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Abstract

Random graph models with community structure have been studied extensively in the liter-
ature. For both the problems of detecting and recovering community structure, an interesting
landscape of statistical and computational phase transitions has emerged. A natural unanswered
question is: might it be possible to infer properties of the community structure (for instance, the
number and sizes of communities) even in situations where actually finding those communities
is believed to be computationally hard? We show the answer is no. In particular, we consider
certain hypothesis testing problems between models with different community structures, and
we show (in the low-degree polynomial framework) that testing between two options is as hard
as finding the communities.

In addition, our methods give the first computational lower bounds for testing between two
different “planted” distributions, whereas previous results have considered testing between a
planted distribution and an i.i.d. “null” distribution.

1 Introduction

The problem of detecting and recovering community structure in random graph models has been

studied extensively in the literature. Popular models include the planted dense subgraph model [ACV13],

[HWX15], where an Erdés-Rényi base graph is augmented by adding one or more “communities”
— subsets of vertices with a higher-than-average connection probability between them — and the
stochastic block model (see |[Abb17, Mool7] for a survey). There are by now a multitude of re-

sults identifying sharp conditions based on the problem parameters, e.g. edge probabilities and
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number /sizes of communities, under which it is possible (or impossible) to recover (exactly or
approximately) the hidden partition of vertices, given a realization of the graph as input. No-
tably, many settings are believed to exhibit a statistical-computational gap; that is, there exists a
“possible but hard” regime of parameters where it is statistically possible to recover the commu-
nities (typically by brute-force search) but there is no known computationally efficient, meaning
polynomial-time, algorithm for doing so. It may be that this hardness is inherent, meaning no
poly-time algorithm exists, which is suggested by a growing body of “rigorous evidence” including
reductions from the planted clique problem [BBHI18, HWX15] and limitations of known classes of
algorithms [BMR21), DKMZ11l, [HS17, [SW22].

Despite all this progress, one question that remains relatively unexplored is the following: in
the aforementioned “hard” regime, even though it seems hard to recover the communities, might
it still be possible to learn something about the community structure (e.g., the number or sizes of
communities)? After all, in some models it has already been established that detecting the presence
of a dense subgraph (i.e., distinguishing the planted subgraph model from an appropriate Erd6s—
Rényi “null” model) appears to be strictly easier than actually recovering which vertices belong to
it [BBHIS [CX16, HWXT5l, [SW22]. Existing detection-recovery gaps of this nature often occur due
to a “trivial” test for detection (e.g., the total edge count), and the motivation for our work is to
understand more precisely which properties of the community structure can be inferred in the hard
regime, and which ones cannot.

A simple testing problem One of the simplest inference tasks on the community structure is
to detect the number of communities. Let us consider a toy problem of testing between two graph
models: under P the graph contains one community of expected size k, while under QQ the graph
contains two communities each of expected size k/2. The community membership of each vertex
is independent in both models (k/n under P and k/(2n), k/(2n) under Q) and vertices cannot be
members of more than one community. Suppose any pair of vertices from the same community
are connected independently with probability 2¢ and 3¢ under P and Q, respectively, and all the
other pairs of vertices are connected independently with probability ¢ under both models. Such a
parameterization matches the expected degrees of the nodes under the two distributions, so that a
simple test based on the total edge count fails to distinguish between P and Q. One natural test
is to threshold the number of triangles. It is easy to derive that the expected number of triangles
under P and Q scale as different constant multiples of ¢®k3, and the variance of the number of
triangles is of order ©(n3¢®) under both models. Thus, the simple triangle counting algorithm
consistently distinguishes P and Q if ¢3k® » 1/n3¢3, i.e. ¢k?/n » 1.

It is intriguing that the condition for the triangle counting algorithm to succeed coincides with
the conjectured computational barrier for the more difficult task of finding all members of the
community under the model P [SW22]. In other words, in the entire “hard” regime where one
cannot efficiently locate the planted community, the triangle counting algorithm fails to even tell
whether the graph contains one or two communities. In this paper, we show that this statement
extends beyond the simple triangle counting algorithm to all low-degree tests. Our main result is
given in the following (informal) theorem statement.

Theorem 1.1 (Informal). If ¢(k%/n v 1) < 1/polylog(n), then no low-degree test consistently tests
between the graph models with one and two planted communities.

Moreover, the informal result of Theorem [[.1] extends to a much wider class of testing problems
than those for which it is stated. We find that, whenever recovery is computationally hard, all low-
degree tests fail to distinguish models with different numbers of planted communities of possibly



different sizes. In other words, inferring the community structure is just as hard as finding members
of the planted communities themselves. We show a similar phenomenon for graphs with Gaussian
weights. See Theorems 2] and for the formal statements. It is important to note that our
results apply even in regimes where it is easy to distinguish P (or Q) from an Erdés—Rényi graph;
that is, one cannot recover our results simply by arguing that both P and Q are hard to distinguish
from Erdés—Rényi.

The low-degree testing framework Unfortunately, it seems to be beyond the current reach of
computational complexity theory to prove that no polynomial-time algorithm can distinguish two
random graph models, even under an assumption like P # NP. Nonetheless, a popular heuristic —
the low-degree testing framework [BHK™ 19, [HopI8| HKPT 17, [HST7] (see [KWB22] for a survey) —
gives us a rigorous basis on which to form conjectures about hardness of such problems. Specifically,
we will study the power of low-degree tests, a class of methods that includes tests based on edge
counts, triangle counts, and other small subgraph counts. Strikingly, low-degree tests tend to be
as powerful as all known polynomial-time algorithms for testing problems that are (informally
speaking) of the flavor that we consider in this paper; see [Hop18| [KWB22] for discussion. In this
paper, we will prove low-degree hardness, meaning failure of all low-degree tests (to be defined
formally in Section [2]), for certain testing problems; this can be viewed as an apparent barrier
to fast algorithms that we believe is unlikely to be overcome by known techniques, and perhaps
indicates fundamental computational hardness.

Planted-versus-planted testing We emphasize that there is a key difference between our work
and existing hardness results for high-dimensional testing. The testing problems we consider are
between two different “planted” distributions, each with a different type of planted structure. In
contrast, previous low-degree hardness results for testing (e.g., [Hop18| [HKP*17, [HS17, KWB22]
and many others) have always considered testing between “planted” and “null,” where the null
distribution has i.i.d. or at least independent entries. On a technical level, planted-versus-null
problems are more tractable to analyze because we can explicitly construct a basis of orthogo-
nal polynomials for the null distribution, but this strategy seems more difficult to implement for
planted-versus-planted problems.

