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EXACT RECOVERY FOR THE NON-UNIFORM HYPERGRAPH STOCHASTIC
BLOCK MODEL

IOANA DUMITRIU AND HAIXIAO WANG

ABSTRACT. Consider the community detection problem in random hypergraphs under the non-uniform hy-
pergraph stochastic block model (HSBM), where each hyperedge appears independently with some given
probability depending only on the labels of its vertices. We establish, for the first time in the literature, a
sharp threshold for exact recovery under this non-uniform case, subject to minor constraints; in particular,
we consider the model with multiple communities (K > 2). One crucial point here is that by aggregating
information from all the uniform layers, we may obtain exact recovery even in cases when this may appear
impossible if each layer were considered alone. Two efficient algorithms that successfully achieve exact
recovery above the threshold are provided. The theoretical analysis of our algorithms relies on the concen-
tration and regularization of the adjacency matrix for non-uniform random hypergraphs, which could be of
independent interest. We also address some open problems regarding parameter knowledge and estimation.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The task of community detection, or clustering, consists in partitioning the vertices of a graph into groups
that are similarly connected [1]. It has become one of the central problems in network analysis and machine
learning [98, 92, 93, 14]. Random graph models, which generate community structure with a specified
ground truth, have been frequently employed in many clustering algorithms, for benchmarking and proving
theoretical guarantees. Mathematically, let G = (V, E) be a graph on n vertices, where V' = [n] is composed
of K disjoint blocks, i.e., V = UX_ | Vj. Then the proportion of each block can be denoted by ay, = |Vi|/|V|
and we define the vector a = (a1, ...,ax) with ||afj; = 1. Let z € [K]™ denote the membership vector of
the vertices, i.e., z, = k if the vertex v belongs to block V. Let Z denote an estimation of z obtained from
some algorithm. To evaluate the accuracy of Z, we define the mismatch ratio, which counts the proportion
of incorrectly clustered nodes:

. 1. .
(1.1) = 1(,2) =+ inf Dup(ro,2),
where the Hamming distance Dup(z, 2) counts the number of entries having different values in z and 2.
Here, 7o z, defined by (7o 2)(i) = m(2(i)) entrywisely, is the same assignment as z up to some permutation
7, and Sk denotes the group of all permutations on [K]. Note that a random guess estimator has expected
accuracy ||a|3 !, thus the output 2 is meaningful only if 7, < 1 — ||a||2. Then, the recovery problem can be
divided into several different regimes according to 7, [1].

(1) Exact recovery (strong cousistency): P(n, = 0) > 1 — o(1).

(2) Almost exact recovery (weak consistency): P(n, = o(1)) > 1 — o(1).
(3) Partial recovery: P(n, <1—7) >1—o0(1) for v € (||||3,1).

(4) Weak recovery (detection): P(n, <1 — a3 — Q1)) > 1 —o(1)*

The Stochastic block model (SBM), where vertices are densely connected within each community but
sparsely connected across different communities (assortative case), was first introduced in the pioneering
work [64] for sociology research. It has been extensively studied in [26, 22, 46, 99, 37, 85, 19, 35, 20, 96,
34, 14, 104] over the past several decades, driven by exploring the phase transition behaviors in various
connectivity regimes. In the regime where the expected degrees grow logarithmically with respect to the
number of vertices, a major breakthrough was the establishment of the exact recovery thresholds for binary
[2, 89] and multi-block case [4, 111, 8], where both necessary and sufficient conditions were provided. For the
case where the expected degrees are of constant order, phase transition behavior for detection was discovered
in [41, 40, 39], and later it was connected to the Kesten-Stigum (KS) threshold, with the necessity [90] and
sufficiency [84, 88] rigorously proved for the binary block case. For the multi-block case, it was shown that a
spectral clustering algorithm based on the non-backtracking operator [23], and the acyclic belief propagation
method [5], succeed all the way down to the KS threshold, proving a conjecture in [75]. The necessity
for K = 3,4 was partly established in [91]. However, the threshold is not known when the number of
communities is more than 4, although it is known to be below the KS threshold [16, 5, 91].

The literature abounds with different methods of approach, like spectral methods [85, 35, 108, 110, 111,
32, 78, 105, 79, 7], sphere comparison [4, 6], as well as semidefinite programming (SDP) [58, 59, 67, 68, 87, 8,
95, 15]. Recently, some more general variants of SBM have been introduced, such as degree-corrected SBM
[72, 52, 9, 71], contextual SBM [42, 82, 3|, labeled SBM [62, 108, 110, 111], and multilayer SBM [29, 9, 83].
Readers may refer to [1] for a more detailed review.

While graphs are usually used to depict pairwise relationships among data, hypergraphs are able to
capture more complex relationships [18, 17], including but not limited to biological networks [86, 102],
citation networks [69], recommendation systems [25, 80] and image data [56, 107], and they have been
empirically shown to be better than graph models [114]. Besides that, hypergraphs and their spectral theory
have also found applications in data science [66, 115, 61], combinatorics [50, 100, 45], and statistical physics
[27, 97].

IBy Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, ||o¢||§ > 1/K, which is the accuracy lower bound without knowing c.
2Here, we can only say that 2 is better than random guess, while its accuracy is not characterized explicitly as v in partial
recovery.
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The hypergraph stochastic block model (HSBM), as a generalization of graph SBM, was first introduced
in [55], where each edge of the uniform hypergraph appears independently with some given probability. In
recent years, many efforts have been made to study community detection problems on random hypergraphs.
For exact recovery of uniform HSBMs, it was shown that the phase transition occurs in the regime where
the expected degree is at least logarithmic in the number of vertices [81, 30], while the exact thresholds were
given in [74, 53, 112] by generalizing techniques in [2, 7, 4]. Spectral methods were considered in [55, 11, 54,
30, 36, 53, 112], while SDP methods were analyzed in [74, 77, 53]. Meanwhile, results about almost exact
and partial recovery were shown in [54, 30, 31, 73, 44]. For detection of the uniform HSBM, it is conjectured
in [13] that the phase transition occurs in the regime of constant expected degrees, and the sufficiency for
the binary and multi-block case was addressed in [94] and [101] respectively. [57] proved that detection is
impossible below the Kesten-Stigum threshold for 3 and 4 uniform hypergraphs, while KS threshold is not
tight for 7 or higher uniform hypergraphs.

