ai; —aj1)oy < Bi(l— o - o4 —
(z,z 1,1) (RS 1( 1) Z\am'—al,l"‘Bl’

thus completing the proof. O
From here onward, we only consider those ¢ € {1,...,k} such that ay > 0, without mentioning
so every time. We shall let i denote that index in {1,...,k} (if this is not unique, we choose any

such 4 and fix it) for which a; > ap for all £ € {1,...,k} \ {i}. Note that this guarantees, by the

pigeon hole principle, that «; > %

Under the assumption that G|p is a;-regular, we have Zif:l degcj (v) = a1, for every v € Cj.
On the other hand, deg¢, (v) + dege,\ ¢, (v) = ai; for each v € C;. These together imply

Z degc, (v) =a11 —a;; + degci\ci (v). (3.3)
ee{1,.. k}\{i}
To prove Proposition3.2] we first condition on the o-field F comprising the following information:

(i) the vertex sets of Cy and Cy for all £ =1,... k,
(ii) the subgraph G|¢, induced on C;.

Given F, we enumerate the vertices of C; as vy,...,v, such that C; = {vy,...,vq,n}. From B3,
we set

Js = Q11 — Qj; + degci\ci (vs) (3.4)
for all s=1,...,a;n. The random variables g, are measurable with respect to F. The conditional

probability of the event that G|p is a;-regular is bounded above by the conditional probability of
the event

A= Z degq, (vs) = gs for all s =1,...,a;n
te{1,...k}\{i}
We show that the probability of the event A is o(1) as n — oo.
First, we express A as the union of pairwise disjoint events. For g € N, let us define the following
subset of ordered (k — 1)-tuples of non-negative integers:

Sg =4 (m1,...,mi—1,miq1,...,myg): 0 <my < a;yforall 0e{l,... k}\{i}, Z my=g
Le{1,....k}\{i}
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Then A can be written as the union of the events

A(m(s) ts = 1,...,ain) = {degcl(vs) :mgs) forall ¢ € {1,...,k}\ {i} and s = 1,...,am}

where m(®) = <més) e {l,... k}\ {z}) belongs to S,, for all s = 1,...,a;n. Note, from the
mutual independence of the subgraphs G|c, ¢, for £ € {1,...,k} \ {i}, that

P [A (m(s) is=1,... ,am) ‘]:] = H P [degcz(vs) = més) forall s=1,...,a;n ]:}
ee{1,...k}\{i}
<P [degcz (vg) = més) forall s=1,...,a;n ]-'] (3.5)

for each £ € {1,...,k}\ {i}. The goal now is to fix any m(®) € S,_ for each s and establish that the
probability of the event {degaZ (vs) = mgs) foralls =1,... ,am} for at least one £ € {1,...,k}\{i}
is o(n~1) as n — oo.

Since m(®) € S, for each s, from (34, we have

a;n a;n a;n

Z Zm;) = Z Z m@s) = ng = deg(C;,Ci \ Cy) + (a1,1 — aiz)aun.  (3.6)

fe{L, )\ (i} s=1 s=10e{1,.. k}\{i} s=1

For G uniformly randomly chosen from R, [[18], Theorem 1.1] showed that v > 1 — % a.a.s. as
n — 0o, where v is the spectral gap for the adjacency matrix of G. Given a d-regular graph G on
n vertices and a subset S of V(G) with [S] < 3, [[29], Theorem 13.14] (sce also Nﬁ], m%, and [[1d),
Theorem 6]) established that

) _ deg(S,V(G)\S)

2 - d|S|

Combining these, we get

deg (C; \ C;,C;) = min{ay, 1 — oy} <% — (3.7)

From ([B.0) and [B.7), we get
a;n 1
S s mintet - (3 -

0e{1,...k\{i} s=1

> ;i1 + (al,l — ai,i)am.

Qg i

By the pigeon-hole principle, there exists at least one j € {1,...,k} \ {i} such that

a;n

(o) 5 1 : 1
ij > 1 {mm{ai, 1— a4} <§ —

s=1

> a;in+ (a1 — ai,i)am} . (3.8)

For the rest of the proof, we fix such a 7, and establish the following lemma:
Lemma 3.4. Let A; denote the event that there exist C; = {v1,...,Van} C C; and Cj C C; such
that dege, (vs) = mg-s) forall s=1,...,a;n. Then P[A;] =o(n™1).