The idea of planted-versus-null testing goes beyond the low-degree framework. Other forms of
average-case lower bounds typically also, either explicitly or implicitly, leverage a hard planted-
versus-null testing problem; this includes reductions from planted clique (e.g., [BR13, BBHIS]),
sum-of-squares lower bounds (e.g., [BHK™19, [KMOWT7]), and statistical query lower bounds
(e.g., [DKSI7, [FGRT17]). In fact, these frameworks seem to struggle in settings where there is
not a hard planted-versus-null testing problem available.

Our work overcomes this barrier that has limited the use of the above methods: we demon-
strate for the first time that low-degree hardness results can be proven for planted-versus-planted
problems. We give some general-purpose formulas (Propositions 2] and [2Z2]) that can be used
to analyze a wide variety of such problems in random graphs or random matrices, not limited to
just the specific models studied in this paper. The proof techniques are inspired by [SW22], which
studies estimation problems rather than testing. On a technical level, the core challenge in our
analysis is to bound certain recursively-defined quantities called r, (defined in (2I])). These are
analogous to the cumulants that appear in [SW22)], and while the r,, are not cumulants, they enjoy
a number of similar convenient properties (see Section [3]) that are important for the analysis.



Alternative proof strategy for hardness of recovery As a byproduct, our results corroborate
the computational barrier for planted dense subgraph recovery established in [SW22]. Indeed, if
there were an algorithm that successfully recovers a planted community, one could turn this into an
algorithm for testing one community versus two. Therefore the “hard” regime for recovery contains
the “hard” regime for testing community structure.

This provides an alternative method for establishing detection-recovery gaps. For problems
where recovery of the planted structure is strictly harder than detecting its presence, it is not viable
to deduce optimal hardness of recovery from a planted-versus-null testing problem. However, our
work demonstrates that it is possible to attain the sharp recovery threshold via reduction from a
planted-versus-planted problem, as long as the two planted distributions are appropriately chosen.

Open problems A natural next step is to investigate whether our method yields sharp computa-
tional thresholds for other problems that exhibit detection-recovery gaps. For example, the problem
of parameter estimation in sparse high-dimensional linear regression likely has a detection-recovery
gap (see [BAHT22|) and can potentially be related to a testing problem between two planted models,
e.g. between a sparse linear regression and a mixture of two sparse linear regressions.

Another open question is whether our computational hardness result can be shown in ways
beyond the low-degree testing framework, such as by using the sum-of-squares framework, statistical
query framework, or reduction from the planted clique problem. In particular, if the problem of
testing community structure can be reduced from planted clique, this would yield a reduction from
planted clique to planted dense subgraph recovery, which is an open problem (see [BBH18]).

2 Main results

2.1 Low-degree testing

We begin by explaining what it means for a low-degree test to distinguish two high-dimensional
distributions.

Definition 2.1. Suppose P, and Q,, are distributions on RN for some N = N,,. A degree-D test
is a multivariate polynomial f, : RN — R of degree at most D (really, a sequence of polynomials,
one for each problem size n). Such a test f is said to strongly separate P and Q if, in the limit
n — o,

\/max {Varlr1.vart 1} = o(Bel1 - Bolf1).

and weakly separate P and Q if

\/max {Varlf1.varl 71} = 0 (el ) - Bl

Strong separation is a natural sufficient condition for success of a polynomial-based test because
it implies (by Chebyshev’s inequality) that P and Q can be distinguished by thresholding f’s output,
with both type I and II errors o(1). Weak separation also implies non-trivial testing, i.e. better
than a random guess; see [BAH" 22, Prop. 6.1]. In this paper, we characterize the limits of low-
degree tests. For upper bounds, in the “easy” regime, we show that a constant-degree test achieves
strong separation, implying a poly-time algorithm for testing with o(1) error probability. For lower
bounds, in the “hard” regime, we show that for some D = w(logn), no degree-D test can achieve
even weak separation. Because many known algorithms can be implemented as degree-O(logn)



polynomials (e.g., spectral methods; see Section 4.2.3 of [KWB22]), we treat this as “evidence”
that no polynomial-time algorithm achieves non-trivial testing power, i.e. better than a random
guess. Our results, in fact, often rule out much higher degree tests (e.g., D = nQ(l)), depending on
how far the parameters lie from the critical threshold.

2.2 Model formulation

We consider the problem of testing between two random graph models, both of which contain
planted communities but with different community structures. We focus on testing between two
additive Gaussian models where the edge weights are Gaussian, and between two binary observation
models where the edges are unweighted and the diagonal is set to zero to ensure no self-loops in
the graph.

Definition 2.2 (Additive Gaussian model). Given the number of vertices n, total community size k,
signal strength X\ > 0, number of communities M, and vector of community proportions x € [0,1]M
with Zé‘il xg = 1, define the additive Gaussian model P = Pgaussian (1, k, A, M, ) as follows. Under
P, independently for each i € [n] := {1,2,...,n}, the community label o; is sampled such that o; = ¢
with probability xek/n for each € € [M] and o; = * (a symbol indicating membership in none of
the communities) with probability 1 — k/n. For each pair of vertices i,j € [n] with i < j, the edge
weight Y;; is sampled from

Vi ~ N(%,l), oi=o0; =1L for some (€ [M],
’ N(0,1), otherwise.

For i > j, the edge weight Y;; is defined to be Yj;.

Notice that with the above definition, each community ¢ € {1,2,..., M} is expected to be of
size xyk and the expected number of vertices which do not belong to any community is n — k. The
choice of mean \/xy ensures that on average, the vertices in one community have the same weighted
degree (row sum of Y') as the vertices in any other community.

Definition 2.3 (Binary observation model). Given the number of vertices n, total community size
k, edge probability parameters q,s = 0, number of communities M, and vector of community pro-
portions x € RM with sz\i1 xy = 1, define the Binary observation model P = Pginary(n, k,q, s, M, )
as follows. The community labels {O’i}ie[n] are sampled the same way as in the additive Gaussian
model. Given the community labels, for each pair of vertices i,j € [n] with i < j, the edge weight
Y;; is sampled from

Ty

{Bernoulli (q + i) , oi=o0; =1L for some { € [M],
Yij ~

Bernoulli (¢), otherwise.

For i > j, the edge weight Y;; is defined to be Yj; and the diagonal entries set to zero Yy = 0.

For example, if we want to model two communities of equal sizes, we can choose M = 2 and
T = Ty = % The communities are then both expected to be of size k/2. If we also set s = ¢ we
have an in-community connection probability of 3¢ and every other pair of nodes is connected with
probability ¢ as in the toy model discussed in the Introduction.

The two models introduced in Definitions and 2.3l only differ in the edge weight distributions,
as the community labels follow the same distribution under both models. Alternatively, we can



write Sy for the set of vertices in community ¢, so that o; = £ if and only if i € Sy. Note that by
definition, each vertex ¢ can belong to at most one community. In other words, the communities
{Se}eerar) are disjoint.