It is worth noting that most results concern community detection on uniform hypergraphs, which require
the same number of vertices per edge. This is a constraining and somewhat impractical assumption. As will
be demonstrated in Remark 1.14 | the thresholds for the non-uniform case show that using the information
from all uniform layers yields strictly better results than considering each layer alone. However, the non-
uniform HSBM was less explored in the literature, with notable results in [54, 44, 12, 33, 106]. Generally,
the results here only regarded sufficiency and did not establish the fundamental thresholds.

In this paper, we establish, for the first time in the literature, both sufficiency and necessity conditions for
exact recovery in the non-uniform HSBM case, with exact thresholds covering all but a negligible fraction
of the space of problems. Above this threshold, the structural information about the communities is strong
enough such that there exists efficient algorithms 1, 2 to label every vertex correctly with high probability;
below this threshold, we prove that exact recovery is information-theoretically impossible.

1.1. Non-uniform hypergraph stochastic block model. The non-uniform HSBM was first studied in
[54], which can be treated as a superposition of several uniform HSBMs with different model parameters. It
is a more realistic model to study higher-order interaction on networks[107] since the equi-size constraint on
each hyperedge is removed. We introduce the rigorous definition of uniform HSBM first, and extend it to
non-uniform hypergraphs.

Definition 1.1 (Hypergraph). A hypergraph H is a pair H = (V, E) with V being a set of vertices and
E denoting the set of non-empty subsets of V. If every hyperedge e is an m-subset of V', then H is called
m-uniform. The degree of a vertex v € V is the number of hyperedges in H that contains v.

A faithful representation of an m-uniform hypergraph is to associate it to a tensor.

Definition 1.2 (Adjacency tensor). One can associate an m-uniform hypergraph H,, = ([n], E;,) to an
order-m symmetric tensor A(m), where Aé’”) denotes the presence of some m-hyperedge e, i.e., Aﬁ,’”) =

AET)ZM = Lieer,,} forii,... im € [n], and AET)M = AEZI),»--JW(M for any permutation ™ on [m].

Let n, K € N represent the number of vertices and communities respectively. The vertex set V is

partitioned into classes Vi, ..., Vi probabilistically according to a probability vector o = (v, ..., k) with
lellh = 1, ie, P(v € Vi) = P(z, = k) = oy with Vi = {v € [n]|z, = k} for each k € [K]. Without loss
of generality, we assume that a3 > ... > ax and no entry of a vanishes. The HSBM is characterized by a

partition of vertices into different classes, such that all vertices in a given class are, in a very concrete sense,
interchangeable.

Definition 1.3 (Uniform HSBM). Let n, K, « be defined as above, and each entry of the membership vector
z is sampled independently under o. Let om ¢ (REY®™ be an order-m symmetric tensor such that

S{f?u,zm = Q(z:ﬁ)l),‘_.’zw(m) for any permutation m on [m]. Each possible edge e = {i1,...,im} s generated

with probability P(A.(gm) =1) = Q(;(Z)), where z(e) = {z;,,..., 2, } represents the membership sequence of
edge e. We denote this distribution on the set of m-uniform hypergraphs by
(1.2) (z,Hp) ~ HSBM,,, (n, o, Q™) , m e M.
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(8) Q§) = 9513)4 = 9514)3 (red), Qi3 = Qi) =
(A) @@ is a symmetric matrix. 531)4 = ;i)l = 4(1?1)2 = 531 (orange).

FIGURE 1. Symmetry of probability tensors 9@ and 9.

Due to the symmetry of Q™ shown in Figure 1, the probability of an edge e € E(H) being present will
depend only on the membership counts of z(e), denoted by w = w(e) = (w1, ..., wk), i.e., wi nodes belong
to Vi, making w a weak composition of m with K parts.

Definition 1.4 (Weak composition [21]). A sequence of integers w = (w1, ..., wk), fulfilling Zszl wE =m
and wy, > 0 for all k € [K], is called a weak composition of m. Let WCE denote the set of weak compositions
of m into K parts, then the cardinality of this set is [WCK| = (mzl_{l_l)

One can build @™ from the set of probabilities {Q&m)}wewcx for each m € M, since the probability of
an edge, by symmetry, depends only on its weak composition formed by membership counts. In the following
of this paper, we will use Q™) and Qq(um) alternately for ease of the presentation. The non-uniform HSBM
can be built from uniform ones as illustrated in [54].

Definition 1.5 (Non-uniform HSBM). Let M = {m : m > 2,m € N} be a set of integers with finite cardi-
nality. The membership vector z is first sampled under o, then for each m € M, H,, is independently drawn
from HSBM,,, (n, a, Q(m)) 1.3. The non-uniform hypergraph H is a collection of m-uniform hypergraphs,
i, H = UneHyn.

Examples of 2-uniform and 3-uniform HSBM, and an example of non-uniform HSBM with M = 3 and
K = 4 can be seen in Figure 2a, Figure 2b, Figure 2c respectively.