The proof of this lemma is accomplished through the consideration of three different cases, in

§3.11 3.2/ and §3.31
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3.1. When a;; > a;;. We note at the very outset that the analysis of §38.1]is enough for the
special and commonly studied situation where all intra-cluster degrees are the same. We set G; =

oo m(s) so that from (B3.8]), we have, for all a;; sufficiently large,
G; _ min{o, 1 —a;}ta;;
— = ~. .
n 4(k — 1) (39)

We refer the reader to [[d], Lemma 2] for the following inequality:

]

degc, (vs) € {nj,n; + 1} for all s =1,..., a4n, Zdegc Vs) Zm
s=1

P [degcj (vs) = mg-s) forall s=1,...,q;n

<P

], (3.10)

where 7; = { . Notice that we have the trivial bound G; = deg(C;, C;) < deg(C},C;) = aja; jn,

so that

a;n

i
n; < % (3.11)

(2
We invoke the configuration model discussed in §I.3] and outline, in the next paragraph, some
foundational aspects of the argument that resemble [ﬂg], Lemma 5]. Let &,, i(s—1)+1s - - - »€a; ;s denote
the half-edges of type {i,j} emanating from vertex v, for each s = 1,...,a;n. Let B; denote the

indicator random variable of the event that & is matched with a half-edge of type {7, j} emanating

from Cj. Conditioned on By, ..., B, the random variable B;;4 is Bernoulli with probability
P Zt’<t Bt’
b a;;n—t
For all 1 <t < a;n, we see that [p; — ps_1] < O(n™1), so that for all s = 1,...,a;n, there exists

€ (0, 1) such that
Gs—1,Bin (a; 5, ps)

‘ =0 <%> , (3.12)

where Gy denotes the o-field generated by {&,1 <t < a; s}, for each s. Given that each of
degc; (v1), ..., dege, (vs—1) takes values in {n;,n;+1}, the number of half-edges emanating from Cj
that have not yet been matched is at least cja; jn — (7, +1)(s — 1) and at most oja; jn —n;j(s—1).
The number of half-edges from C; that are left to be matched is a; j(n — s+ 1). Thus

‘ ‘degc, (vs)

Qja; jn — (77j + 1)(8 — 1) < < Qja; i — ’I’}j(S — 1)
ai,j(n—s+1) S s am(n—s—l—l)
We shall now consider three different ranges of values of o, where j is as chosen by ([B.8). First,
consider

(3.13)

|
© <aj< 5 (3.14)

where

(3.15)

2(k —1)C
log20>max{16k‘+1,(4871)},

where C' is as in [l of Theorem Bl We first consider the case of n; # 0. For each s =1,. .., Lajl"J,
from B.II) and B.I3), we have
QjAig | ain

e L Qin i am — 2. Lig )
Do > Qg 510 277] 4 Qjai N 2 ; 4 % C
S = = -
@i jn a; jn 2

. 1
2CLZ'7]' (3 6)
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Using (3.12)), (310)), the fact that the mode of the Bin(n,p) distribution is | (n+1)p], and the same
argument as in [ﬂﬁ], Lemma 4], we conclude that, for all s =1,..., 22|,

gs—l] < P [Bin (a; j,ps) = [(a;; + 1)ps|] + O (%)

<0< ! )@( ) (3.17)
A, 5Ps c

We now use union bounds and Stirling’s approximation to bound above P[A;] by

(a:ln> (0:71> {O < %) }% e <\/aia2i(1ain;jgj)—naj)n <%> asn)

221 2\ ®
X O -
< <\/oziozj(1 —a;)(1 —aj)n <C> )
which is o(n™1) by BI5).