With the other parameters fixed, we consider testing between model P with M planted commu-
nities and community proportions z € [0, 1]M , and the model Q with M’ planted communities and
community proportions 2’ € [0, 1] " for some M’ # M. In short, for both Gaussian and Bernoulli
edge weight models, we establish a “hard” regime where the distributions P and Q cannot be
weakly separated by low-degree tests. We consider the regime n — oo and allow all the parame-
ters k, A\, M, x to depend on n; thus, our results can apply to a growing number of communities,
although our main focus is on the case where M, M’ are fixed so that our upper and lower bounds
match.

Theorem 2.1 (Additive Gaussian model). Given parameters n,k,\, M, M’ x,2', define distribu-
tions P = Pgaussian (1, k, A\, M, ) and Q = Pgaussian(n, k, A, M’ 2"). Assume that M mingzy > C
and M'ming x}, = C for some constant C > 0. Write M = |M — M'| and M = max{M,M'}. We
have:

o If D5]\/4\2)\2(k:2/n v 1) = o(1), then no degree-D test weakly separates P and Q.

o If M2X2k2/n = w(1) and ]\7%/@2 = w(l), then there exists a degree-1 test that strongly
separates P and Q.

In the regime k? > n, M = O(1), and D < polylog(n), Theorem [Z1] precisely characterizes (up
to logarithmic factors) the computational threshold for low-degree testing. This threshold coincides
with the conjectured computational threshold for recovering a single planted community, which has
been established in the low-degree polynomial framework [SW22| Theorem 2.5]. We focus on the
k? > n regime in this paper, as this is where there is a conjectured detection-recovery gap, but
we suspect that when M is constant, A2(k?/n v 1) ~ 1 is the computational threshold across the
entire parameter regime. The optimal test when k% < n should be based on the maximum diagonal
entry, and while this is not a polynomial, it should be possible to approximate it by one (similar
to Section 4.1.1 of [SW22]).

Theorem 2.2 (Binary observation model). Given parameters n,k,q,s, M, M’ , x,2', define distri-
butions P = Pginary(n, k,q, s, M, z) and Q = Pginary(n, k,q,s, M, z"). Assume that M mingz, > C
and M'mingz), = C for some constant C > 0 and that g + s/(minyz;) < 71 for some constant
7 < 1. Write M = |M — M| and M = max{M, M'}. We have:

o If D5]\72(32/q)(k‘2/n v 1) = o(1), then no degree-D test weakly separates P and Q.

o If M?/3(s2/q)k?/n = w(1), M-13gk = w(1) and 1\7%/1\72 = w(1) then there exists a degree-3
test that strongly separates P and Q.

The upper and lower bounds match (up to log factors) provided k? > n, M = 0(1), D <
polylog(n), and ¢ = 1/n. The condition ¢ > 1/n is natural since without it there will be isolated
vertices. The regime k% < n is more complicated, and some open questions remain here even for
simpler testing and recovery problems than those we study here; see Section 2.4.1 of [SW22| for
discussion.



2.3 Proof overview

Main quantity to bound: advantage In order to rule out weak separation between distribu-
tions P = P,, and Q = Q,, on R¥", it will suffice to bound the degree-D “advantage,” named as
such to emphasize that it measures the ability of low-degree polynomials to outperform random

guessing and defined as
Ep[f]
Advep(P,Q) := sup ———,
1 deg D A/Eq[f?]
where f ranges over polynomials RY — R of degree at most D. The quantity Adv<p is also the
norm of the degree-D likelihood ratio (see [Hop18, [KWB22]), but we will not use this interpretation
here as the likelihood ratio is difficult to work with in our setting. We note that while the notion
of separation is symmetric between P and Q, the notion of advantage is not; for our purposes,

we could just as easily work with Adv<p(Q,P) instead of Adv<p(P,Q). The following basic fact
connects Adv¢p with strong/weak separation.

Lemma 2.1. Fiz a sequence D = D,,.
o If Advep(P,Q) = O(1) then no degree-D test strongly separates P and Q.
o If Advep(P,Q) =1+ o(1) then no degree-D test weakly separates P and Q.

The proof of Lemma[2.1] along with the proofs of all facts in this section, can be found in Section Bl
In light of Lemma 2] it remains to bound Adv<p. We will provide a few general-purpose bounds,
one for Gaussian problems and one for binary-valued problems. Both will involve the following
recursively-defined quantities r, introduced in what follows.

Recursive definition for the r-values Suppose X is a random variable taking values in RY,
which may have a different distribution under P and Q. For o, 3 € NV where N = {0,1,2,...},
define

(2

laf = Zai, ol = Hai!, (g) = H (Zl), and X% = HXZO‘Z

Also define 8 < o to mean “f; < «; for all 7 and define 5 < « to mean “f; < «; for all ¢ and for
some 7 the inequality is strict: 8; < «;.” With this notation in hand, define r, = 7,(X) € R for

a € NV recursively by
« _
ra =Ep[X°]— > g <6) Eq [XO‘ /3]. (2.1)

0<Bxa

Bounds on advantage We have the following general-purpose bounds on Adv¢p in terms of r,
defined in (210). The proofs are inspired by [SW22] and can be found in Section Gl

Proposition 2.1 (General additive Gaussian model). Suppose P and Q take the following form:
to sample Y ~ P (or Y ~ Q, respectively), first sample X € RN from an arbitrary prior Px (or
Qx, resp.), then sample Z ~ N(0,1y), and set Y = X + Z. Define o, as in [21)). Then

Adv<p(P,Q) <

aeNN |a|<D



Proposition 2.2 (General binary observation model). Suppose P and Q each take the following
form. To sample Y ~ P (or Y ~ Q, respectively), first sample X € RN from an arbitrary prior
Px (or Qx, resp.) supported on X € [19, 71| with 0 < 19 < 7 < 1, then sample Y € {0,1}V with
entries conditionally independent given X and E[Y;|X]| = X;. Define ro, as in (21). Then

7»2
Advep(P,Q) < o
a€{071§|a<D (1o(1 — 7))l

Combinatorial properties of the r, The upshot of the two propositions above is that to show
hardness of distinguishing P versus Q, it suffices to bound the recursively defined r,. This task is
made easier by indentifying combinatorial properties the r, enjoy. In Section [3, we show general
results for how properties of the probability spaces transfer to behaviour of the r,. We may consider
o € NV as a multigraph, see Section B.1], and we word the results in this language. Loosely speaking
the results we present are as follows:

e If P and Q are multiplicative for disjoint graphs a and 8 then 743 = 7473 (Lemma B.1]).
o If Ep[X"] = Eg[XT7] for all trees 7, then the r value is zero on trees (Lemma [B.2)).
e The r-values are indifferent to constant shifts to X (Lemma [3.3)).

o If we scale X by a constant factor ¢ to construct 7, then 7, = cl®r, (Lemma [3.2).

