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Abstract

‘We consider the stochastic block model where connection between vertices is
perturbed by some latent (and unobserved) random geometric graph. The objective
is to prove that spectral methods are robust to this type of noise, even if they are
agnostic to the presence (or not) of the random graph. We provide explicit regimes
where the second eigenvector of the adjacency matrix is highly correlated to the
true community vector (and therefore when weak/exact recovery is possible). This
is possible thanks to a detailed analysis of the spectrum of the latent random graph,
of its own interest.

Introduction

In a d-dimensional random geometric graph, IV vertices are assigned random coordinates
in R?, and only points close enough to each other are connected by an edge. Random
geometric graphs are used to model complex networks such as social networks, the world
wide web and so on. We refer to [[19] - and references therein - for a comprehensive
introduction to random geometric graphs. On the other hand, in social networks, users
are more likely to connect if they belong to some specific community (groups of friends,
political party, etc.). This has motivated the introduction of the stochastic block models
(see the recent survey [/1]] and the more recent breakthrough [5]] for more details), where
in the simplest case, each of the IV vertices belongs to one (and only one) of the two
communities that are present in the network.

The two types of connections — geometric graph vs. block model — are conceptually
quite different and co-exist independently. Two users might be connected because they
are “endogenously similar” (their latent coordinates are close enough to each others)



or because they are “exogenously similar” (they belong to the same community). For
instance, to oversimplify a social network, we can consider that two different types of
connections can occur between users: either they are childhood friends (with similar
latent variables) or they have the same political views (right/left wing).

We therefore model these simultaneous types of interaction in social networks
as a simple stochastic block model (with 2 balanced communities) perturbed by a
latent geometric graph. More precisely, we are going to assume that the probability
of endogenous connections between vertices ¢ and j, with respective latent variables
X, X; € RY, is given by the Gaussia kernel exp(—v||X; — X;||?) where v is the
(inverse) width. On the other hand, exogenous connections are defined by the block
model where half of the NV vertices belong to some community, half of them to the
other one. The probability of connection between two members of the same community
is equal to p; and between two members from different communities is equal to po.
We also consider an extra parameter s € [0, 1] to represent the respective strengths of
exogenous vs. endogenous connections (and we assume that x + max{p1, p} < 1 for
technical reason).

Overall, the probability of connection between 4 and j, of latent variable X; and X;
is
2 p1  if 2,5 are in the same community

IP{Z N] | Xi,Xj} = /ﬁ‘/e_’YHXi_XJ‘ +

po  otherwise.

In stochastic block models, the key idea is to recover the two communities from the
observed set of edges (and only from those observations, i.e., the latent variables X; are
not observed). This recovery can have different variants that we enumerate now (from
the strongest to the weakest). Let us denote by o € { }N the normalized community

vector illustrating to which community each vertex belong (o; =— ﬁ if 7 belongs the

the first community and o; = ﬁ otherwise).

Given the graph-adjency matrix A € {0, 1}V *the objective is to output a normal-
ized vector z € RY (i.e., with ||z|| = 1) such that, for some ¢ > 0,

=1,thusz € {%}N

}N

Exact recovery: with probability tending to 1,

Weak recovery: with probability tending to 1,

Soft recovery:  with probability tending to 1,

We recall here that if a: is chosen at random, independently from o, then ’0‘ x’
would be of the order of \ﬁ thus tends to 0. On the other hand, weak recovery implies

that the vector x has (up to a change of sign) at least %(1 + ¢) coordinates equal to
those of 0. Moreover, we speak of soft recovery (as opposed to hard recovery) in the
third case by analogy to soft vs. hard classifiers. Indeed, given any normalized vector

x € R, let us construct the vector sign(z) = (%) { }N Then sign(z)

'We emphasize here that geometric interactions are defined through some kernel so that different recovery
regimes can be identified with respect to a unique, simple width parameter . Similarly, the choice of the
Gaussian kernel might seem a bit specific and arbitrary, but this purely for the sake of presentation: our

approach can be generalized to other kernels (the “constants” will be different; they are defined w.r.t. the
kernel chosen).




is a candidate for weak/exact recovery. Standard comparisons between Hamming and
Euclidian distance (see, e.g., [16]) relates soft to weak recovery as

’aT sign(z)| > 4‘0’T{L‘| -3;

In particular, weak-recovery is ensured as soon as soft recovery is attained above the
threshold of € = 3/4 (and obviously exact recovery after the threshold 1 — 1/4N).

For simplicity, we are going to assumeE] that X; are i.i.d., drawn from the 2-
dimensional Gaussian distribution N'(0, I5). In particular, this implies that the law
A; ; (equal to 1 if there is an edge between ¢ and j and O otherwise) is a Bernoulli

random variable (integrated over X; and X;) Ber (% + 5 f4,y); Notice that A; ;

and A; ;- are identically distributed but not independent if ¢ = i’ or j = j’. Recovering
communities can be done efficiently (in some regime) using spectral methods and we
will generalize them to this perturbed (or mis-specified) model. For this purpose, we will
need a precise and detailed spectral analysis of the random geometric graphs considered
(this has been initiated in [20], [10]] and [4] for instance).

There has been several extensions of the standard stochastic block models to in-
corporate latent variables or covariables in perturbed stochastic block models. We can
mention cases where covariables are observed (and thus the algorithm can take their
values into account to optimize the community recovery) [9,/14}23|25]], when the degree
of nodes are corrected [[12] or the case of labeled edges [13}/15,/16L]24}26]. However,
these papers do not focus on the very simple question of the robustness of recovery
algorithm to (slight) mis-specifications in the model, i.e., to some small perturbations
of the original model and this is precisely our original motivations. Regarding this
question, [21] consider the robustness of spectral methods for a SBM perturbed by
adversarial perturbation in the sparse degree setup. Can we prove that a specific effi-
cient algorithm (here, based on spectral methods) still exactly/weakly/softly recover
communities even if it is agnostic to the presence, or not, of endogenous noise ? Of
course, if that noise is too big, then recovery is impossible (consider for instance the case
~v = 0 and x > 0). However, and this is our main contribution, we are able to pinpoint
specific range of perturbations (i.e., values of « and ) such that spectral methods — in
short, output the normalized second highest eigenvector — still manage to perform some
recovery of the communities. Our model is motivated to simplify the exposition but can
be generalized to more complicated models (more than two communities of different
sizes).

To be more precise, we will prove that:

- if 1/~ is in the same order than p; and p (assuming that p; ~ p, is a standard
assumption in stochastic block model), then soft recovery is possible under a mild
assumption (#2522 > 4%(1 +e));

-if v(p1 — p2) goes to infinity, then exact recovery happens.

However, we mention here that we do not consider the “sparse” case (when p; ~ %),
in which regimes where partial recovery is possible or not (and efficiently) are now

2The fact that d = 2 does not change much compared to d > 3; it is merely for the sake of computations;
any Gaussian distribution A/(0, 2 I2) can be recovered by dividing v by o2.



clearly understood [7,8/17,|18], as the geometric graphs perturbes too much the delicate
arguments.

Our main results are summarised in Theorem [§] (when the different parameters are

given) and Theorem [I0| (without knowing them, the most interesting case). It is a first
step for the study of the robustness of spectral methods in the presence of endogenous
noise regarding the question of community detection.
As mentioned before, those results highly rely on a careful and detailed analysis of the
spectrum of the random graph adjencency matrix. This is the purpose of the following
Section [1} which has its own interest in random graphs. Then we investigate the
robustness of spectral methods in a perturbed stochastic block model, which is the main
focus of the paper, in Section[2] Finally, more detailed analysis, other statements and
some proofs are given in the Appendix.

1 Spectral analysis for the adjacency matrix of the ran-
dom grah

Let us denote by P the conditional expectation matrix (w.r.t the Gaussian kernel), where
Py =Py = e~ MXi=X511” for i < j€l,.,N],and P;; =0foralli =1,..,N. We
will denote by f11 > pio > -+ > puy its ordered eigenvalues (in Section 2] 4, are the
eigenvalues of kP).