A v, Vi v,

N/

V3 Va V3 Va
(A) 2-uniform HSBM (B) 3-uniform HSBM (¢) Non-uniform HSBM
Most of the computations involving tensors are NP-hard [63]. Instead, our analysis is based on the

following key concept, the adjacency matriz.
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Definition 1.6 (Adjacency matrix). For the non-uniform hypergraph H, let A be the order-m adjacency
tensor corresponding to each underlying m-uniform hypergraph for m € M. The adjacency matrix A =
[Aijlnxn of H is defined by

(1.3) Agji=Tgggy - >, >, AM

meM  e€E(H,,)
ed{i,j}

where A;; =0 for i € [n] since in our model each edge of size m contains m distinct vertices.
1.2. Main results. This paper focuses on establishing the threshold for exact recovery, which typically

requires the average degree to be at least logarithmic in the number of vertices. For ease of presentation, we
rewrite the notations to accommodate the regime.

Definition 1.7 (Exact recovery regime). For model 1.5, we write the generating probability of hyperedge
e={i1, - ,im} as

(1.4) P(A™ =1) = Qim)

Zip s Zim

— o) = ptm) Jog(n) _ iy log()

= ey (m1)
where z(e) is the membership vector of the vertices in e, and w € WCK denotes the weak composition
formulated by z(e). Under exact recovery regime, 735(7;)) 2 1 for any m-hyperedge e € E,,, with m € M.

To establish the necessity condition (Theorem 1.8) for exact recovery, define the generalized Chernoff-
Hellinger (GCH) divergence as follows

1.5 Dacn = in D i k),
( ) GCH j,keI[I};]I?j;ék: GCH(] )

Daen(j, k) = max Z Z et | Pj(gw + (- t)PIEZSL - (Pj(gi)u)t : (nggzu)l_t]v
A ey P m_l)

m—1

where for each w € WCE | k@ w = (wy,...,wr_1,w + 1, Wks1,...,wr) and

(1.6) Pl = 11;[1 (LO;Z’J>

Theorem 1.8 (Impossibility). For model 1.5 under (1.4), it is impossible to achieve exact recovery when
Dgcu < 1, i.e., every algorithm will misclassify at least one vertex.

While Theorem 1.8 establishes the necessary conditions for exact recovery, Theorems 1.9 and 1.13 present
the sufficient conditions for almost exact and exact recovery respectively.

Theorem 1.9 (Weak consistency). Let p, (3.1) denote the mazimum expected degree among all vertices.
When Assumption 1.10 is satisfied, Algorithm 3 achieves almost exact recovery as long as p, = w(l), i.e.,

N = o(1).
Assumption 1.10. For each w € WCE_,, denote jl®w = (wy,...,w;j+1,...,w+1,...,wx) € WCE.
For every distinct pair j,k € [K]|, there exists some | € [K]| and constant € > 0 such that the tensors

{Q }mem satisfy

(1.7) 1inrgiogfp— ‘ i (s — Q)| = &
" mEM'wEWCK 2

Remark 1.11. The set of tensors violating Assumption 1.10 lies on the hyperplane Y v > wewer . Naw -

m—2
(QJ@@U) Q,&gg@w) = 0, which is a linear subspace of the entire parameter space. Therefore, the set of
problems that can’t be solved by Algorithm 3 is negligible in the entire problem space.

Remark 1.12. With the knowledge of tensors {Q(m)}meM, when Assumption 1.10 fails for the non-uniform

hypergraph but holds true for at least one single layer, one could construct the weighted adjacency matriz A =

Y omeM W A™) as an input for Algorithm 3 under some proper weights {w, }mem to meet Assumption 1.10,
5



and obtain an almost exact labelling. Importantly, the second stage refinement, which reverts to using A,
does not reply on Assumption 1.10, therefore the threshold will not be affected by such weights.

Assumption 1.10 is equivalent to saying that no two rows of the expected adjacency matrix are equal (but,
in our more general model where the probability connectivities P,(um) do not have to specified exactly and
may depend on n, the proper way to impose this condition is to use inequality (1.7) above). Remark 1.12
emphasizes that in fact this can be boiled down to an ”all the layers” condition, where (1.7) happens on a
layer by layer basis. This is a natural extension of the condition in [4] for the graph case M = {2}, and it

also appears in [112] in the special, critical case where the P&m) are all constant and the liminf > ¢ becomes
# 0.

However, while in the graph case this condition is truly necessary for achievability (since its absence creates
two classes that are indistinguishable from one another), it is not yet clear this is the case for Assumption 1.10.
It is certainly needed for any method using the adjacency matrix to succeed, but, as shown in [112], due to
the many parameters involved, one may construct a model with distinguishable classes but for which the
adjacency matrix has identical rows (this will be an "unsolvable”, so far, uniform case). Remark 1.12 shows
that the only cases not covered by Theorem 1.9 lie at the intersection of these unsolvable (so far) uniform
cases.

Intuitively, Assumption 1.10 is originated from the loss of information when tensors {A"™},,crq are
compressed to matrix A. It is worth noting that tensor-based models like [73, 60, 10] also necessitate
additional assumptions, for example on the size of the smallest singular values (e.g., Assumption 2 in [10]).
It remains to be seen if some other (non-spectral) method can be used to eliminate the few remaining
boundary cases.

Theorem 1.13 (Strong consistency). When Assumption 1.10 is satisfied.

(1) (Agnostic) If Dgeu > 1 and Assumption 1.15 is satisfied, then with high probability, the output Z by
Algorithm 1 achieves exact recovery without prior knowledge of {Q(m)}meM.

(2) (With knowledge) If Dgcn > 1 and parameters {Q ™ } e of model 1.5 are known, then Algorithm, 2
achieves exact recovery with high probability, i.e., n, = 0.