Putting it all together In Section d] we pivot back to considering our particular probability
spaces P and Q and calculate the expected value of X¢ as a function of properties of the graph
a (see Lemma [A.T]). This, together with the multiplicative and tree results for the r,, allow us to
bound Adv in the Gaussian case. The scaling and shifting properties of the r,, are used to show we
can deduce the graph case from the Gaussian case.

3 The recursive algebra of planted vs planted

The recursively defined r, play a central role in our proof. By Proposition 21l the ‘advantage’
Adv is bounded above by a sum of squares of the r,; therefore, to show low-degree hardness for a
distinguishing problem, it is enough to control the size of this sum of squares. In this section, we
explore the combinatorial behaviour of these r, and show that they exhibit very nice properties
under only mild assumptions on the probability spaces P and Q. (We will write P and @ for the
probability spaces in this section both to emphasise that these results hold for any probability spaces
and to ease the notational burden.) We assume throughout that both P and @) are symmetric, i.e.
they are supported on X for which X;; = Xj;.

3.1 The graph interpretation

As in [SW22], it will be convenient to think of o € NV as a multigraph, possibly with self-loops,
on the vertex set [n] where N = n(n 4+ 1)/2 and we take «;j, for each i < j, to be the number
of edges between vertices ¢ and j. For example, for n = 3, N = 6 and if we fix the order to be
a = (a11, 012, 92, a3, a3, az3) then (0,2,0,1,1,0) is the graph & and, for n = 2, N = 3, (1,1,0)
is the graph G-« a single edge with a loop at one vertex. For graphs o and § we consider 8 to be
a subgraph of «, denoted 8 < «, if the labelled edge set of § is a subset of the labelled edge set



of a. For example, for the graph a = &, the graphs 8 = J and 3’ = ¢ are distinct subgraphs.
For graph a and subgraph 5 < « define o\ to be the graph obtained from « by first removing
the labelled edges in 8 and then removing isolated vertices - e.g. &\ = o (N0t o%). Similarly, let
a N B denote the graph obtained by first taking the intersection of both graphs and then deleting
any isolated vertices.

The usefulness of considering graphs with labelled edge sets is that it simplifies the expression
for the recursion in the definition of r,. To avoid confusion, write v, for the vector that maps
to the graph a. Note first that if vg < v, then 3 S « and vice-versa. However the counts are
different. For fixed o and 8 with vg < v, there are (ZZ) many distinct edge-labelled graphs 3’ such
that 8/ € o and vg = vg. Hence, for edge-labelled graphs the equivalent recursive definition to
([21) is as follows, where the sum is over edge-labelled subgraphs.

For graph «, the term r, is defined recursively by

ro = Ep [Xa] _ Z rsEg [Xa\ﬁ] 7 (3.1)

g

starting from the base case of the empty graph ry = 1. For example, if the probability spaces are
exchangeable (i.e. 8 =/ and ' = L. etc. have the same expectations under both P and Q) then

ra, = Ep [ X5 = Bg [X%] - 3yEq [X7] — 31 Bo [ 1]

We will use the notion of edge-labelled subgraphs, denoted <, to aid the proofs but for the rest of
the paper we consider a € NV, or equivalently o a graph without edge labels, and denote by < the
non-labelled subset or subgraph relation.

3.2 Combinatorial properties of the r-values

We will be interested in how properties of the probability spaces transfer to the behaviour of r,.
We will see that the r, behave multiplicatively over taking disjoint unions if the following property
holds for P and Q. Let o u 8 denote the disjoint union of o and 5. We say the probability space
A is multiplicative over disjoint unions if ([3.2)) holds:

Ea [X“UB] =E4s[XY]Eqx [XB] for any graphs o and (. (3.2)

Lemma 3.1. Suppose P and Q) are symmetric and multiplicative over disjoint unions, i.e. they
satisfy B2), then for any o and B, we have ro g = T T3

Proof. We proceed by induction on the number of edges. Base case. Suppose a consists of two
disjoint edges, denoted by { and §. Then from (B.I]),

rys =Ep [XI] Ep [XE] —ryEg [XI] Eq [XE] ~ryEq [XE] e g [XI] :

where we used the multiplicative property of ([B.2]) to deduce Ep [X ! :] =Ep [X I] Ep [X :] Now

substituting ry = 1 along with = Ep [XI] —Eq [XI] and the corresponding expression for s,
we get

rpy = Ep [ XY Bp [ X3~ Ep [ X3 Bo | XF] — Bp [ X3 Bq [ X + o [ XF| Bq [ XE] = ryry.



Inductive step. Fix 7 = a U § and assume the factorization of r holds for graphs with fewer than
|7| = |a| + |B| edges. For any graph v define z, by z, := Ep [X"] — . Then, first note

2q 28 = Ep [X?|Ep [XB] —zoEp [XB] — 28 Ep [X] + 1o g,

and that because a and 8 are disjoint and P satisfies (3.2]), we have Ep [X*]Ep [X?] = Ep [ X V7).
Hence,

2a 28 = Ep [X"UB] —2,.Ep [XB] — 28 Ep [XY] + roq s,

and now (back) substituting Ep [X®] = ro + 2o and Ep [X?] = rg + 25 we find
roarg =Ep [Xauﬁ] —Ta 28 —TBZa — Za 28-

By definition, roug = Ep [X O‘Uﬁ] — Zqup; therefore, to complete the proof, it suffices to show the
identity
ZauB = Z8Ta + 2a T8 + Za 28 (3.3)

Again, write 7 = o U 8 and note that by the definitions of r, and z,, we have
2 =Ep[XT] =1 = = ), B [ X7V, (3.4)
VG

Now observe that for any v < 7 since 7 = o U 8 we have v = v, U 73 where 7, = v n o and
78 =7 N B. Thus v is a disjoint union of v, and g with strictly fewer total edges than o U 8 and
so by the inductive hypothesis 7, = r,,r,,. Hence, for any fixed v & a v 3,

ryEq [ X | — i o | X900 | 1 B X707 ]. (3.5)
There are two special cases for [B.5). If v, = a, then
ryEg [X(O‘UB)\V] = Ta Ty, BQ [XB\VB] ;

and symmetrically for the case y3 = . Note that because 7 is a strict subgraph of o U 3 either of
Ya =7y Or 73 = [ may hold but not both.

In the expression for z,g in (3.4]) we take the sum over { : v & au 3} and partition it into sums
over thesets S1 = {v:va =, 18 E B}, S2={7:7% S, yg=pFtand S3 ={y:7. S @, 73 & B}
We begin with Sy: by (3.3,

~ Y Eq [X(aUB)\’Y] —— Y rary, Eo [Xﬁ\w] = T4 2.
€S VS8
Similarly taking the sum over S3 yields 73 z,. Lastly, the sum over S3 is given by
YES3 YaGo, V&6

By [4]), zaup can be obtained as a sum of f(y,auf) over v & auf for some function f. However,
when we sum the same function f over v in 57, So and S5 it gives the three terms on the right
hand side of ([B.3)), thus confirming the identity as required. O
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Lemma 3.2. For all T where T is a forest, meaning a graph with no cycles, suppose that P and Q
satisfy Ep [ X7 = Eqg [XT]. Then, ro = 0 for any forest graph «.