1.1 The case where v is bounded

We study apart the case where lim sup 5 _, ., 7 < co. The simplest case corresponds to
the case where v log(IN) — 0 as N — oo as with probability one, each P; ; converges
to one. And as a consequence, the spectrum of P has a nonzero eigenvalue which
converges to N (with probability arbitrarily close to 1). In the case where ~y is not
negligible w.r.t. ﬁ, arguments to understand the spectrum of P — or at least its
spectral radius — are a bit more involved.

Proposition 1. Assume that v(N) is a sequence such that limy_,o, y(N) = 79 > 0.
Then there exists a constant C1 (7o) such that the largest eigenvalue of P satisfies

pa(P)

———— s las N — oo.
NCl(’Yo)

1.2 The spectral radius of P when v — 0o,y < N/In N

We now investigate the special case where v — oo, but when v < N/In N (as in this
regime the spectral radius p(P) of P does not vanish). We will show that p(P) is in the
order of Qﬂ

We formally state this case under the following Assumption (implying that
vylny < N).

1 N
v — 00 and ——— — 00. (Hy)



Proposition 2. If Assumption holds then, with probability tending to one,

3 <P(P)< 3 (15 o(D).

Proof. By the Perron Frobenius theorem, one has that

To obtain an estimate of the spectral radius of P, we show that, with probability tending
to 1, max; Zfil P;; cannot exceed % and for “a large enough number" of indices ¢,
their connectivity satisfies

N
d Py = % (1+o(1)).
=1

The proof is going to be decomposed into three parts (each corresponding to a different
lemma, whose proofs are delayed to Appendix [B}).

1. We first consider only vertices close to 0, i.e., such that | X;|? < 2103;("’) For

those vertices, Z P, ; is of the order of N/2v with probability close to 1. See
Lemmal[3l

2. For the other vertices, farther away from 0, it is easier to only provide an upper
bound on ) P; j with a similar proof. See Lemma

3. Then we show that the spectral radius has to be of the order N/2+ by considering
the subset .J of vertices "close to 0" (actually introduced in the first step) and
by proving that their inner connectivity — restricted to J —, must be of the order
N/2v. See Lemmal[3]

Combining the following three Lemmas 3] ] and [5| will immediately give the result. [

Lemma 3. Assume that Assumption holds, then, as N grows to infinity,

“pl=elz)} o

LemmaE] states that the connectivities of Vertlces close to the origin converge to their
expectation (conditionally to X;). Its proof decomposes the set of vertices into those
that are close to ¢ (the main contribution in the connectivity, with some concentration
argument), far from ¢ but close to the origin (negligible numbers) and those far from ¢
and the origin (negligible contribution to the connectivity).

The second step of the proof of Proposition I 2| considers indices i such that | X;|? >
glny In al)
5

IP’{H@' < Nsit | X2 < 2=,




Lemma 4. For indices i such that | X;|* > QIHT'Y one has with probability tending to 1
that

N
N
i=1 27
The proof just uses the fact that for those vertices, P;; are typically negligible.
To get a lower bound on the spectral radius of P, we show that if one selects the
submatrix Py := (P;;); jes where J is the collection of indices

1
J:{lgz‘gN,m\?gQﬂ}, (1
Y
the spectral radius of Pj is almost % This will give the desired estimate on the spectral
radius of P.

Lemma 5. Let J be the subset defined in Equation (1)) and Py the associated sub matrix.
Let p1(J) denote the largest eigenvalue of Pj. Then, with h.p., one has that

N
J) > —(1-0(1)).
i) 2 5 (1= o(1)
The proof relies on the fact that vertices close to the origin get the most contribution
to their connectivity from the other vertices close to the origin.

The constant 1/2 that arises in the Propositionis a direct consequence of the choice
of the Gaussian kernel. Had we chosen a different kernel, this constant would have been
different (once the width parameter v normalized appropriately). The techniques we
developed can be used to compute it; this is merely a matter of computations, left as
exercices.

2 A stochastic block model perturbed by a geometric
graph

2.1 The model

We consider in this section the stochastic block model, with two communities (it can
easily be extended to the coexistence of more communities), yet perturbed by a geometric
graph. More precisely, we assume that each member ¢ of the network (regardless of
its community) is characterized by an i.i.d. Gaussian vector X; in R? with distribution
N0, Iy).

The perturbed stochastic block model is characterized by four parameters: the two
probabilities of intra-inter connection of communities (denoted respectively by p; and
p2 > 0) and two connectivity parameters &, v, chosen so that max(py, p2) + k < 1:

-In the usual stochastic block model, vertices ¢ and j are connected with probability
r;,; where
p1 if Xj, X; belong to the same community
"= p2  otherwise ’



where p; and ps are in the same order (the ratio p; /ps is uniformly bounded).

-The geometric perturbation of the stochastic block model we consider is defined
as follows. Conditionally on the values of X, the entries of the adjacency matrix
A = (A;;) are independent (up to symmetry) Bernoulli random variables with parameter
qij = ke TXi=Xl" gy
We remind that the motivation is independent to incorporate the fact that members from
two different communities can actually be “closer" in the latent space than members of
the same community.

Thus in comparison with preceding model, the matrix P of the geometric graph is now
pd  p2J
p2d  p1J
that X;,7 < N/2 (resp. i > N/2 + 1) belong to the same community. The matrix

Py = (IhJ p2J>

replaced with Q := kP + ) , where we assume, without loss of generality,

p2d p1J

has two non zero eigenvalues which are \y = N (p; + p2)/2 with associated normalized

eigenvector v; = ﬁ(l, 1,...1)T and Ay = N(p; — p2)/2 associated to vy = 0 =
ﬁ(l, ...,1,=1,... = 1)T. Thus, in principle, communities can be detected from

the eigenvectors of P, by using the fact that two vertices 7, j such that vy (i)va(j) = 1
belong to the same community. Our method can be generalized (using sign vectors) to
more complicated models where the two communities are of different size, as well as to
the case of k£ communities (and thus the matrix P, has k non zero eigenvalues).

For the sake of notations, we write the adjacency matrix of the graph as :
A=PFP+ P+ A,

where Py = kP with P the N x N-random symmetric matrix with entries (P;;) —
studied in the previous section — and A, is, conditionnally on the X;’s a random matrix
with independent Bernoulli entries which are centered.

2.2 Separation of eigenvalues: the easy case

We are going to use spectral methods to identify communities. We therefore study in
this section a regime where the eigenvalues of A are well separated and the second
eigenvector is approximately vq, i.e. the vector which identifies precisely the two
communities.

Proposition 6. Assume that
N
N(p1 —p2) > VN‘*‘;-

Then, with probability tending to 1, the two largest eigenvalues of A denoted by p1 > po
are given by

Furthermore, with probability tending to 1, associated normalized eigenvectors (with
non negative first coordinate) denoted by wy and wq satisfy (v;,w;) = 1—o(1);i=1,2.



Proposition [6] implies that, in the regime considered, the spectral analysis of the
adjacency matrix can be directly used to detect communities, in the same way it is a
standard technique for the classical stochastic block model (if |[p; — p2| is big enough
compared to p; + po, which is the case here). Finding the exact threshold Cy such that
if N(p1 — p2) = Co(v/'N + %) then the conclusion of Proposition@is still an open
question.