Remark 1.14. Threshold (1.5) indicates that the structural information of the non-uniform hypergraph is
stronger than the uniform one. Exact recovery is achievable when all uniform layers are aggregated, even
if it is impossible when only one of the uniform layer is used. An example with numerical experiments is
discussed in [106].

Assumption 1.15. There exists some absolute positive constant C(1 gy > 1 such that the probability tensors
{Q™}eat in model 1.5 satisfy

(m)
1.8 C ‘=  max = _
( ) (18) w,w’ eWcE Q(n})
meM w

Remark 1.16. Assumption 1.15 ensures that the expected degrees of vertices are proportional up to some
universal constant. If C.g) = 1, then Dgcu = 0 and this results in a non-uniform Erdés-Rényi hypergraph.

As will be discussed in Section 4, Assumption 1.15 is crucial for accurate estimation of QS,,’") in Algorithm 1.
Algorithm 2 requiring the knowledge of {Q(m)}meM does not need this assumption.

Both Algorithms 1 and 2 consist of two stages: initial estimation and refinement. They share the same
first stage with the membership assignment obtained from a spectral algorithm. The initial stage Algorithm 3
assigns all but a vanishing fraction of vertices correctly. As for the second stage, the Algorithm 1 refines
iteratively based on an estimator minimizing Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence. Algorithm 2 refines according
to Mazimum a posteriori (MAP) estimation, where the knowledge of generating probabilities is needed.

Remark 1.17. The number of communities K is required as an input for Algorithms 1, 2, 3. As will be
discussed in Section 6, this requirement can be removed.

1.3. Related literature. Our results are most general to date, covering non-uniform hypergraphs with
multiple communities. We now illustrate how they fit into existing literature.
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Algorithm 1: Agnostic Partition

Data: The adjacency tensors {A(m)}me M, number of communities K.
1 Run Trimming 4 on A with J := J; in 3.3 to obtain the regularized matrix A 7;

2 Run Spectral Initialization 3 on with input A7, K to obtain the initial estimate 2(0);

3 Run Agnostic Refinement 5 with input (¥, K, {A™1}, ¢ and obtain the output 2;
Result: z

Algorithm 2: Partition with Prior Knowledge

Data: {A™},,cr, K, probability tensors {Q™1,c 4.
1 Run Splitting 6 on H with parameter 6,, = loglog(n) to obtain two hypergraphs H(®, ).

2 Run Trimming 4 on H( to construct the regularized adjacency matrix A with J = J, in 3.3.

3 Run Spectral Initialization 3 with input A 7, K to obtain the initial estimate 20,

4 Run Correction 7 on H() to refine the initial estimate 2

Result: 2

and output 2 = (21,...,2,).

1.3.1. Graphs. For binary symmetric SBM(n, 2, a@, b@), it is known that the threshold is Dy(a, b) =
(v/a — V/b)?/2, which can be obtained from (2.1) by taking M = {2} and K = 2. Exact recovery can
be achieved efficiently if Dy(a,b) > 1, but is impossible when Dy(a,b) < 1 [2, 89]. For multi-block
SBM(n,a,P@), exact recovery can be achieved efficiently when Dgp(e, P) > 1, but is impossible
when Dep (e, P) < 1[4, 6, 111], where
K
: ;o A t 1—t
Den(a, P) = i Den(i, j), Den(d, j) = o ;al [tPu+ (1= t) P — (Pj)" (Pu)

denotes the Chernoff-Hellinger (CH) divergence, which can be deduced from (1.5) by taking M = {2}.
Table 1 reviews the related literature where exact recovery was achieved above the threshold. For simplicity,
the time complexity of singular value decomposition in our case is O(n?). When referring to the complexity
of SDP, a factor of logo(l)(n /€) is hidden, with e being the accuracy of the output. If the algorithm has two
stages, the entry (e.g., n® +n) represents the sum of the complexities for the first (O(n?)) and second (O(n))
stages. If K is needed as input but {Q(m)}meM are not, the entry in column ’'No prior’ is marked as v/. If
K is not needed either, the entry is marked as«. The second stage algorithms in [2, 89] are based on the
”Majority vote” principle. In [111], the estimator in second stage is aiming at minimizing Kullback-Leibler
(KL) divergence between estimated and true distribution.

Graph | K =2 | K > 3 | First-stage | Second- | Strong Time No

stage Consis- Complexity prior
tency

2] v X Spectral Majority v m? +n v

v X MLE X v NP-hard X

[59] v X SDP X v n3-5[70] v

[4] v v Sphere Degree v nlH1/1og(c) X

[6] v v Comparison | Profiling v pl+1/Togle) v

[89] v X Spectral | Majority v % +n v

[111] v v Spectral KL v Kn’+Knlog(n) | «

[51] v v Spectral MLE v Kn? + Kn3 v

[7] v X Spectral X v 2n? v

TABLE 1. Relevant literature for exact recovery in graph SBM



1.3.2. Hypergraphs. So far, all thresholds obtained in existing literature only for uniform hypergraphs. Our
results establish, for the first time, the threshold for the non-uniform case, in the sense of showing both
achievability above and impossibility below. Related literature can be seen in Table 2.

For the binary symmetric uniform model HSBM(n, 2, a,, Eog,(?i b, Eog,(?i ), the threshold for exact recovery

is given by Dgy = 2~V (,/am, — v/byn)? [74], which is a special case of (2.1) by taking M = {m}, K = 2
and symmetries among edges crossing two communities. Exact recovery is impossible if Dgy < 1 [74], but
can be achieved efficiently if Dgy > 1 [74, 53]. For multi-block case, the model formulation of [112] is a bit
different from our model 1.3, since multisets are allowed as edges there. Our proofs work for their case as well
if some steps are skipped. If after proper scaling, their threshold for uniform HSBM(n, a., P™ log(n)/(”_l))

m—1
can be written as Dgop = min  Deen(f, k), with
J,k€E[K],j#k

Dacn(ik) = xS0 B[P, + (1= 0P, — (P (PLL) .

weWwck | (mfl)

which can be recovered from (1.5) if by taking M = {m}. Exact recovery is impossible when Dgcn < 1,

but can be achieved with the full knowledge of tensor P and number of communities K when Dgen > 1
[112].