Proof. The proof is almost immediate by induction on the number of edges. For the base case we
note = Ep [XI] —Eq [XI] = (0. For any fixed forest o and 8 < «, the graph /3 is a forest on
strictly fewer edges and so by induction 73 = 0, but then r, = Ep [X?] —Eq [X*] = 0. O

We also show that one can add a constant shift to the distribution without changing the values
of the r,. The proof is somewhat technical, so we relegate it to Section [l

Lemma 3.3. Let X be defined by )Z'ij = Xij +y;ij where y;; € R is non-random for each pair i, j.
Then, for any probability spaces P and Q, for ro = ro(P,Q,X) and 75 = 73(P,Q,X), and for all
v, we have that r = 7.

The following lemma concerns the effect on r of scaling.

Lemma 3.4. Fitra € R and a # 0. Let X be defined by )N(Z-j = aX;j. Then for any probability
spaces P and Q, forro = ro(P,Q, X) and 73 = 73(P,Q, X), and for all v, we have that 7, = all Ty,
where |y| equals the number of edges in the graph vy, i.e. |y| = |E(y)].

Proof. This proof is a simple induction on |a|. The base case is easy as Ty = rg = 1 as required.
Now, fix « for some |a| > 1, and assume we have proven the result for |3| < |a|. However,

Fa=Ep|X°| = Y FapBo|X| =dEp[x°]- Y FasdlEq|x?|.

PG PG
By the inductive hypothesis, 7,5 = al\sl Te\s and so by the equation above we are done as
alBlglo\8l — glal O
4 Proof

In this section we give the full proofs of the main results, Theorems 2.1] and

Proof of Theorem[2.1l. Hard regime. We start by proving the computational lower bound. By
definition of the Additive Gaussian model, we can write the observed edge weights Y = {Y};}i<; as
Y = X + Z, where Z consists of i.i.d. N'(0,1) entries, and

Xy — Ny o; = O'j. = ¢ for some (€ [M], (41)
0 otherwise.
Recall the sequence 7., defined recursively via
ra =Ep[X*]~ D 75 (a) Eq [Xa*ﬁ] :
0<Bsa B
By Lemma 2.1l and Proposition 2.1l we have that if
S
Y, B =1+o(1), (4.2)

Q

a:lal<D



then no degree-D test can weakly separate P and Q. Thus, to prove the computational lower bound,
it suffices to show that (Z2) holds for D3X\2M?(k%/n v 1) = o(1).

We will demonstrate (£2]) by proving the following three facts. (We consider the sets « as graphs
and write V(«) for the vertex set and C(«) for the set of connected components, see Section [B.1]
for details.)

(i) For all «, the term r, factorizes over the connected components of a. That is,

Ta = H rg.

peC(a)

(ii) If at least one connected component of « is a tree, then r, = 0.

(iii) For all o, where |a| = |E(a)| counts the edges in the graph «,

T\ ey V@)
MM\ k
|| v
Iral < (laf +1) ( e > <n> .

Fact (i) follows directly from Lemma Bl To see Fact (@), we note that by Lemma [3:2] it suffices to
show that for any 7 a tree, we have Ep [X"] = Eg [X7]. But recall that for a tree, the number of
edges is one less than the number of vertices, i.e. |7| = |V(7)| — 1 and 7 consists of one connected
component so that |C'(7)| = 1. Thus, by LemmaZI] we are done. Fact ({il) follows from Lemma [£.2]
We will state and prove Lemmas 1] and at the end of this section.

Next, we argue that the three facts combined yield (4.2]). From fact (i), we have for each «,

Ty 2l 2|V ()]
r2 < (laf + 1)2° <M7A> (%)

—~ |E(a)] [V ()| |E()]

21217.2 2

= (Ja| + 1) MZAR M IVl
C?n n

From (i), we know that r, is nonzero only when all connected components of « contain at least
one cycle. Denote

Gaw = {a:|E(a)] =d; |V(a)| = v; for all € C(a), B is not a tree} .

Note that for all d,v such that v > d, we have that G;, = (J because if all connected components
of a contains at least one cycle, we must have |a| > |V («)|. Thus for k£ > n, we have shown that
for all d,v with a € Gg,,
) o [ 22252
—v

On the other hand, for k2 < n, we have

A\ i\
rg < (d + 1)2d <7> <—> < (d + 1)2d (T) ’I’L_v.
n

12



Combined with the bound on 72 for k2 > n, we have shown that

~ N2, d
r2 < (d+1)* (MT)\> <% v 1) n-"’.

Next, we bound the size of G4, by counting the number of graphs with exactly d edges and v

vertices: .
n\ (v
Ganl < () (2> <. (43)

where the factor (Z) enumerates the possibilities for the vertex set in «; the (g)d factor counts the

allocation of the d edges, allowing for edge multiplicity. Combining (4.6]) (see Lemma below)
and (4.3) yields

7‘3 2 0 7’3
Bedeny N
a:lal<D d=1v=10a€eGg ,
D d F 2 2 d
M k
<1 o d+1)2 [ =2 ~vi v
+d§1;1|gd,l(+) ((c) <nv> n
D d a\ k2 ’
v 2d 2d —v
D A (K i
_ 2 2d
d=1 v=1
D e Y
<1+D D +1)2D? | == - v
oy @ () (5)
D a2
<1+DZ (21)2—) (—\/1)
= C n

where the last two equalities follow by the condition D5(M\ M)2(k%/n v 1) = o(1), under which the
summation over d is a geometrically decreasing sequence, dominated by the first term.

Easy regime. Next, we show that in the “easy” regime )\2]\72(192/71 v1)=w(l) and M2k = w(]/\J\z),
there is a low-degree test that strongly separates P and Q. When A2M2k2 /n = w(1), consider the
algorithm that uses T = Y. Yii, the sum of the diagonal elements, as the test statistic. We can
compute the first and second moments of T under the two models using (A1) to note that under PP,
we have V; = % +N(0,1) if 0; = 0 = £ for some £ € [M] and Y;; = N(0,1) otherwise, where each

xok
n

community label £ is selected with probability and no label is selected with probability 1 — %

13



Under Q, we replace  and M with 2’ and M’.