2.3 Partial reconstruction when % > \/N(p1 + p2)

From Theorem 2.7 in [2]], the spectral norm of A, cannot exceed

p(Ac) < <ﬁ+ \/N(pl;m + 0(;7>>> (1+e),

with probability tending to 1, since the maximal connectivity of a vertex does not exceed
N (fe2 4 %) (14 o(1)). In the specific regime where

N /
RV INPY + 1027
2y 2

standard techniques [5]] of communities detection would work, at the cost of additional
perturbation arguments. As a consequence, we will concentrate on the reconstruction of

communities when
kN
MY S / Npl + p2.
2y 2

This essentially means that the spectrum of A is blurred into that of P;. More precisely,
we are from now going to consider the case where the noise induced by the latent
random graph is of the same order of magnitude as the signal (which is the interesting
regime):

A
22 cle,C) and Ay > /A1 (Hy)

N
3 1s.b. 051
0<ec,C<1lst A o e[c,O],)\1

If holds, then the spectrum of Py + P; overwhelms that of A.. As a consequence,
the problem becomes that of community detection based on Py + P;, which will be
done using spectral methods.

To analyze the spectrum of P+ P, we will use extensively the resolvent identity [3]:
consider § € C\Rand set S = Py+ P1; Rg(0) = (S—01)~1, Ry (0) := (P, —0I)~L.
One then has that

Rs(I + PyR:1) = Ry, 2

where the variable 6 is omitted for clarity when they are no possible confusion. Since
Py is a rank two matrix, then Py can be written as Py = Ajv1v] + Aqvavy where vy
and v9 are the eigenvectors introduced before.



Eigenvalues of S that are not eigenvalues of P; are roots of the rational equation
det([ + P()Rl) =0:

det(I + P()Rl) = 1 + )\1)\2<R1’01, 'U1><R1’l)2,’l)2> + )\1 <R1'U1,’U1>

+A2(R1v2,v2) — M Ao (Ryvr, v2)2. 3
Let 3 > po > --- un be the ordered eigenvalues of P, with associated normalized
eigenvectors w1, wa, ..., wy, then one has that R;(0) = Z;\Ll ﬁij;f. Denote,

forevery j € {1,.., N}, r; = (v1,w;) and s; = (v2, w;), so that Equation (3 rewrites
into

N
1
det(I + PoRy(6)) =: fa, 0, (0) =1+ (A1r? + Aas?)
Pl U
1
2y (rjsp —rps;)>
P2 g Gy T )

“

As mentioned before, we aim at using spectral methods to reconstruct communities
based on the second eigenvector of S. As a consequence, these techniques may work
only if (at least) two eigenvalues of S, that are roots of det(I + PyR;(6)) = 0 exit the
support of the spectrum of P, i.e., such that they are greater than ;.

So we will examine conditions under which there exist two real solutions to Equa-
tion (@), with the restriction that they must be greater than ;. If two such solutions exist,
by considering the singularities in (2)), then two eigenvalues of S indeed lie outside the
spectrum of P;.

2.3.1 Separation of Eigenvalues in the rank two case.

We now prove that two eigenvalues of S exit the support of the spectrum of P;. Recall
the definition of the function fy, , given in Equation (@) (or equivalently Equation (3))).
One has that limg_, oo fa, .2, (0) =1, fa; 2, (0(A1)) < 0andsimilarly fi, x,(0(A2)) <
0, where 6(+) is the function introduced in the rank 1 case. Thus two eigenvalues exit
the spectrum of P; if

lim £, x,(0) > 0.

9—>uf
First, let us make the following claim (a consequence of and (H3), see LemmalJ).
liminf A;72 > 0. (H3)
N—oc0

Lemma 7. Assume (Hy)), and hold and that there exists € > 0 such that
N
Ao >4 (1+€) = 4/@2—(1 +e).
Y

Then at least two eigenvalues of Py + Py separate from the spectrum of Py.



Proof. Let us first assume that
11 is isolated; there exists n > 0 such that for IV large enough 1 > pg + 1.

In this case, we look at the leading terms in the expansion of ¢ as 6 approaches ;. It
holds that

f>\1,)\2 (9) ~

1 1
- A1 Ao Z m(ﬁsj - Tj31)2 - )\17’% - )\25%

Jj=2

Using that the spectral radius of P; does not exceed 11, we deduce that

1 A1 A2
60— H1 20

Faa(0) > D (ris; —rys1)” = Mrf = Aot

Jj=2

1 /A 1
> (B0 ) - - st ) 2 o+ e

—0—- 1 260 — M1
provided Ao > 2u4 (1 + €). Note that if y; is isolated, the bound on A5 is improved by

a factor of 2.

Now we examine the case where 11 is not isolated. We then define
I" := {i: limsup p; — py = 0},
N—o0
and we define o; = ;1. (v;, wj)wj, i = 1,2. Then mimicking the above computa-
tions, we get

1+o0(1) [ AAa, - - -
Prooe(®) 2 0 (B2 a3 - il - xalil)

97,[141

so that two eigenvalues separate from the rest of the spectrum as soon as Ao > 4p7 (1+¢€).
To get that statement we simply modify step by step the above arguments. This finishes
the proof of Lemma as soon as liminf y_, o /\1Tf > 0. O

The threshold exhibited for the critical value of Ay might not be the optimal one,
however it is in the correct scale as we do not a priori expect a separation if Ay < pu7.

2.3.2 Partial reconstruction when N % is known

In the specific case where N % is known beforehand for some reason, it is possible
to weakly recover communities using Davis-Kahan sin(6)-theorem under the same
condition than Lemmal[7] .

We recall that this theorem states that if M = axx " and M = SZ7 | is the best
rank-1 approximation of M’, where both x and Z are normalized to ||z| = ||Z|| = 1,

then
2V2
max{|al, |3[}

min {||z — 7, [l + 7] } < M — M.

10



Theorem 8. Assume that and hold and that there exists € > 0 such that

Ao >4p(14¢) =

— 2
b1 2p2 2£(1+€),

v

then weak recovery of the communities is possible.

Proof. We are going to appeal to Davis-Kahan theorem with respect to

M=p— Npl-gm 1U1T:Np1_p2v2v;
and
—A-N 1‘2”’%11)1 —Py+P +A, —N 1;p2v1vI=P1+AC+M

As a consequence, let us denote by T the first eigenvector of M’ of norm 1 so that

1 . 5 8 8
~ i (v2,51g0(7)) < [lvg = F[* < 1P+ Ac]|? = Zpi(1+0(1)) .
N \2 \2

Weak reconstruction is possible if the 1.h.s. is strictly smaller than 1/2, hence if Ay >
4pi (1 +¢). O

It is quite interesting that weak recovery is possible in the same regime where two
eigenvalues of Py + P; separate from the spectrum of P;. Yet the above computations
imply that in order to compute Z, it is necessary to know % (at least up to some
negligible terms). In the standard stochastic block model, when x = 0, this quantity can
be efficiently estimated since the w edges are independently drawn with overall
probability 2 1‘2“)2 . As a consequence, the average number of edges is a good estimate
of % up to its standard deviation. The latter is indeed negligible compared to %

as it is in the order of & /2522,

On the other hand, when x # 0, such trivial estimates are no longer available;
indeed, we recall that the probability of having an edge between X; and X is equal to
B 1“’ 2 4+ jo 4 , where all those terms are unknown (and moreover, activations of edges
are no longer independent). We study in the following section, the case where p1 + po
is not known. First, we will prove that Assumption is actually always satisfied
(notice that it was actually not required for weak recovery). In a second step, we will
prove that soft recovery is possible, where we recall that this means we can output a
vector z € RY such that ||z|| = 1 and x " vy does not converge to 0. Moreover, we also
prove that weak (and exact) recovery is possible if the different parameters p1, p2 and %
are sufficiently separated.

2.3.3 The case of unknown p; + po
We now proceed to show that Assumption holds in the regime considered.

Lemma 9. Under (Hy)) and (H3), one has that 1) for some constant C' > 0, yr? > C.
and 2) for some € > 0 small enough, Alrf > €.

11



N PO+PI+A
N PO+A
= PO+PL

N PO4+PI+A
N PO+A
= PO+PL

¥ =70, p2-p1=0.015

¥ = 50, p2-p1=0.015

. PO+PL+A
. PO+A
= PO+PL

. PO+PL+A
. PO+A
= PO+PL

¥ = 100, p2-pl=0.015 v = 110, p2-p1=0.015

Figure 1: The spectrum of the different block models for different values of ~.