Hypergraph | Uni- | Non- | K= | K > First- | Secondr Strong| Time No
form | uni- 2 3 stage stage | Con- | Complex- | Prior
form sis- ity
tency
54 v v v v Spectral X X Kn? v
74 v X v X SDP X /3 n3° v
[31] v X v v/ | Spectral| MLE | Kn*+ | V/
Kn3
53] v X v X Spectral X v 2n? v
v X v X SDP X v n3> v
[112] v X v v | Spectral | MAP v/ Kn®>+n | X
[106] v v v X | Spectral | X v 2n? v
Algorithm 1| v/ 4 v v Spectral | KL v Kn? + 4
Knlog(n)
Algorithm 2| v/ v v v Spectral | MAP v Kn? + X
Kn

TABLE 2. Relevant literature for exact recovery in hypergraph SBM

1.3.3. Our contributions. Theorem 1.9 is the first result showing that weak consistency can be achieved under
general non-uniform HSBM as long as p,, = w(1). Previously, [44] achieved weak consistency when 1 < p,, <
log(n) only under a special case of model 1.5. Their results can’t be generalized to the regime p, 2 log(n)
since the theoretical guarantee of 7, is no longer valid. [113] analyzed non-uniform hypergraph community
detection by using hypergraph embedding and optimization algorithms and obtained weak consistency when
pn 2 w(logn), a regime covered by our results. In [73], the authors studied the degree-corrected uniform
HSBM by using a tensor power iteration method, and achieved weak consistency when the average degree
is w(log2 n), again covered by our results. A way to generalize their algorithm to non-uniform hypergraphs
was discussed, but the theoretical analysis remains open.

The setting in [54] is most similar to our model 1.5, but it only achieved weak consistency when the
minimum expected degree is at least of order log2(n) without establishing a sharp threshold. Their algorithm
can’t be applied to the regime p, < log(n) straightforwardly due to the lack of concentration for the

~

3[53] proved that SDP achieves exact recovery when D(Syg%) > 1 where DgS)P > ]D)(GWIL{), leaving the area between ]D)(G"IL{) and
D(Srng’ unexplored.



normalized Laplacian because of the existence of isolated vertices. We were able to overcome this issue by
focusing on the adjacency matrix. Similar to [48, 76], we regularized the adjacency matrix by zeroing out
rows and columns of the adjacency matrix with large degrees (Algorithm 4) and proved a concentration
result for the regularized matrix down to the bounded expected degree regime (Theorem 3.3).

In terms of strong consistency, Theorem 1.8 establishes the necessary condition under general non-uniform
HSBM for the first time, and Theorem 1.13 is the first result to provide efficient algorithms for the general
non-uniform case. Previously, strong consistency was only achieved under uniform-HSBM for binary [74,
53], multi-block case [31, 60, 112] and non-uniform binary case [106]. The method in [60] was not specialized
to HSBM, and no sharp threshold relavant to HSBM was provided. The refinement stage is crucial for
multi-block case, which brings in the sharp threshold [4, 111, 31, 112]. In Algorithm 2 and [112], the second
stage is based on Mazimum A Posteriori (MAP) estimation, where the MAP achieves the minimum error
and full knowledge of { Q(m)}me M is required. Meanwhile, the agnostic refinement scheme in [31] is based on
local Mazimum Likelihood Estimation (MLE), which works well for uniform hypergraphs. It remains to see
whether this method can be generalized for non-uniform hypergraphs. Additionally, the time complexity of
[31] is O(n?), since the spectral initialization is run n times during the refinement stage. So far, Algorithm 1
is the only one that achieves strong consistency agnostically with the lowest time complexity.

1.4. Organization. This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 contains the proof of Theorem 1.8. The
proofs of Theorem 1.9, Theorem 1.13 (1), (2) are presented in Sections 3, 4, 5 respectively. We will discuss
estimating the number of communities in Section 6. Some open problems will be addressed in Section 7.

1.5. Notation. For any n € NT, [n] := {1,...,n}. Let 1{A} denote the indicator function, and 1{A} =1
when event A is true. The lowercase letters (e.g., a,b), lowercase boldface letters (e.g., x,y), uppercase
boldface letters (e.g., A, W), and boldface calligraphic letters (e.g., A, Q ) are used to denote scalars,
vectors, matrices, and tensors respectively. Let 1,, denote the all one column vector of length n. For vector
a € R, let |lall, = (31—, |an|P)*/? denote the £, norm of @ for p > 1. For matrix A € R™*" let A;;,
A;; and A.; denote its (7, 7)th entry, i-th row and j-th column respectively. Let ||A| = max)z|,—1 [|Az2

and [|Allp = />, A7, denote the operator and Frobenius norm respectively. For any two sequences of

numbers {a,}, {bn}, denote a, = O(b,) or a, < by, (resp. a, = Q(b,) or a, 2 by,) if there exists some
constants C and ng such that a,, < Cb,, (resp. a, > Cb,) for all n > ng. Denote a,, = O(b,) or a,, < b, if
both a, < b, and a,, = b,. Denote a,, = o(b,) or a,, < b, (resp. a, = w(b,) or a, > by,) if for any ¢ > 0,

~

there exists ng € N* s.t. a, < eb, (resp. a, > eby,) for all n > ng.