Ee|T| =nEp[Yu] =n| 3 A Bloy=0} +0-Ploy = +} =n Yy, — = Mk,

e[ M] e[ M]

Eg|T|=nEg[Yi1] = M'kX,

- A2 kN2
Var |T <nE]p[Y121]=n Z <—2+1>-P{01=€}+1-P{01:*} =n+ —,
P L | x Ty

te[M] N7 te[M]
Var f <nkE [Y2]=n+ Z kAT
o L1 Q[f11 e ‘/Ele .
e[M’]

Note also that M minyz, > C implies maxy1/xy < M/C; thus, ZKM%Z < M?/C. Hence,
when ]\72/<;/]/\4\2 = w(1) and M2X2k2/n = w(1),

v 7] v 7]} = o (e ] - 7]

Thus, thresholding T strongly separates P and Q. O

Proof of Theorem[22. Hard regime. The proof proceeds by comparison to a corresponding Gaus-
sian model, so that we can reuse the calculations in the proof of Theorem ZIl Our starting
point is Proposition Define X = X(©%) appropriately for our binary testing problem, i.e.,
Xi(]f]’s) =q+ s/xgif o = 0 = £, and XZ(;]’S) = ¢ otherwise. Let 79 = ¢, and recall that we have a
valid constant 71 < 1 by assumption. Consider the additive Gaussian testing problem (as in The-

orem [2.])) with the same parameters n, k, M,z as our binary model, and with A := s/ \/m .
Let XN denote the corresponding X as per Proposition 211 i.e., XZ(JA )
and XZ-(;‘) = 0 otherwise. Note XZ-(;.I’S) = (s/)\)XZ-(j)‘) + ¢ and so by Lemmas B.3] and B.4] we have,
ro(X(@3)) = (s/A)elry (XN). By Proposition 2221

= MNxgif o5 = 05 = ¢,

2
D Ta (X)) S (xW)?
\ (a(1 =) )
ae{0,1}V |a|<D 1 ae{0,1}V, |a|<D

ro (XO)?

g\ Z al

aeNN a|<D

AdVSD (]P)7 Q) <

In other words, we have related the conclusion of Proposition [2.21to the conclusion of Proposition 2.1]
but with s/4/¢(1 — 1) in place of A. The result now follows by the proof of Theorem 2.1

Easy regime. We now consider a signed triangle count R as our test statistic. Let

é = Z Rinz’kRjk where Rij = }/ij —(q. (4.4)

i<j<k

Expectation and variance calculations for R are computed in Lemma [5.T] of Section Denote by
M the maximum of M and M’. Then,

Ee [R] B [R]| = M= 88 (14+0(7Y)),

14



and

max {Var [ITZ] , Var [E] }
P Q
1 —~ —~ 1 —~ —~
< 6M2k:5s6 + ME*s*q + 6M2k’485 + %ngq?’ +nk?sq® + K3 q%s + k3qs® + %Mkr?’s3 (4.5)

where C' is the constant from the assumption that M ming g, M’ minyz, > C. Writing M =
|M — M|, notice that to prove strong separation it suffices to show that each term in (LX) is
o(M255kP). For the fourth term to be o(M?2s°kS) is equivalent to M2/3s2k2/(nq) = w(1), one of our
assumptions. Similarly for the first term to be 0(]\7 255k5) is equivalent to M2EM? = w(1) another
of our assumptions. For the last term to be o(M2s5k6) is equivalent to M2BMV3sk = w(1),
which is implied by our assumption M~1Bsk = w(1). All other terms follow also because of these
assumptions. O

Lemma 4.1. For each o€ NV and for each x = (z1,...,x.) with dure=1,

Ep[X®] = Alel <%>V(a H Z:E Bl \ﬁ|

BeCl(a

Proof. First consider 8 a connected graph. Note that for (,7) € 3, if it is not the case that i, € Sy
for some ¢ then X&) ~ A(0,1) and so Ep [X(ivj)] = 0 (here, we have used that our Sy’s do not
overlap). Hence, for 8 connected,

[ ] ZP 5 e s <2>6|:§<%>v<5>|<%>m-

Notice, it is now enough to show that the X?’s are independent for 3’s connected components of «,
as this would imply that Ep [X*] = [ [scc (o) Ep [X?] and we have the result.

This independence follows because X (/) depends only on the events [i € Sy, [j € Si] for each
¢,¢; thus, X? and X? are independent as long as their vertex sets V(B) and V(f") do not overlap.
As the vertex sets of connected components are mutually non-overlapping, we have finished the
proof. O

Lemma 4.2. Suppose Mz (y = C and M'x(,, = C where x(1) := ming 2, for some constant C > 0.
Then there exists editng € N such that for n > ng, for all o, we have that 7., satisfies

ol 1\ V(@)
ol [ MA k
7o) < (Ja +1]) <C> (n> : (4.6)

Proof. We will argue by induction on |a|. A graph « with |a| = 1 is either a tree with two vertices
and one edge, or a self-loop with one vertex and one edge. If « is a tree, then r, = 0 and (4.6
trivially holds. If « is a self-loop, we have by Lemma [.T]

o = BT~ Re [T =0 (%) - M <§> (Jaf + 1)l <J\éA>'a (%)Wm)l,

where the last inequality is because C' < Mz (1) < 1. We have shown (&.8]) for |a| = 1. Suppose (£G))
holds for all a with |a| < d — 1; next we show it also holds for |a| = d.

15



If « is not connected, then each connected component 5 € C(«) has |5| < d. Thus from the
factorization lemma and the induction hypothesis, we have

_ < sl (AM (K < of (AM ) (K _
Iral = Be];)w\ ﬁell) B+ =) (- (ol + 1“5 )

Thus (4.6) holds. Next we show (6] for « connected. If « is a tree, then by Fact (i) we have
rq = 0 and (@06]) holds. Therefore it suffices to consider a that is not a tree. Recall that

ro = Ep[X°] —Eq[X°]— 3 s (;) Eq [X°V]. (4.7)

0<f=sa

For the first term in (4.7)), we can apply Lemma [4.1] for connected a:

N o (RN . R\ V@) S
EP[X]=A|<E> Zx ||<A|( ) [Magy] V@I

n

[V(a)]
_ [Mm(l)]lV(a)lf\al MUIV@I (gl (E)

n
A /ey V@
< [ —
(=) ()

for large enough n. The last inequality is because we assumed that « is not a tree. Thus |V (a)| <
o, and (Mz )V @I-lel < glV@)I=lel < Clol,

Next we bound the third term in ([4.7)). For each 8 £ « that is nonempty, |G| < |a| = d. From
the induction hypothesis we have

181 V(B)l
ol < (18] + 1) (%*) )

Thus
reBq x|

1Bl V()| V(a\B)|
M k k
18] a\fB 1% —
<(|8]+1) ( - ) (E) A\l <;> | | E (z)VI=h
veC(a\B) te[M’]

ol V@l 77\ TV NIV @Y (@\s)
(‘5|+1)6|<J\g)‘> (g) (%) (g) [T 3 @)Veln

veC(a\p) Le[M']

i) a =\~
<81+ )" (%) (E>V( ' I1 (%) ' ST () VO,

VeC(a\B) te[M’]