The first point of LemmaEIimplies (H3) with an explicit rate if y < AN 2 for some
constant A. The second point proves this result in the general case.

Theorem 10. If and hold true and \y > Mo + 2% then the correlation

|wq vo| is uniformly bounded away from O hence soft recovery is always possible.
Moreover; if the ratio Ao/ 11 goes to infinity, then |w, vs| tends to 1, which gives weak
(and even exact at the limit) recovery.

An (asymptotic) formula for the level of correlation is provided at the end of the
proof.

3 Experiments

The different results provided are theoretical and we proved that two eigenvalues separate
from the bulk of the spectrum if the different parameters are big enough and sufficiently
far from each other. And if they are too close to each other, it is also quite clear that
spectral methods will not work. However, we highlight these statements in Figure [T}
It illustrates the effect of perturbation on the spectrum of the stochastic block models
for the following specific values: N = 2000, p; = 2.5%, p2 = 1%, x = 0.97 and
~ € {50, 70,100, 110}. Notice that for those specific values with get A\; = 35, Ay = 15
and p; € {20,14.3,10,9.1}; in particular, two eigenvalues are well separated in the
unperturbed stochastic block model.

The spectrum of the classical stochastic block model is coloured in red while the
spectrum of the perturbed one is in blue ( the spectrum of the conditionnal adjacency
matrix, given the X;’s is in gray). As expected, for the value of v = 50, the highest
eigenvalue of Pj is bigger than A5 and the spectrum of the expected adjacency matrix
(in red) as some "tail". This prevents the separation of eigenvalues in the perturbed

12
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Figure 2: The correlation between the second highest eigenvector and the community
vector goes from O to 0.9 around the critical value v = 60.

stochastic block model. Separation of eigenvalues starts to happen, empirically and for
those range of parameters, around v = 70 for which /A1 < p1y = 10 < Xa.

We also provide how the correlations between the second highest eigenvector and
o, the normalized vector indicating to which community vertices belong, evolve with
respect to -y for this choice of parameters, see Figure 2]

Conclusion

The method exposed hereabove can be generalized easily. In the case where there are
k > 2 communities of different sizes, Py has rank k. If k eigenvalues of .S exit the
support of the spectrum of P;, then communities may be reconstructed using a set of k&
associated (sign) eigenvectors, whether the parameters are known or not.

We have proved that spectral methods to recover communities are robust to slight mis-
specifications of the model, i.e., the presence of endogenous noise not assumed by the
model (especially when p; + ps is not known in advance). Our results hold in the regime
where % > % and with 2 communities (balancedness and the small dimension of
latent variables were just assumed for the sake of computations) - those theoretical results
are validated empirically by some simulations provided in the Appendix. Obtaining the
same robustness results for more than 2 communities, for different types of perturbations
and especially in the sparse regime % ~ i~ % seems quite challenging as standard
spectral techniques in this regime involve the non-backtracking matrix [5]], and its
concentration properties are quite challenging to establish.
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A Additional illustrating experiments

In this section, we provide additional experiments that were run in the same conditions
as those in Sectionon the difference that p, was set to the value ps = 1.5% (so that
p2 — p1 is quite small). Results are plotted on Figure [3|and, as expected, the second
eigenvalue does not separate from the bulk.

On the contrary, if we set po = 4% so that p; — p; is large, then the second
eigenvalue does separate from the bulk, even for small values of +, see Figure[d]

_—PO+P1+A
- pO+A
- pO+P1

—PO+PLA
- pp+A
- p0+PL

¥ = 50, p2-p1=0.005 ¥ =70, p2-p1=0.005

8 &5 5 8 3

s

- FO+P1+A
- pO+A
- pO+P1

- RO+PLA
- pp+A
- pD+PL

8 &8 8 8 3

¥ = 100, p2-p1=0.005

v =110, p2-p1=0.005

o B

Figure 3: The spectrum of the different block models for different values of v when
p2 — p1 = 0.5% hence the second eigenvalue does not separate from the bulk even for
large values of 7.

- RO+PLA
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- pD+PL

_—pO+P1+A
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v =10, p2-p1=0.03

¥ =50, p2-p1=0.03

—pO+P1+A
- p0+h
- pO+P1

—04PLA
- p+A
- p)+PL

¥ = 100, p2-p1=0.04

¥ =110, p2-p1=0.04

Figure 4: The spectrum of the different block models for different values of v when
pa — p1 = 0.5%. The second eigenvalue separates from the bulk even for small values
of v
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B Additional results and technical proofs of Section 1]

In this section, we gather additional results on the random graphs P, namely when it is
connected (i.e., without isolated vertices) and whether it is possible to prove that some
eigenvalues separate from the spectrum or not.

Then we will proceed to prove technical statements made in Section [T}

B.1 The connectivity regime

Let us first consider a preliminary remark on the connectivity of the random graph. This
result is for illustration purpose, as the connectivity (or not) of the geometric graphs
would have no real impact on our main result, so we do not put too much emphasis on
the exact threshold of connectivity. On the other hand, the result of Lemma@is rather
intuitive as with very high probability, one of the || X;||? are going to be in the order of
21og(NN), which indicate that the transition between connectivity or not should indeed
be around log(NN)/loglog(N).

log(V)

TToglog N 7 00 ds N — oo. Then one has that

Lemma 11. Assume that

P(3 an isolated vertex i,1 <i < N) — 0as N — 0.

Proof. Fix a vertex ¢. Conditionally on the X;’s, the probability that ¢ is isolated is
[J(—eXi—xr),
J#i

which we will integrate w.r.t. the distribution of independent X’s, j # . Precisely, we
get that the probability that there is an isolated vertex is upper-bounded by

1 2y X312\ N-1
EZ H(1 _ e—’Y\Xi—Xj\z) — N]E(l — o THE 3 )
T 1+ 2y

e T+2v 2 +N€T

2y a2\ N-1 — A2
<N(1- )

142y

for every A > 0. In particular, the choice of nes =1 /log(N) gives that the
probability of having an isolated vertex is smaller than

N -1 1 1 1
N ( o N log(N T)
P Nlog(N) 1+ 27( og(NV)) + log(N)
So as soon as % — 00, the probability of having one isolated vertex goes to
0. 0
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B.2 Separation of eigenvalues

We now examine the possibility that some eigenvalues of P separate from the rest of
the spectrum, as it could interfere with standard spectral methods used in community
detection. For that purpose, we are going to study the moments of the spectral measure
of P.

Proposition 12. Let [ > 2 be a given integer, then the following holds:

l
lim ApTe (22 2 L
N—o00 7y N l2

1. (vP\' (1
vt () -o(v)

Proposition[I2]implies in particular that the non-normalized spectral measure

N
u(P) =20,
i=1

has asymptotically some positive mass on large values in the order of % This does not
prevent that the largest eigenvalue separates from the others but it does not hold that the
largest eigenvalue computed in Proposition 2] overwhelms the remaining eigenvalues.

Proposition [T2]roughly states that the largest eigenvalue does not macroscopically
separate from the rest of the spectrum. Instead it is blurred into a cloud of large
eigenvalues and thus cannot be distinguished. Notice that this phenomenon is rather
different from the standard stochastic block model for which there exists a regime (in
the average degree of the graph) where a finite number of eigenvalues really overwhelm
the rest of the spectrum.

Proof. We use the fact that the X;’s are Gaussian random variables to give an explicit
formula for the moments of the spectral measure p(P). Let us use the standard method
to derive its moments: let [ > 1 be given. One has that

N 1
EY =BT = S E[[P ®
i=1 J=1

01,82,..0,01

using the convention that 7;,1 = ¢;. Note that there may be some coincidences among
the vertices 41,2, . .., 4; chosenin {1,..., N}. We forget for a while the precise labels
of these vertices and denote them by wy, ws, ..., w; instead (keeping track of the
coincidences however).