2. PROOF OF IMPOSSIBILITY

This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.8 with the proofs of Lemmas deferred to Appendix B.
For model 1.5, the main idea is to show the existence of 2log(n) pairwise disconnected ambiguous vertices
(deferred to Definition 2.2) when Dgcen < 1, half from V; and half from V;, for some j # k € [K]. Those
vertices maintain the same degree profile and no algorithm performs better than random guess, which leads
to the failure of exact recovery. By contrast, the central idea of [106, Theoreom 2.1] is to explicitly construct
some configuration where the optimal estimator MAP fails. Note that Dgen (1.5) can be reduced to Dgy
[106, Equation (2.1)] when the general model is restricted to the binary symmetric model. Therefore, those
two distinct proofs can be viewed as a mutual verification for the correctness of the thresholds.

We focus on the border case first, where pim) = O(1) in (1.4). Without loss of generality, assume that
Daceu(y, k) < 1 for some j, k € [K]. We are going to show that every algorithm would misclasify at least one
node between V; and Vi with high probability, where similar ideas appeared in [4]. For vertex v € [n], let
d, denote the number of hyperedges containing v. Note that each m-hyperedge ¢ > v can be classified into
different categories according to the distribution of the other m — 1 nodes among Vi, ..., Vi, then d, adapts
the following decomposition as a summation of independent random variables d, == (> wewe K dﬁ,”:,i

due to edge-wise independence, where dE,’”’LZ counts the number of m-hyperedges containing v with the other

m—1 nodes distributed as w among V1, ..., Vk. Let D, and DE,TZ), denote the laws of d,, and d,(m), respectively,
9



then

(2.1) Dyi= Y Y DM

meM weWCK

m—1
Assume that v belongs to block k, i.e., z, = k, then the distribution of membership among blocks in e
(m)

is denoted by k ® w = (w1,...,wgp_1,wg + 1,Wk41,...,wk). According to Definition 1.5, Dy vk ™

Bin (1., Qggzﬂ), where for each w = (wy, ..., wx) € WCE_,,

(2.2) Ny = ﬁ <le|)

1=1
denotes the capacity of such m-hyperedges. Lemma 2.1 indicates that fi,, in (1.6) is a good approximation
Of Ny,
Lemma 2.1. A simple application of Hoeffding (Lemma F.J) proves that ||V;| — ayn| < /nlog(n) with

probability at least 1 — n~1°8(")  Consequently, n, (2.2) can be approzimated well by T, (1.6) for each
w € WCE_| | since

(2.3) (1 —log(n)/vn)" ™" < nw/fw < (1 +log(n)/vn)™ .
Let t* € [0, 1] be the point where the maximum of Dgcn(J, k) is attained, then t* should be the critical
point for the function we maximize, i.e.,
= (m)
fw _p(m) _ pp(m) () V& (pm) Piaw] _
(2.4) Z Z (- 1) [,Pj@w Pregw — (Pj@w) ’ (Pk@w) log 7;]( ) } =0.

meM wewck | \m—1 kow

The uniqueness of t* is guaranteed by the fact that the function to the left of the equal sign in (2.4) is strictly
decreasing. For each w € WCE_| with ¢* being the solution to (2.4), define degree profile as

% m m 1—t*  _ n—1 -1
(2.5) e(w) = [ (PEL) (PLaL) ™" < log(n) [(m B 1)] |
Definition 2.2 (Ambiguous). A vertex v € [n] is said to be ambiguous between communities V; and Vi, if
dSJ”B = dj .(w) for every weak composition w € WCE | and m € M.

Lemma 2.3 characterizes the probability of v being ambiguous.

Lemma 2.3. Assume that vertex v is in cluster k, i.e., z, = k. If Dacu(j, k) < 1 for some j # k, then the
probability of vertex v being ambiguous is n~Pecu@k)+o(1),

Proof of Theorem 1.8. Let S C [n] be a set of vertices with size [nlog™2(n)]. A simple application of

Chernoff shows that with probability at least 1 — O(n=3), |S N V4| has size agnlog™3(n) with deviation at
most O(y/n). A vertex v € S with z, = k is said to be ambiguous between communities V; \ S and Vi, \ S

if d( u), =d; w(w) for each w € WCE | and m € M, where the other m — 1 vertices in each m-hyperedge
are all from V'\'S. For distinct v,u € S, the events {v ambiguous} and {u ambiguous} are independent,
since the random variables involved are distinct. By assumption, Dgcu(j, k) = 1 — 2 < 1 for some absolute
constant € > 0. Then by Lemma 2.3, for sufficiently large n,

[P’(v ambiguous) = n~Pacu(d:k)+o(1) > n—1+2e+o(1) > n—Lte.
By Bernstein F.6, the number of ambiguous vertices in |S N Vj| will concentrate around

nT1Te Ly [n logfg(n)J,

which further satisfies > n®log™(n) > log(n). Let olm) = MAX K o™ then Q) = p—m+1 log(n)
for each m € M since this is the border case P,(Dm) =< 11in (1.4). For any two vertices v,u € S, the expected

number of hyperedges containing v and u together is at most > olm). (::;_22) = n~tlog(n). A union
bound shows that the probability of any two ambiguous vertices being connected is at most

n~'log(n) - n° log73(n) = n~lte logfz(n).