Now we consider the case of 7; = 0. We enumerate the vertices of Cj so that degc, (vs) =1 for
s =1,...,G; and degg, (vs) = 0 for all G; +1 < s < a;n. Inspired by the lower bound in B13),
set

P [degcj (vs) € {nj,m; + 1}

a;a;in—s+1
fls—1)= BB
Q5 (n — S+ 1)
The function f being strictly increasing for «; as in (3I4]), a uniform lower bound on p, for all
s=1,...,G;is f(0) =a; > ﬁ By similar computations as used in deriving in [B.I7), we get

G| <0 (ﬁ) (3.18)

, for all s € [G;].

P (degc, (v,) = 1

forall s =1,...,G;. Note that a; < «; by our choice of 4, and a; +«; < 1 implies that a; < 1—ay.
Hence, from (B:Ql) (B:El) and (B15) we conclude that
Giy ogoii coii 245 (3.19)

n = Ak—-1)" 4k —1a;; ~ (k—1)C
In this case, the upper bound on P[A;] is given by

48k—1,

Gj n (el
(e (R)) <o ()

which is o(n™1) due to ([BI5).

Next, we consider the following range of values of «;:

c
i Qg5
where ¢ is as in ([B.I3]). At the very outset of this case, we note that, if a; < 2, we must have
Gj Oéiam
€2 Qa5 = W Z Ak =1y

Alk—1)e

implying that a; < . For all a; ; sufficiently large, this upper bound is smaller than 7, giving

us a contradiction.
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Remark 3.5. The above reasoning shows that for the range a; < %, we need not consider «; < %
2V

When «a; > %, we have, by similar reasoning as above,

(1 — ai)aii 4C(k’ — 1)
> VWb 5 AT 3.21
Ik 1) o o (3.21)
For all a;; sufficiently large, this yields:
de(k —1 1 de(k —1
aj<1—ai<M<—<1—M<ai<l—aj, (3.22)
;i 2 Qi

) )

and by the concave nature of the entropy function and its symmetry around %, we conclude that

de(k —1
We first address the case of n; # 0. From I3) and B20), for all s =1,..., [ 4|, we get
Q;a; jn 2c

aij(n—24") ~ aij’

N

Ps (3.24)

so that degcj (vs), conditioned on G,_1, is stochastically dominated by Bin (ai,j, ci_cj)v which in

turn can be approximated by the Poisson(2¢) distribution. Thus

P degcj (vs) € {77ja77j+1}

where v is a constant that depends only on c¢. Using [B.23) and (3.25]), and %* > %, we get the
following upper bound on % log, P[A;]:

logy (@ei(1 —ai)(1 — )  logym Lo de(k — 1) N logQ’y'

2n n ;i 4

The first two terms approach 0 as n — oo. The last term is a strictly negative constant, and as

a;; grows, the third term goes to 0. Hence (B.20]) is strictly negative for all sufficiently large a;,;,
as n — oo.

gs_l} < P [Poisson(2¢) > 1] =« (3.25)

(3.26)

Remark 3.6. Observe that, in the above argument, nowhere has the lower bound on «; from (B.20])
been used. This shows that as far as the case of 7; # 0 is concerned, our proof of Lemma [3.4] for
the regime of §.Ilends here. In the rest of §3.I1 we only consider n; = 0.

;N

2

Now, we consider n; = 0 and «; in the range given by B.20). If G; >
argument as above will be enough.

, then the same

&%, our proof of
a;n

.
If G; < %%, then for each s = 1,...,Gj, the bound in ([B.24) holds, and hence so does ([B.23).
Together with (39) and (B.22]), this yields the following upper bound on %logz P[A;]:
logy (ajo(1 — ;) (1 — ) logom (1 —«;)ai;
_ _ OH () + ~—— W70t
2n n +2H{as) + 4k —1)

Again, the first two terms approach 0 as n — co. We focus on the last two terms. Using the lower

bound on «; from ([B.:20) and the fact that xlogz > (1 — z)log(1 — z) for all z € (%, 1), we get:

Remark 3.7. This shows that for all a; < ﬁ and n; = 0, as long as Gj >

Lemma [3.4]is already complete. Henceforth, we only consider n; = 0 and G; <

logy -

(1 — ozi)ai,i
Ak —1)

(1 — v)aiilogyy
Ak — 1)