Next we show that for all v € C(a\3), we have that (M/C)~ 1 Dee[M] (z))VI=hl < 1. Note
that |V (y)| < |y] + 1. We discuss the cases |[V(v)| = |y| + 1 and |V ()| < |y| separately. If

[V(v)| = |7 + 1, then
—~\ —|| —~\ — ||
M _ M
(E) E: () IV OI=hrl = (E) < 1.
e[M']
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If [V (y)| < |y], then we have

—~\ || —hl
M ) M\ .
(E) OGN (E) M (aly VO

Le[M']

@ /~ , \VOI-hl —~
< <Mg;/(1)> YN TRVl gh

(®) (©)

2 oVl g-Ivaan <

where (a) is from M’ < M; (b) is from M’aj/(l) >Cand V()| < ]v|; (¢)isfrom C <1, M > 1,
and |V (y)| = 1 for all v € C(«\B). We have shown that

T\ V()]
R MA k

n

Plug in the values of Ep[X*] and Eg[X“] to (£7) to obtain

=\ e V()| V()| =\ V(o)
MAY (K ol (* yaif MAY - (k
(@) ()6 G () (2)
i) V(@)
yat | MA k
[1+1+0<;<a (181 + 1) ]<O> <n>
i) V(@)
jof [ MA E
< (lal +1) (C) (5)

where the last inequality is because
2+ <>|5|+1f3| 2+ > ( >€+1)Z<(|a|+1)°‘|.
0<B=a 0<l<|e

We have shown that (4.6)) holds for all «. O

5 Additional proofs

5.1 Proof of Lemma [2.1]

First we prove the statement for weak separation. Assume, for the sake of contradiction, that some
degree-D test g : RY — R weakly separates P and Q. Without loss of generality, we can shift and
scale g so that Eg[g] = 0 and Ep[g] = 1. Weak separation guarantees that for sufficiently large n,
Varg[g] = Eg[g?] < C for some positive constant C' > 0. Defining f = g + C, we have

Ep[f] 1+C 1+C¢  /1+C
VEolfY]  +/Egls? +C2 T VO +C? c

which is a constant strictly greater than 1, contradicting Advep = 1 + o(1). The proof for strong
separation is identical, except now C = o(1).

AdV<D =
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5.2 Proof of Proposition 2.1]

The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 2.2 in [SW22], so we only explain the differences. Our
distribution Q plays the role of the single “planted” distribution in [SW22]. The only difference is
that the quantity E[f(Y)xz] from [SW22] needs to be replaced by our Ep[f(Y')], which means (in
the notation of [SW22]) the vector ¢ needs to be redefined as co = Ep[ho(Y)] = Ep[X]/Val.

5.3 Proof of Proposition
Follow the proof of Theorem 2.7 in [SW22], but redefine ¢ = (ca)aejo,13v by €a = Ep[X“] where
Xi=(u+1/w)X; —1/p and p = 4/1;—071. This gives the bound

o(X)?
Adv<p(P,Q) < > &) o
ae{0,1}V, la|<D (1+7—7)

where 74 (X) is defined in (2I). Using Lemmas B3 and B4] we have ro(X) = (1 + 1/p)1%rq(X),
so the above simplifies to give the result.

5.4 Proof of Lemma 3.3

Base case(s). Note that by definition 7 = rg = 1. Let |a| =1, i.e. @ = {ij} for some 1 < i < j <
n. Then the base step follows directly from the definition

7o =Ep [)?U] —EQ [)?Zj] =Ep [X”] + Yij —EQ [XU] —Yij = Ta-

Inductive step. Fix o with |a| > 1 and assume 7'z = rg for all 5 & a. Directly from the definition
of r and the inductive hypothesis,

Fa=Ep|X| ~Eq ||~ Y TupEe|X7]
jGlsyeiee
:Ep [}?a] —EQ [Xa:l— Z ’r’a\ﬁEQ [)?B]
jGlsyeiee

We consider the third term, call it sk. Writing y” to indicate [ | first notice that

ijen Yijs

Eq[X] = Eq iga(Xij +yy) | —Eq X7 + @;ﬁcﬁ y'Eq [X7];

hence,

k = Z TQ\BEQ[XB]+ Z ro\g Z y"EQ[XB\"].
BEpGa Fepsa Ben=p

If we let 8 = B\n, instead of summing over 0 & 5 < a and then @ < 7 S 3, we may sum over
< n < athen @< p < a\n. Thus, noting also that o\ = (a\n)\F,

k= ) rasEo [XB]+ 20 ) Taww Ee [XB]‘
JCBCa genca  @Fcp'ca\n
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But, by the definition of r,,,,
Y e Be [ X7 =ran+ Y e Ee | X7
Fcp'ca\n B ca\n

—Ep [XO‘\"] ~Eo [XO‘\"] ,
which gives the following expression for sk where we no longer have the sum over 3
%= Y, rapBo|X°|+ X " (Ep|XV| - Eq|xV]).
Jehca Fnca
Substituting this expression for sk into our original expression for 7, we have

¥ —Ep [fga] ~Eg [)?a] _ QCZB:C ravs Eo [Xﬁ] — Yy <Ep [Xa\n] ~Eq [Xa\nD .

Jenca

SP&a

However, this last term is precisely what we need to cancel with the difference between Ep [)Z' O‘]
and Ep [X ] and the difference between Eg [)N( O‘] and Eg [X®]. Therefore,
Fa =Ep[X] = Eq[X°]= Y rasEq|X"| = ra,
PEBGa

and we have proven the inductive step.

5.5 Calculations for signed triangle counts

In this section we analyse the degree 3 signed triangle count test statistic ]/%, defined in ([@4), and
show bounds on the expectation and variance of R, which will prove it strongly separates P and Q
in the easy regime. Recall,

R = Z Rij R Ry, where R;; = Yi; — q.

i<j<k

Lemma 5.1. Given parameters n,k,q,s, M and z € RM with ZZG[M] xy =1, we let P = Pginary(n, k,q, s, M, x).
Assume that M mingzy = C. Then,

Ep [ﬁ] = %M83k3 (1+0(m™),
Vﬂf}r [ﬁ] < %M2k536 + ME*s*q + %M2k435 + %n?’q3 + nk?sq?
+ k3¢%s + k3qs® + %Mk:?’sg.

Proof. Recall that in our model, the binary random variable Y;; takes value 1 with probability
q+ s/xc if o; = 0 = ¢ for some ¢ € [M] and takes value 1 with probability ¢ otherwise. Thus, we
may calculate the expected values of R;; conditioned on the community assignments of 7 and j:

Te

(5.1)

= if ¢; = ¢; = ¢ for some c € [M],
Ep [Rij | 07 = ci, 05 = ¢j] = { S ]

0 otherwise.