10



If log(n) ambiguous Vertices are uniformly chosen in & NV}, the probability that any two of them are

connected is at most log? (n) = n~'*¢ leading to the fact they are pairwise disconnected with

log®(n
probability at least 1 — ;gz_(ll‘a. Similarly, there exist at least log(n) ambiguous vertices in S N'V; that are
pairwise disconnected. These 2log(n) vertices are indistinguishable, since they all share the same degree
profile dg)"L), = d(m) =d; p(w) for v € SNV, and uw € SNV, but they are pairwise isolated. It follows
that no algorithm can perform better than random guess for each of these vertices, and by independence,
no algorithm can have probability of success better than [(21(1)‘);(:;))]—1 = 2710g(n) = =9 for some constant
d > 0. Therefore when Dgon(j, k) < 1, every algorithm will misclassify at least one vertex with probability
1-0(n™).

We now extend our discussion to the regime P(m) > 11in (1.4) for some w € WCK and m € M, where
Pw might grows with n. Without loss of generality, assume that Dgcu(f, k) < 1 for some j, k € [K].
Denote

C§7Z)w = hm Pj(gw/’Pk@w

The case C(m) #1 while P\ = 0(1), P"™) = O(1) for some w € WCE_, was discussed before. For the

7,k,w Jhw kPw
case C] kw7 1 with 77]@1” = ’Pk@fp > 1, one could easily verify that Dgcn(j, k) > 1 in (1.5), contradicting
the assumption for necessity. The only possible case remaining is C(Tz)w =1 for every w € WCK | while

Daeceu(j, k) < 1, meaning that P(®w and P,gg?w differ only in the subleading order. Then the induced sub-
hypergraph on vertex set V; UV}, looks the same as homogeneous Erdés-Rényi hypergraph, where the task

of partitioning all vertices correctly is impossible. |

3. STAGE I: WEAK CONSISTENCY BY SPECTRAL INITIALIZATION

This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.9 with the proofs of Lemmas deferred to Appendix C. We
will show that Algorithm 3, inspired by [35, 110, 111, 112], achieves almost exact recovery, i.e., n(z, z(o))
o(1). Following the conventions in (1.4), (2.1), let &, (resp. p,) denote the average (resp. mazximum)
expected degree,

1
(3.1) £ = ”]E(g:[n] Di), pn = maxE(D;).

In Algorithm 3, A7 is obtained from Algorithm 4 with J = J; in Theorem 3.3. Due to the mystery of
{Q{m1 one could take d = >or_,dy/n in practice, which preserves the same order as dmax with high
probability according to Lemma 3.4. The following procedures are illustrated in Figure 3.

e Nodesing NS .o
e NodesinJ\§ ‘e o,°
° 0:.‘. °
® ..’.o.o
© _ 7©® =3, \ 7 . ece
V = B51 S,
ﬂ '
[ ]
o..‘.. ° :o..
7O =3\ 1Ou ) R oo

[ ]
=
[ X ] o
o0 —
o0
® o
X
L °
[ ]
(H
e® o
°
°

(0 A~
V(O) =3, \ (70 U7 U P AR AR
(A) Line 2-7 (B) Line 8-12

FIGURE 3. Illustration of Algorithm 3
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Algorithm 3: Spectral Initialization
Data: A, number of communities K, radius 7 = [nlog(d)]~'d? with d = >1'_, d,/n.
1 Compute the rank-K approximation Ag() = Zfil Aiw]u; of Az

2 Let S be a set of [2log?(n)] nodes randomly sampled from 7 without replacement. For each s € S,
construct the ball centered at s by B,.(s) = {w € J : ||(AF7K))5; - (A‘(jK))w;H% <r}.
3 Take ‘71(0) = B,.(s1) to be the ball with most vertices, i.e., s; = arg max|B,.(s)|. Break ties arbitrarily.
seS
4 while 2 <k < K do
5| sk =g maxees [B.(5) \ (USZ1 V)

6 IA/k(O) = B, (sk) \ (Uf;ll ‘A/j(o)) ; // Exclude the assigned vertices and find the remaining
largest ball.

7 end
8 while v € J\ (UkK=1 ‘716(0)) do
o | k=argmingep |(AF)sr: — (AF)ur]3:
10 ‘7k(0) — ‘7k(0) U{v}; // Assign the remaining vertices to their nearest ball.
11 end
12 Randomly assign the remaining vertices v € [n] \ J to one of the communities ‘71(0), ce 171((0);
13 Obtain the initial estimate of the membership vector 2 pased on 171(0), ey ‘A/I((O).

Result:

Our analysis relies on the following two concentration results about the adjacency matrix. The proofs for
Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.3 are deferred to Appendix A.

Theorem 3.1. Let M = {m : m > 2,m € N} be a set of integers with finite cardinality, and let M
denote its mazimum element. For each m € M, let H,, = ([n], E,,) be an inhomogeneous m-uniform Erdds-
Rényi hypergraph associated with a probability tensor Q") and an adjacency tensor A™) such that each
m-hyperedge e = {i, iy, ... im} C [n] appears with probability P(AL™ =1) = Qir)l = [(:Lill)]_ldgzn)l
m)

Denote dﬁn”ll = 1aXy, i, €[n] dz('l ,,,,,

.....

i - Let H=UmemHpm be the inhomogeneous non-uniform Erdds-Rényi
hypergraph and define dmax = ) _,,c \q dr(;f;Z( Suppose that

(3.2) Amax == Z dfgz( > clogn,

meM

for some constant ¢ > 0, then with probability at least 1 — 2n=10 — 2e™", the adjacency matriz A of H
satisfies

(33) ||A - EAH < C(dj) "V dmaxa
where constant C 3 3) == 10M?2 + 28 with B = Bo/B1 + M, and By, Bi* satisfying
Bo =16+ 32M (1 + €?) +1792(1 + e )M?, M 'Bilog(M~'B)) — M~'p +1 > 11/c.

Algorithm 3 works well even beyond the exact recovery regime. For the case 1 < p,, < log(n), Theorem 3.1
is not reliable. Instead, one could prove the concentration for some regularized versions of A (Definition 3.2)
following the same proof strategy, leading to Theorem 3.3. This explains why the trimming stage Algorithm 4
is necessary.