2H (o) + logy v < —4(1 — ;) logy (1 — o) +
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(1 — y)aiilogyy

< 8(1 — ay) logy a5 +

Ak —1)
< 8(1 — a;) {log, C +logy ai i} + (1 — ag)ag;logy
X ) g2 o A i 4(]§ — 1)
CLiﬂ;lOg Y
=(1-a) {810?;2 C + 8logy a;; + 4(}{:7_?‘1)} '

As a;; grows to oo much faster than logy a; ;, and the coefficient of a; ; is a strictly negative constant
whereas that of log, a; ; is a positive one, hence this is strictly negative for all a; ; sufficiently large.
Finally, we consider

1
@i

and by Remarks and [B.6] we need only consider a; > % and n; = 0. From B.I3), for all
s=1,..., LO‘Q"J, we have

ajamn

— < 20 < 2(1 — o),
aij (n — ") ’ '

Ps <
so that

P [degcj (’Us) S {Uj,?]j + 1} ‘]:3_1:| <P [Bin (ai,j,ps) = 1]4—0(71_1) < a; jPs < 2(1—0[1')(11'7)'. (3.28)

By Remark B.7, we need only consider G; < %%, so that ([B.28)) holds for all s = 1,...,G;. By
B3) and B27), we get:
1 Gj (1 — ozi)ai,i 4(]{7 — 1)

> ajay > L >SN g 2 3.29
ai; ~ T T T Ak - 1) " agiai (3:29)

For any fixed positive integer r > 2, for all a;; sufficiently large, by [l of Theorem Bl we have
@i > O™ {4k — 1)}72 2772 — af7' > {4k — 1)) 127 Cayy = {4(k — 1)} L 27a;,

so that by (329) we get
logy (1 — )
T
By (B3) and (B28), we get the following upper bound on 1 log, P[A}]:

logy {2(1 — a;)a; j} < (3.30)

logy(cviaj(1 — i) (1 — )  logyn (1 —a;)a;
_ _ OH (ay) + ~— 700
on () + T

logy {2(1 — a)a; i} -

Again, it suffices to focus on the last two terms, and by [B.30]), we get the following bound:

(1 — ai)am

2H (o) + o) logy {2(1 — a)a; j} < —4(1 — o) logy(1 — o) + M(l - ai)w

= (1 — a;)logy(1 — o) {—4+ M},

which is strictly negative for all a;; sufficiently large. This brings us to the end of §3.11



UNIQUENESS OF RSBM COMMUNITIES 13

3.2. When a1 < a;; and o; > % Note that, by Lemma B3] this situation arises only when
By > a;; — a1, and we need only consider a; < m. From (B.8) and the hypothesis of

Theorem [3.1] for all sufficiently large a;;, we get:

Gj 1— o (1 1 > B ai(a;i; —a)
e T 7 4

7 k—1 5_ Qi g k—1

1— <1 1 >CL"— (1—a,~)(a,~7,~—a1,1+Bl)ai
1,0

WV

WV

k—1 5_,/am~ k—1

L — o [aig
i _ --—B}
k‘—l{Q V Qii 1

1— o 1 (1—aj)e1a4,
> — e L L A bt b .
= 1 {(2 6271> ;i Bl} > ] s (3 31)

where the last inequality follows from (3.2]).
We again split the analysis into three parts depending on the ranges of values of a; as given in

BI4), (320) and [B.27), with ¢ satisfying the following condition:
2C(k—1) }

€;,148%

We first consider the case of 7; # 0 and then the case of 7; = 0 in each of these ranges.
When we are in the regime of [B.I4) and 7; # 0, we note that the bounds in (BI6]) and BI7)
hold, and therefore the same analysis as before goes through. When a; < ﬁ and n; # 0, the

bounds in (B24) and B25) hold for all s =1,..., | %2 |. Now, from B3T), we have:

G 1— ;)6 104, clk—1
c>ajap; > —L > d-adangii o > bl
n k—1 €i,104,5

Then %log2 P[A;] can be bounded above by

_ log, {oioy (1 — as)(1 — o)} logyn
2n
of which the first two terms approach 0 as n — co. The remaining terms can be bounded above by