We now split the proof into expectation and variance calculations. All probabilities, expectations
and variances will be with respect to P, but we drop the subscript.
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Ezxpectation. Let .
NY = {{ij, ik, jk} : i, ke[n], i <j <k},

and then we may express the signed triangle count R by R = Digenti Rs. Fix a set of edges in
N wlo.g S = {12,13,23}. Then, writing [M], for the set {,1,..., M} (recall x denotes no
community membership),

E[Rs]z Z E[R12R13R23|O'1261,...,O'3=Cg]P(01261,...,03263)

c1,c2,c36[ M«

Z H E[Rij|‘71:(31,~-703:c3]HP<UZ':CZ')7

3
c1,c2,c3€[M]s 1je{12,13,23} i=1

as the expected values of R;; and R;; are independent conditional on the community assignments
of i, j, k. Note by (&.1l), E[R;;|0; = ¢i,0; = ¢;] is equal to zero unless ¢; = ¢; = ¢ for some ¢ € [M].
Therefore the only non-zero terms in the sum above are those for which ¢; = ¢o = ¢3 = ¢ for some
c € [M]. Let C. be the event that 01 = 09 = 03 = ¢, then

a 3 M s (ke \®
E[Rs] =Y, [[E[Ry|C [[Ploi=0)=) ( n) MRt
1 c

c=1 ijeS 1= c=1

Because [N"i| = () = #n3(1 + O(2)), the expectation of R is as claimed.

Variance. Recall R = Y genti Rs and so the variance is
Var [ﬁf] - Y E[RsRr]—E[Rs]E[Ry].
S, TeNtri

Note that if V/(S) n V(T) = @, i.e. the sets of pairs have no vertices in common, then Rg and Rrp
are independent and these terms cancel in the expression above. Hence we need only sum over S, T
with one overlapping vertex, with two overlapping vertices or equivalently one overlapping edge
and lastly with all three vertices overlapping or equivalently S = T'. Thus

Var [ﬁf] < Y E[RsRrl+ Y. E[RsRrl+ Y E[R%]. (5.2)
S, TeNtri S, TeNti SeNtri
V(S)AV (T)|=1 1SAT|=1

The terms above correspond to the sets of pairs overlapping as Do ol and A respectively where
the gray edges denote pairs in S and the pink edges denote pairs in 7.

We begin by bounding the first term in (5.2)), i.e. that corresponding to I, Fix some pair of
sets which overlap on one vertex, w.l.o.g. S; = {12,13,23} and 77 = {14, 15,45}. Then, similarly
to the expectation, again writing [M], for the set {*,1,..., M},

5

E[RisTl] = Z H E[Rij | 01261,...0'5265] HP(Oi:Ci)

C1y.yC5€[ My ijeS1UTY i=1

as the expected values of R;; and R;; are independent conditional on the community assignments
of 4,7, k. Note that E[R;j|0; = ¢;,0; = ¢;] is equal to zero unless ¢; = ¢; = ¢ for some ¢ € [M].
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Therefore the only non-zero terms in the sum above are those for which ¢; = ... = ¢5 = ¢ for some
c € [M]. Let C. be the event that o1 = ... = 05 = ¢, then

5 M- 6 kg )\ 56_5M 1
BlRsRn] =S [] BlRy|C) [P =Z;(n> —wan ) L
i=1 c c=1"¢

c=1 ijeS1uT1
Since there are at most n° ways we may pick S T e N"! with [V(S) nV(T)| = 1, we may conclude
that the first term of (5.2) is at most k°s® 3M o1 %
We next bound the second term in (5.2)), i.e. that corresponding to e Similarly to above, fix
some pair of sets which overlap on one edge, w.l.o.g. So = {12,13,23} and T, = {12, 14, 24}.

4
E[Rs,Rr,] = >, E[R},Ri3RysRuRos| o1 =ci,...,04 =cs] [ [ P(o;
ce[M]} i=1
4
= >, E[RLlo=d ] [Rijlo=c [[Ploi=ci (5.3)
ce[M]% z'je{13,23,14,24} i=1

since, as before, R;; and R;;, are independent when we have conditioned on the community assign-
ments of 4, j, k. Again, recall E[R;j|0; = ¢;,0; = ¢;] is equal to zero unless ¢; = ¢; = ¢ for some
c € [M]. Thus for the product over ij € {13,23,14,24} in (5.3)) to be non-zero all vertices must
have the same community assignment to some c¢ € [M]. Hence,

M 4
E[Ys, Y] = Z E[R% | Cel H Rij | Cc] HP

c=1 ije{13,23,14,24} i=1
Calculate the conditional expectation of the square.

(1-q)+ (1 —-2q) if e =cj=cforsome ce[M]

) (5.4)
otherwise,

—
—_
|

=

E[R}; |oi = cio5 = ¢j] = {Z

and thus,

Since there are at most n* ways we may pick 5,7 € N w1th |S nT| =1, we may conclude that
the second term of (5.2) is at most Mk*s*q + k*s® Zc 1 %

Lastly we bound the third (and last) term in (5.2), i.e. that corresponding to «%. Similarly to
above, fix a set S (and T which entirely overlaps with it), w.l.o.g. S35 = {12,13,23}. Calculate

E[R%,]

i=1c=1

P(Dy) (q(1 — q)) +ZZP 2c< 1—Q)+—(1—2Q)>Z(Q(1—Q))3i



where D; . denotes the set of community assignments such that i of Ri2, R13, R23 has distribution
Ber(q + s/z.) (while the others have distribution Ber(gq)), and Dy denotes the set of community
assignments where all three have distribution Ber(q). Observe D . is the set of assignments such
that two vertices have label ¢ € [M] and the other vertex has label in {*,1,..., M}\{c} and thus
P(D1.) < 3(zck/n)?. Note Dy = @. Lastly P(Ds.) = > .cp(zck/n) as Ds . is the community
assignment where each of the three vertices has label c. Then P(Dg) = 1=, . P(D1,c)—>,.P(Ds).
Substituting these bounds for Dy and D; . for i = 1,2,3 and writing p. = kz./n we get

M M 3
E[R2 < PB(1—-302— %) +3 2 S\ 2 3 S5
[RE,] < ¢*(1—3p2—p))+ ;lpc a+ - )a +;lpc 4+
M
= ¢ +3n2k%s¢® + n K3 <3q232$z+3q82+M83>.
c=1

Since there are (%) ways to pick S € N the third term of (5.2)) is at most %ngE [R%3],
%n?’E[R%B] < %n?’q3 + nk?sq® + K2¢%s + K2qs® + %Mk?’s3

where we substituted Y., 72, .1 2o < 1. To finish, recall we assumed M min. z. > C for some
constant C, and note this implies max, 1/z. < M/C and thus > 1/22 < M?/C. Apply this to the
bounds from the first and second terms of (5.2]) and we are done. O
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