For each possible choice of the set of coincidences in (6), we denote by k& > 1 the
number of pairwise distinct indices (that we again label wy, wa, . .. wy). We associate a
graph G, on the vertices {w1, wo, . .. wy } by simply drawing the edges (w;, w;t1),j =
1,..., 1. Note that the graph may have multiple edges. It has no loops because P;; = 0,
for any vertex i. Let C; denote the simple cycle with vertices 1,2,...,[ in order.
Then this graph corresponds to the case where there is no coincidence. When there

18



are some coincidences, some vertices from Cj are pairwise identified (excluding the
possibility that subsequent vertices along the cycle are identified due to the fact that
loops are not allowed). For & < [ we denote by Gy the set of such graphs obtained by
pairwise identifications of vertices from C (excluding subsequent vertices). Note that
G, ={C}.

Then one has that

N l
EY p=> > NN-1)---(N-k+1E [] P, (7)

k=2 GrLeGyx ecGy

where in the above formula we have chosen the set of actual vertices among {1,..., N}
and each edge e € Gy, is repeated with its multiplicity in the product. By standard
Gaussian integration, using that P(;;) = exp{—~||X; — X/||*}, one can easily check
that

E ] Pe = (det(I +2vLg,)) ™", (8)
ecGy

where L¢, is the Laplacian of Gj: we recall that the Laplacian of a graph G =
(V,E),V ={1,...,k}is the k x k matrix whose entries are

Lii = —deg(z)ﬂ = 1,2, .. .,k;Lij = mij,z' < j,

where m,; is the multiplicity of the non oriented edge (4, j).
We now perform the expansion of det (I 4+ 2yL¢, ) according to the powers of ~.
By the matrix tree theorem (see [6] e.g.), one has that

k
det (I +2vLg,) = (27)* 'k x #{spanning trees of Gy} + Z(2’y)k_iak’i7 )
i=2

for some coefficients aj ; which can be easily deduced from some minors of Lg, .
Combining now equations (7), (8), (9), and using that C; has [ spanning trees, we
deduce that

1
EXN ub =N(1+o(1
it =N o) B+ o)
-1
1
+) NF(1+o(k?*/N
2 N+ oK) i o)
N -1 Y
= & (1 +Oo( Y +0 (N)) . (10)
In the second line of (T0), the constant ¢y, is given by
1
-1 _
b= Z k#{spanning trees of G}’

GrLeGy
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Thus we have proved the first statement of Proposition[12]
Let us now turn to the variance :

Var(TrP!) = E (TrP'TrP') — (BETrP')”.

We again developp the product

! !
TrP'TrP! = Z H Pijisa Z H P,

Q1,020 k=1 Wyl eei) k=1

and draw the associated graphs (forgetting the labels) on possibly 2! vertices. If the two
graphs are disconnected (this means that the two sets {i1, 42, ...,%} and {4}, 45,...,7]}
are disjoint, then the expectation of the product splits by independance. The combined
contribution of each subgraph to the variance will thus be in the order of [? /N times

(ETrPl)Q. This comes from the fact that one has to choose 2k pairwise distinct
indices when combining the two graphs (while twice k pairwise distinct indices when
considering the squared expectation of the Trace). Thus, by definition of the variance,
the only graphs which are contributing to the variance are those for which at least one
vertex from {i1,42,...,4;} and {4},45,...,4]} coincide. This means that using the
same procedure as above, one can restrict to the set of graphs G, k < 2] — 1 which are
obtained from Cy; by at least one identification.

!
From the above it is not difficult to check that Var%’ﬁ (%) = O (%) - This
finishes the proof of Proposition[12] O

B.3 Proof of Proposition

We first show that there exists a constant C'; such that

pa(P) >1

NCi(7)

for N large enough. Fori = 1,..., N we set d(i) := }_, P;;, which we call "the
connectivity" of ¢. By the Perron Frobenius theorem the largest eigenvalue of P
cannot exceed the maximal connectivity of a vertex, (which can be proved to be strictly
greater than H%). However the number of vertices whose connectivity is such high is
negligible with respect to V (it is not obvious such a number grows to infinity actually).
Because all the entries of P are positive, one knows that the largest eigenvalue of P is
simple and is equal to the spectral radius of P. Furthermore, one has that

s <U17Plvl>
m(P) = lli}rolo (v1, Pt=1vy)

where vV Nvy = 91 = (1,1,...,1)%. Actually we are going to show that

<,U1 , P2l+2,ul>

mforl:ln]\f.

mi(P)? = (14 o(1))
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First one has that

<,U1 , P21+2,Ul>

Wforl:hl]\].

1 (P)* >

Now we show some concentration estimates for both the numerator and denominator,
for [ ~ In N showing that to the leading order they concentrate around their mean which
is enough to show that

p1 = Cr(v)N(1+o(1)).

Observe that (71, P'o;) = Ziijily--wil—l Py, P;,;,P;, ,; is a sum of at most N+t

terms. Each of the summands if a function of the Gaussian vector X = (X1, Xa,..., Xn)t.
We are going to show that X Zi,j,il,...,il,l Py, P i, Py, is Lipschitz with Lip-

schitz constant in the order of N(2*1)/2 for some constant C' large enough. As
EX S iivinn PiinPuin Py = (NCa(70)) ™ (1+0(1)) for some constant Cs(7o) >
0, this will be enough to ensure using standard concentration arguments for Gaussian
vectors that

2
Pl Y PiPiiPij— (Calyo)N)TH > ANCHDZ ) < 967247

0,051,011
Thus this implies that a.s.

lim Zi,j,il,...,il,l Piilpil’bépil—lj

=1
N—o0 (Ca(0)N)HH

Consider two vectors X and Y. One has that

‘ Z Piil‘PilZéPiz—lj(X) - Z Pii1Pi1i2Pil—1j(Y)‘

0,0,01501—1 0,5,81 50wy B1—1

-1
<> Y Pu(XN)Pu(X)

k=0%,5,%1,...,01—1

-1 k-1 -1
< OéZ Z H Piziz+1(X) H Piziz+1(y)“Xik - Xik+1| - |Ylk - Y;k+1| )

k=04,5,51,...,i1—1 1=0 I=k+1

Piyir i (X) = Piig ., (V)| Py (Y).. By (Y)

k+1%k+2

ktk+1 klk+1

(1)

where in the last line we have used the fact that - +— e—7*" is a-Lipschitz. The constant
« can be chosen as o = 4,/ sup,, |ze="|. Consider the sum in 1| We note > _ the
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sum over indices ¢, j, %1, . . . , 4;—1 and k in the following. One has that

k—1 -1
Z H Piziz+1 (X) H Pim+1 (Y)MX% - Xik+1‘ - |Ylk - Yik+1‘
*  [=0 I=k+1

k—1 -1
2
< > 1P 0 11 wawvz [1X, = Xiya| = Yig = Vi
* =0 l=k+1 *

k
< CN(2Z+1)/2HX —Y||

2
< NFNTF (Z 8|1 X — Xpvy — (Y — ka1)|2>

We now show that

<v1 , P2l+2v1>

(or, PZon) forl=1InN.

p(P)? < (1+0(1))

Denote by w;,7 = 1, ..., N aset of orthonormalized eigenvectors of P. Equivalently
the above means that

Dowd (= ) (wi 1) = 0(1) Y R (w, 01).
is1 i>1

Fix e > 0. Setr? := 37, | . (w;,v1)?. The first sum in the above then does not
exceed:

2€T2/L?l+1 + M%Pr?(l _ T‘2)(1 _ 6)21.
This is o(1)u2' 7212 provided that 72 > 7 for some 7 > 0. This is the fact we prove
below. To that aim we show that (w1, v1)2 > 7. Using that wy (associated to y1) has non

negative coordinates and is normalized to 1, one has that (wy,v;) > W Thus it
1|0

is enough to show that lim sup v/ N w1 |oc < 00. Assume this is not the case : then there
exists a sequence A — oo such that v N|wi | > Ay (along some subsequence). In
particular let w;, = maxw; > f}—%. Fix § > 0 small. Set J := {j,w; > dw;, }. Then

one has that §J < # < N. Using this in the expression
N
_ Z Wy Z Wy
H1 = : onjwio + : Plojwio
jeJ Ji¢J

one deduces that
p1 < NS§+4J,

which is a contradiction. This finishes the proof of Proposition [T}
B.4 Proof of Lemma[3
Let us first introduce some notations and key results for the proof. The function

9:r20+—>0(i,7")::/ L

—lz1*/2 gy
€ 2(1’),
D(Xi,4/T) 27
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where D(X;,+/7) is the disk centered at X; of radius /7.
Notice that the following holds for all » > 0

_ X2 _r\ —2|lX; . _hxi2 _z\ o|x,
e~ (1_6 2>e IXIVT < g3, ) < e 3 (1_6 2)e|\ ilvF

It also holds that

Ix:02 -

26_”X"“2(1 —e ") <O(i,r)<e T+ (ez —1)

and moreover if 7; > 7y then we immediately have

(i, 1) = (i, 70) < =

Conditionally on X;, the number of vectors among the X J’.s whose distance to X;
falls in the interval I is a binomial random variable Bin(N — 1, 0(¢,1(I))). So we recall
the following basic concentration argument (see equivalently Theorem 2.6.2 in [22]]). Let
Z be a binomial random variable with distribution Bin(m, p). There exists a constant
a > 0 (if p < 4/5, one can choose av = 1/32) such that for any C' > 0, one has

P(|Z — mp| > Cy/mp) < 2¢—"

We can now turn to the proof of Lemma[3]itself. Let ¢ > 0 be fixed (its specific value
is tuned at the end of the proof) and i € [N] be a fixed index such that | X;|? < 21%
We are going to show that

N

N
S = e MX=X1P = 0 (1 +0(1 ,
-; 07 ( (1))
iz
where
olny
e LN @)k
coi= Jim v 2 mie
k=1
with Vk = 1,...,21%,
i C(kE+1 k
n = N (o0, BE%) o, B,
¥ gl

As 7y goes to infinity with IV, then it holds that

12 2 .
Ne*”XfSH (i 70(11127)> < nf(‘) < NE
2y ¥ 2y

so that if || X% < 2“‘77 then nS) o~ %E which ensures that co = (1 + o(1)) is
well-defined.

To control S, we split this sum into three parts, depending on the distances from X
to X;, as follows
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S = E e VX = X517 4 E e X=X

§id? (X, X ;) €[S, 28] Jid? (X, X5)<£

S Sa

+ Z e IXi=X;?

. 1
Jid? (X5, X5)> 20

S3

We first focus on S that we are going to further decompose as a function of the
distance from X to X; : define for k € {1,..., 2“’%}

) = ﬂ{l,d2(Xl7Xi) € [’fw {} .

Then one has

2ny
S, < Z efksngj)
k=1
2ny 2lny
_ Z —ke 1(< I Z o—ke (”1(;) 7n§:))
k=1 k=1
olny
N j i
=—(1+0(1) + e*ke(ng) —n),
2y k=1

where the last equality comes from the approximation of ng )

It also holds that

as N and + goes to infinity.

In ~
2 €

S > Z 67(k+1)5n§€i)

va 2mw
_ Z e~ (ke (1) + Z —(k+1)e (n;(j) 7n£i))
221
N - —(k+1)e, (4) (1)
%(1—26—0 ))—l—Ze (ny’ —my’).
k=1

It remains to control the different errors n,(:) — nl((i ). It holds that,

21 , . . 1 ,
(31 <k< ?7 n{’ — n| > snfj)) <8 n?)ewa%,
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because each nl(: ) ~ N S= as vy increase to infinity with N. At the end, we obtained that

for each X; such that HXlH2 < 2105(7), then

N N 1
51— 7 < g(?)a +o(1 )) with proba at least 1 — 8#676&3% . (12)

Let us now focus on S» which is obviously smaller than néi) where

i . €
ng = £, (X0, X;) < )
Moreover, because of the concentration of binomials, it holds that

Px, (ng‘> > 2N6(i, 2)) < 2¢=ONOGS),

Now as y goes to infinity with NV, then for -y large enough, the following holds

€ € €
— <00, =) < o~
4y YT 2y
which ensures that N
Py, (”éi) > E) <2070
v

As a consequence we have shown that

N a Ne
So < 2 with probability at least 1 —2e™ 2~ . (13)
v
Last, by the very definition of S, it always holds that
N
S3 < Nem7' < — (14)

7
Combining (12), (T3) and (T4), we obtain that with probability at most

27T + SL(’Y) e’ 7
5

one has that

|5 - %‘ < %(5E+0(1)).

As a consequence, as N grows to infinity, one has

Pl3i:|X]?< and ‘ Ze_'y‘x —Xl* (55 +o(1))

25

<4N1n7( —a Ne 411’1(7)67&53&

e )—>o

_N
vIny

—1/4
> (so that € goes to O as intended) and because % goes
to infinity. This proves Lemma 3]

by choosing € = (
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B.5 Proof of Lemma 4l

The proof is almost identical to that of Lemma[3] The only difference is that we cannot

. i 1x;0% . S i
approximate n{’ by ]2\[—75 because e~ — might go to 0. Yet it still holds that n\) < ]2\7—;
And thus, we can easily prove the weaker statement

N . N
P 30,30 > 2 (14 52 4 o(1)

j=1

< 4N(e_%¥ + 41200 e‘asS%) -0
g

with the same choice of €, assuming Assumption holds.

B.6 Proof of Lemma/[3

If we can show that for any 7 € J and with probability close to 1, it holds that

N
D Py <, (15)
ig 7
then the result would be a direct consequence of Lemma3]
By the very definition of J, if j ¢ .J, then necessarily | X j|2 > 21% Notice that
1X;> > (3+ 6)1“77 then 7| X; — X;|*> > (1 + €)In~ so that for any i € J, this
immediately yields that

N N
>, Py <
| N o] Y
HIX;1P=(8+e) 2

This is enough to obtain (I3) for the contribution of such indices. Note also that the
same argument is valid to get (I5) for the subsum (keeping ¢ € .J fixed)

N N
> Py e <
I3 Xi—X;12>(1+€) Iny i "

Thus we only need to consider indices i € J and j ¢ J such that 7| X; — X;|* <

(1 + €)In~y. This implies in particular that necessarily || X;||? < 8129 - Consider

5
therefore such an index ¢ and let

S = E eV IXi= X512

3 X =XiP<(14e) Iny, | X2 > 22

Because || X;[|? < 81“7" then the number of indices j ¢ J is smaller than than 16 N 1“77
In
o8N Asa consequence, the sum above is composed
1
In2~

with probability at least 1 — e~
of at most 16 N IHT'Y terms, all smaller than 1. Obviously, if they are all smaller than

N N
then S < 1671117 < o
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So this implies that it only remains to control the sum S for indices ¢ € J such that
for some j ¢ J it holds that || X; — X;|* < %. This implies that such indices

1 € J must satisfy
1 ] Inl
D17 S x5 o0 <1_2 /2m> |
Y Y Invy

And, using the same argument as before, there are at most 8% v/ In~Inln~ such indices
with arbitrarily high probability (as v goes to infinity). On the other hand, §.J (the
cardinality of .J) is, with arbitrarily high probability, in the order of N 1“77

This gives a lower bound on the spectral radius of Pj: let v be the unit vector

v = ﬁ(l, ..., 1)* (of dimension £.J). Then
s P
> %(1 —o(1)) (1 3 h;:f;”)
> %(1 ~o(1))

Hence Lemma [3]is proved.