9OH (C(k’—l)> + 1082277

€105 4
of which the first term can be made arbitrarily small by choosing a;; sufficiently large, and the
last term is a strictly negative constant. Hence the above is strictly negative for all a; ; sufficiently
large.
Now, we consider n; = 0 for the various regimes of a;. By the same reasoning as Remark [3.7],
the only interesting case is where G; < %*. First, we consider the range of «; as in ([BI4]). The

2
bound of ([BI8) holds for all s =1,...,G;. By B3I and since a; < 1 — a;, we get

log, ¢ > max {16k +1, (3.32)

(3.33)

-
+ H(oy) + H(ay) + Elloggy

Gj _ aj€iai; CEi10i 2 4%¢;,
— = — > — > : 3.34
nZ TRkl h-Day, ~ Ok—1) (3.34)

by B31), 332) and ({). Thus an upper bound on P[A4;] is given by

48ksiyln

o oH (ai)n+H(az)n <1>Gj/2 <O 92n <1>m
Vaiaj(1—a;) 1 —aj)n \¢ ] Vi (T =) (T —ag)n \c
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which is o(n1) for ¢ as in ([332).
Next, we consider «; as in (3:20). Again, the bounds in ([3:24) and ([3.25]) hold for all s = 1,..., G;.
From (B31]), we get the following upper bound on 1 log, P[A;]:

_logy {aia(1 —a;)(1 —a;)}  logyn +2H (o) + (1 — ay)€inai
2n n k—1
The sum of the last two terms can be bounded above by

log, 7.

(1—cy)eirai
kE—1

(1 —)einai;

—4(1 — ;) logy(1 — ) + logy v < 8(1 — o) logy a; j + =] logy v

€i,104,

< _ai){810g20+810g2ai,i+ — logz’Y},

which is strictly negative for all a;; sufficiently large.
Finally, we consider «; in the range given in (B27). The bound in (B28]) holds for all s =
1,...,Gj. From ([B31), we have

G, 1— ;)€ 1ais k—1
>ajai’j>_1>w — o >=1-

> _ 3.35
ai,j n k’ -1 ei,lamam ( )

For any fixed positive integer r > 2 and all a;; sufficiently large,

r—1
k—1\r2
Qi > Cri2 < ) 272

€1
and by the same reasoning as in (3.30]), using ([B.35]) we conclude that
logy {2(1 — a;)a; j} < w.
An upper bound on %10g2 P[A;] is given by
- ogfoiog a0} 08 gy o, ¢ L2000 (01— 0 )

of which the first two terms approach 0 as n — oo, and the sum of the last two terms can be
bounded by

‘ ‘ (1 — 042')61'71&2',2' log2(1 — Oéi) o ' ' €104 4
4(1 — ay) loge (1 — o) + P . = (1 —a;)logy(l —a;) § —4+ k= D)

which is strictly negative for all a;; sufficiently large. This brings us to the end of §3.21
3.3. When qa;; > a1 and o; < % By ([B.38), we have
G; Q; (1 1 > oi(ai; —ay)

27 s Z_ Qi —
n ~ k—1\2 ai:) k—1
a; { ;i } ;01,0
> ayy — i gy Qi 3.36
= E_1 1,1 2 1 [ = E—1 ( )
by BJ). Note that, if a; < ﬁ for any constant ¢ > 1, then
Gj 042'5171'(11'7@' C(k — 1)
€20y > 22— = 4 S Srsans

which is strictly less than % for all a;; sufficiently large, contradicting our choice of i. Hence we

need only consider the range of ([3.14)) for values of ;.
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When 7; # 0, the argument is the same as the corresponding case in §8I1 When 7; = 0,
the bound in (BI8) holds, and from (B36) and a; > 1, we get the following upper bound on
1
~log, P[A;]:

n

_logy {aiaj(1 —ai)(1 —a;)}  logyn
2n

01,10

C2k(k—1)

and as H (o) + H(a;) < 2, the above expression is strictly negative for all a;; sufficiently large.

+ H (o) + H(oj) log, ¢,
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