C Technical proofs of Section 2]

C.1 Proof of Proposition [6]

The preceding proof can be easily modified to obtain the following bounds on the
spectral radii : there exist constants ¢y = 1/2, C' > 0 so that with high probability

N
p(Pr) < 0 p(Ac) < CVN.
Following [[11]], we first prove that the largest eigenvalue of A is up to a negligible

error (in the appropriate regime of p1, p2, 7y) that of Fy. More precisely, it holds with
arbitrarily high probability that

N
<Avl,vl>:Nw+o LN p1+p2+£ .

It easily follows that the largest eigenvalue p;(A) of A satisfies

1 1
P1 2)\1(1+0(m+ﬁ))

In addition decomposing a normalized eigenvector v associated to p; as

v =110, +1rov9 + V1 —r2w
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for some normalized vector w orthogonal to v; and vy and where 72 = 72 4 72, then
one has that

N —
(4v,0) = INELE2 (VN + 2 ) + NP P2

for some function f () such that || f||oe < 1. Thus it follows that r; = 1+ (’)(% +N-2).
This finishes the proof that the largest eigenvalue (and eigenvector) of A and Py almost
coincide. Similarly, since

N
(Avgy,v3) = Ay + O (7 + \/N) ,

the same arguments imply that the second largest eigenvalue of A and Py coincide
provided

N
N(p1 —p2) > VN + =

And associated normalized eigenvectors coincide asymptotically, following the same
basic perturbation argument.

C.2 Proof of Lemma

We first prove the first point. The objectif is to lower-bound (v, w1 ). Since w; has
non negative coordinates and is normed to 1, Y, w1 (i)|w1|eo > 1 = |w1|3. Thus we
immediately get the first lower bound

(v w)ziiw(z)>¥
o \/Nizl 1 ~ VNwlo

Let i, be a coordinate such that w; (i9) = |w|s. Then one has that

N N N
pwiy = > Pigjw; = Y Pigjwiy + Y Pigj(w; — wiy).
i=1 i=1 i=1

Fix n > 0, € > 0 that we allow further to depend on N and such that ) > €. Using
that (1 > dmax(1 — €) (see Proposition , we thus obtain that

N
Z Pioj (w’io - wj) < Edmaxwiga (16)

i=1
here diax = N P~ coX. Defi
where d,,x = max; ijl i.j ~ o . Define now

Wi, }

B:={j,P,,; >nand w; < 5

and
w

B = {j, Pioj > nand w> ;0}
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Using (16), one obtains that n§ Bw;, /2 < ew;,dmax. This means that

4B < %dmx. (17)

We can also deduce from the fact p1 > dpax(1 — €) that

ZP’L()j > dmax 1 _5)

Let us assume for the moment that

Z Pioj > Cdmax

JiPig;>

for some constant ¢. Then by (I7) this implies

_ 2
ﬁB Z Cdmax - ﬁB Z dmax(C - 6) > Cdmax
n

for some constant C' > 0. Using the fact that [|w]|| = 1, this implies that diaxCw?, /4 <
1 which in turn yields that

!
oo < —,
dmax

and then Lemma 9] will be proved.
Therefore, it remains to prove that

Z Pm] > Cdmax~

JiPig;2m

This is true if i is such that | X;,|? < 1“77, by slightly adapting the proof of Lemma
and choosing 7 of the order of min{+/z, 1/v} — more precisely, the only change in the
proof of Lemma 3] is the control of S;.

One can easily extend this claim if |X;,|? < M for some constant K large

enough. Now noting Z the subsum over those 1ndlces J such that P;; <, one
has that

Klny o

P (30X > =20 Y Py > dinax(1 - 2¢)
v &
J

CN K-1)1 1
<P (3 T) points X; in a ball B(x,r),|z| > K=y r < 2M> .
< ol <JJX>€_C/N(K_2)1H’Y»

B!

where C, C’, C" are constants and the last follows from Gaussian integration on squares
of size 2“177 covering B(0, (K — 3)1“7”)6 Choosing K large enough (actually K = 4
should be enough) yields the result and finishes the proof of the first part Lemma[9]
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We now consider the second, more technical point. Let us consider a subset of
indices I C {1,..., N} to be fixed later and w; = ﬁ(wl(l), —.,wr(N))t, where
wr (Z) = ]liej.

Then one has

I 1
(wr,v1) = \/% and (Pywy,wy) = i Z P,; =: Dy,

i,j€1

where D; denotes the average inner connectivity (restricted to edges between two
vertices from I) and it also holds that{(Pyvy,v1) = d where d is the average global
connectivity. We now show that we can exhibit such a set I such that {7 > ~ and
Dy = pu1(1+ o(1)), since we assumed % ~ Np. Fix A > 0. Set

[:={1<i<N, |X;|? < A3},

Since v 1n~y/N tends to 0, the arguments of the proof of Lemmacan be easily adapted
to prove that §1 > A with arbitrarily high probability as long as A < In~y. Moreover,
adapting again the proof of Lemma 3] (controlling the sum S defined there in a similar
. 12

fashion since we can still approximate nf{' ) by g—; ase” Ao goes to 1), we obtain that
Dy = pu1(1+4 0(1)). We can do the same to define a vector supported on % coordinates
instead of ~.

Consider now the largest entry of w: let ¢ be such that w; = |wy |~ . Let € be fixed

small so that p; > %(1 —€). Let J be the subset

J={jwi(j) = (1 = 3e)wi}.

Then, one has that >, ; Py + (1 —=3€)(3_; Pij — > ey Pij) = %(1 — ¢) from which
one deduces that > jed P > %% In particular this implies that w; cannot be localized
on less than % coordinates (and is roughly equally spread on these coordinates). One
can also show that the second block of largest entries of w; has size at least of order
% and entries greater than |w1 |« (1 — 3€)?. Assume w; is localized on less than
coordinates so that {(wq,w;) — 0.

In the same way we constructed I, one can construct at least v2 /N vectors ©; whose
support are of size A% A > 0 chosen large enough, 2 by 2 disjoint such that

N
<ﬁZ,PﬁZ> Z %(1 —6).

Let now 0 be the vector whose coordinates are those of wy greater than 1w |, with
n > 0 chosen small. Because w; is localized on less than v coordinates, the number

2
of non zero coordinates of w; can be written kX for some k < WW Let € be such that
1 — 3e = n, so that there must exist an index i € J such that for some § > 0,

N
> Py=é—.
igd 7
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This follows from the fact that J corresponds to a subset of indices of the smallest of
the X;’s and the nearest neighbors cannot be all in J. Furthermore, for the same reason
there exist at least ¢’ % such indices i. Indeed define for any vertex j € J:

S1(5) =Y Pik; S2(3) = Y _ Py
keJ leJe
One then has that
M1

———— LVje L
S1(5) + 52(7)

In all cases one has that
M1

S1(3) + S2(4)
Fix § > 0 small. And set Bs = {j € J, =29~ ¢ [§,1 — 4]}. We call Ej the

>1—e

S1(3)+S2(5)
boundary of J. Forany i = 1,...,kN~~! (corresponding to the non zero entries of
1), consider the ball B(X, %) It is colored green if ﬁ%(z) >1—4. Itis colored

red #@2(1) > 1 — 4. In all other cases, such a ball is colored blu. One can note

that the boundary corresponds to blue balls. We claim that there exists 0 > 0 small such
that the edge Ejs is non empty and furthermore encircles an area in the order of k.

To prove this fact, one first remarks that there are green balls. This follows from
the fact that we assume the size of the support of w; is negligible with respect to +.
There also exists at least one red ball. Indeed, consider the ball centered at X; where
w; = |w1]eo- One then has that

1 Sl (Z) 52(1)

S +50) S +50" TS0+ %0)™

where a181 = >, oy Pir 7k, a2S2 = ) je Piit. One deduces that

5168 Sism
S (Z) + SQ(Z) - a; — ag ’

1221 o
where AOE:0) < ay < 1. From this one deduces that

S1(d)+ S() — 1-n

Sl(l) >1 €

Choosing 77 > 0 small enough (n < 1/2) yields that

S51(4)

— 7 >1—-2e>1-9
S1(Z)+SQ(Z) - €=

provided § > 2e. Consider two balls intersecting on more than one third of the total area
of one ball. This is the case if the center of the second ball is contained in the first one.
They cannot be colored green and red provided 26 < 1/3. From this fact we deduce

30f course, this choice of colours is completely arbitrary and only for illustration purpose
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that there necessarily exists an interface of blue balls surrounding the red balls. Now J
consists of indices corresponding to those in the area encircled by the blue interface (up
to an error in the proportion of §) and some more points which are necessarily included
in red balls centered at some point X, j € J. Note that the proportion of those points
in J and such red balls cannot exceed J. The minimal area A to contain kN~ ~! points
is in the order of A > Ck~~! for some constant C. Now the total area covered by red
balls with some inside points in J defines a domain D whose area is at most in the order
of £. Among these a proportion of at most 28 corresponds to points in J. From this we
deduce that the area encircled by blue balls is at least cA for some constant ¢ < 1. Thus
one can find at least K = (k7)'/? blue disks whose support are pairwise disjoint and
on the frontier of the domain.

As a consequence there exists at least one normalized vector v; such that the supports
of ¥; and w; are disjoint. Calling I the support of ©; one has that there exists a constant

c>0
N
= Y Pyw F \/EZ ,/;mwl\mm. (18)

i€J, jEI2

Now we can construct at least K such vectors whose support are pairwise disjoint
by considering the blue disks. We denote these vectors vq, ..., vi. Let then set

K
i1 Vi
VK

Then because (v;, Pv;) > %(1 —¢), and one can check that

sup(rwi + 1 —r2v, P (rw1 ++v1— r2v)>

v =

is achieved for ry < 1 such that

1

Y
> .
vi- TO VEey/Znlwi|oom

. N(1—¢)
2

The denominator is much larger than 11 as one can check that v K, /% |w1 |0 does not
tend to 0. And furthermore this maximum can excede p1: this is a contradiction.

C.3 Proof of Theorem

Let us denote by #; and 0, the two eigenvalues that exit the support of the spectral
measure of P;. Now assuming this holds true, an eigenvector associated to such an
eigenvalue 6 has necessarily the form:

w = Rl(e)(alvl + 042’02),
where

Q101 + QU2 € Ker(] + P()Rl).
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Hereabove and in the sequel we denote R; for Ry (#) for the sake of notations. Using
this one deduces that
A1 (v, Ryvg)
SRR A G Rt TR
/\1 <1}1, R1U1> + 1
and AlAQ <’Ul, R1U2>2 = (1 + )\1 <’U1, R11}1>)(1 + )\2 <’U2, R11}2>).

o] =

Then for such an eigenvector setting a; = (v;, Ryv;), for i = 1,2 and b =
(v1, R1v2) we obtain that

2

« ba
<w7’02>2 = ﬁ;(w,m) 2
2

= 19
1+ Maq (19)

So far we have not normalized the eigenvector w: this has to be considered in order to
show that there is indeed some information on v» using the two normalized eigenvectors.
Let us now recall the equation to compute the two eigenvalues 6;:

Pae(0) = (1+ Aag(0)) (1 + A2az(0)) — AMAzb*(8) = 0, (20)

which we have solved as 6 being a function of A\; and As. The very definition of w
yields that

o2 = a2 (212 a1(6) + a(6) —2—22_p(a) ).
(Mar +1)2 Aag +1

Using we obtain that

Ofag 20 Ofxg 20

||'UJ||2 :OZ2 o6 2 00 (21)

= s
Aa(l+Aar) P AP (14 6 qy)
2

and combining (T9) and (Z1)) gives

<’LU,UQ>2 1 1 +)\1a1

ol = 2 X

(22)

Notice that Equation (22)) implies that there are at most two eigenvalues of Py + P that
separate from the spectrum of P;; denote them by 6, and 6>. We also recall that we have
denoted by 6(A1) and 6(\2) the respective solutions of 1+ Aja; = 0 and 1+ Ayas = 0.
We claim that those four specific values satisfy the following relations

02 < min{f(A2),0(\1)}

91 Z maX{e(AQ),e()\l)} ) 0()\2) S )\2 + H1 and >\1 S 9(>\1) S )\1 + M1 -

The inequalities on the left are a consequence of the fact that 6, and 65 are solutions
of fx, .2, (0) = 0thus (1 + A1a1(6;)) and (1 + A2a2(6;)) must have the same sign, the
one of 3138719,»2 (6;). The second inequality is a consequence of the fact that || < pq

and then plugging this value in as. The inequalities on the right are a consequence of
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the very last argument and of the fact that §(\;) > A; since 6(\1) is an eigenvalue of
Py + Mg ’UI .

This immediately gives the first bound
7']2 A1

1>
O — 1 A2+ 2p

— (1 + )\1(11(92)) = )\1 Z 1 (23)
J

As a consequence, it remains to control
g, and the fact that fi, x,(02) = 0, we get
(“)al 8(12

S )\1@(92)()\2‘0/2| — 1) + )\2@(92)()\1‘@1‘ — 1)

O3 (9,). Notice that, by definition of

I xi s
202 0

ob
“!‘2%(92)\/)\1)\2\/(1 + )\10,1)(]. + )\2@2)

Moreover, we immediately get the following upper-bounds

r? 1 1 1
a;(0)] = I < , la2(0)] < , aj,ah b < ——M— .
‘ ()l ;67//%_07,“1 ‘ 2( )‘ 07/1/1 152 (9*H1)2
Plugging those estimates in 8]0?9719“2 (62) gives that
0 , A1 A A2 A
)\2 f)\l,)\z S 112 2( 2 71)+ 2 2( 1 71)
2 — M1 2 — H1 2 — M1 2 — M1
o0 (02 — p1)? Y02 — p (02 — p1)? 02 —

(24)

VA1 A2 A A1
+2 -1 -1
(02 — pu1)? (92—M1 )(92—M1 )

From Equation (3), we get that 6 > % > 111(1+4€) so that we get non-zero correlation
between w, and v, from Equations and (24).

We can actually be more precise. It is indeed quite easy to prove using (@) that

M A2 A1 A2

() > 14 + + :
Fraa () -0 -0 (u+0)?

Let us assume that the ratios i—l =¢g>1land0 < % = x < 1 are fixed, and make

the change of variables § = Ay — 2u1 = (1 —~vyx)Ae, 50 that
7 1+g¢q q
I—(y+Dz  (1-(y—1Dx)*

In order to control the solution of f, », = 0 w.r.t. , we are going to assume for the
moment that (y + 1)z < 3 so that the r.h.s. can be easily lower-bounded into

Fraaa() >1

Puna(0) > 1= (1+q)(1+ (v + Dz +2((y + 1)%2%))
+q(1+2(y - Dz — (v —1)%2?)

= a2([y(a—1) = B+ 1)] - 22[(3g+ 1)y* — 2(a = V7 + (3¢ + 1)) )
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which gives an explicit (and uniformly bounded) upper-bound 7 for 7, i.e., the solution
of the above degree 2 polynomial. Notice that when x goes to zero, the expression boils
down to

4
¥=3+——+0(2).
0 + 1 + O(x)
Plugging 7 into Equations (23) and (24) gives that
[(w, v2)]?
[Jwl|?

2z (1-F+1)x)3
Z (1 B q— 1) F+1 — 2
(1 + 552+ Ve + 1)95)

which is uniformly bounded away from 0.
Moreover, when = goes to 0, it holds that

el 4
T Y= e &

AL

Ao 125} M1
:1—2#1/——(’) —

R A2 ()\2)

and when z is small enouglﬂ then we also have that (y + 1)z < % as required. This
proves the theorem (since ratios are assumed to be uniformly lower and upper-bounded).

4Numerical implementation suggests that those computations hold for = < qs;ql, i.e., when the value on 7y
is setto 3 + ﬁ without the O(x) term.
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