Definition 3.2 (Regularization). Given A € R™*™ and index set J, let Ay € R™™™ be the matriz obtained
from A by zeroing out the rows and columns not indexed by J. Namely,

(3.4) (A7)ij = L jeqy - Aij -

4The existence of such B is guaranteed since g(z) = zlog(z) —  + 1 takes its minimum at # = 1 and increases when z > 1.
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Algorithm 4: Trimming
Data: A, J

1 Construct Ay € R™™ by zeroing out the columns A.; and rows A;., where i ¢ J;
Result: Ay

Theorem 3.3. Following the conventions in Theorem 3.1, define v, = % and C = log?n) Let Az be
the reqularized version of A, where J € {J1,J2} defined as below.

(1) Let Jy be the set of nodes obtained by removing Lnexp( d)| nodes having the largest d,, where

d=n""! Zue[n] d, 1s the sample average degree. If (, log( ) > 15, there exists some constant ¢ > 0

such that (3.5) holds with probability at least 1 —2(e/2)™™ — 2n~°.
(2) Define Jo = {i € [n],dy, < Mdmax}, then (3.5) holds with probability at least 1 — 2(e/2)~" — n~10
for some constant C3 5.

(3.5) A7 —EAz| < C@s NZ .
In the above, C(3.5) = 10M?+ 253 with 3 = fo/B1+M, Bo = 16+ 32M (1+€2)+1792(1+ e ?)M?, B =

To establish the proof of Theorem 1.9, several properties of the Algorithm 3 are presented in Lemmas 3.4,
3.5, 3.6, 3.7 and 3.8.

Lemma 3.4. Deterministically, p, < &,. With probability tending to 1, d—§&,, < p,//n. Let d= maXycy dy
denote the realized mazimum degree, then under conditions of Theorem 3.1, d < p, with probability at least
1—0(n=°) for some constant ¢ > 0.

Lemma 3.5. Under the conditions of Theorem 5.3, ||A‘(7K) —EA7||% < pn + p2/n with probability at least
1—0(n=°) for some constant ¢ > 0.

Lemma 3.6. Under the conditions of Theorem 3.3, if Assumption 1.10 is satisfied, then |[|[(EA7)u. —

(EA7)w:|13 = n~1p2 with probability at least 1 — O(n=¢) for some constant ¢ > 0 when u and v are from

different clusters, otherwise ||[(EA7)y. — (EA7),.]13 Sn=2p2.

Lemma 3.7. Define the following sets of vertices
Ty = {0 € VinJ : [(AF))0: — (BA7)[13 <7/}
Uy ={veVinT : (AY)). — (BA).[3 < 4.

(a) For all k € [K], |SNZg| > 1 with probability at least 1 — O(n=°) for some ¢ > 0.
(b) For each k € [K], the sy constructed in Algorithm 3 satisfies si, € Uy, and |B,(sk)| > agn(l —o(1)).
(c) The centers {sk}_ | constructed in Algorithm 3 are pairwise far away from each other,

1A = (AY)e 3 20202, for any pair j # k, 5,k € [K].

Lemma 3.8. In Line J, 8 of Algorithm 3, if v € V; N J is misclassified to XA/j(O) for some j # i, then v is
far away from its expected center, i.c., ||(A K)) —(EA7)w: |3 Zn1p2.

Proof of Theorem 1.9. Without loss of generality, we assume that ay > ... > ax. Lemma 3.7 (a) ensures
that at least one vertex will be picked in each Vi, while it is guaranteed in (b) that the constructed ball
B, (si) contains most of the vertices of Vj, for each k € [K]. Furthermore, Lemma 3.6 proves that the
expected centers are pairwise far away from each other, while Lemma 3.7 (c¢) proves that the same argument
holds as well for the centers {s;}< | of balls {B(sx)}X_ ;. Throughout the Algorithm 3, vertices would be
misclassified during lines 4, 8, 12. Lemma 3.8 indicates that the misclassified vertices in lines 4, 8 must be
far away from their expected centers, while the probability that v € [n]\ J; is bounded by P(v ¢ J;) < n~*¢

5This happens for example when ¢, = O(1), y» = O(1); when ¢, = o(1), we can take ¢, = (log(logn))™!, yn =
(logn)~* - (log(logn)) .
13



for some constant ¢ > 0 according to Lemma A.9. Then with probability at least 1 — O(n—¢) for some ¢ > 0,
the mismatch ratio is bounded by

1(AY)),. = (BAZ)w: 3

1 . . J
o 2(0) v misclassified 1—c
M =1(2, 2 )S( : = +n )
min_ [[(AS),. = (EAz).|3

v misclassified
K
1AT —EAs |2 1
. K c
min (A7) — (BAg)[3 "

v misclassified

(3.6) ettt Lon A/ 11y
no pi/n nt  pp
where the last line holds since p,, = w(1). Therefore, Algorithm 3 achieves weak consistency.
Furthermore, Algorithm 3 works well when the average degree d is replaced with the maximum degree d.
It works agnostically when p, > log(n) since p, = dmax =< d for sufficiently large n with high probability
according to Lemma 3.4. The analysis above goes through as long as the order of p,, is estimated correctly.
However, an accurate estimate for the order of p, can in general not be obtained when p,, < log(n) due to

3

IN
3=

the lack of concentration. Instead, one could require the knowledge of tensors {Qg”)}me M to construct the
radius 7 in Algorithm 3, and the subsequent analysis will go through as long as p, = w(1). ]

4. STAGE II: STRONG CONSISTENCY WITHOUT PRIOR KNOWLEDGE OF PROBABILITY PARAMETERS

The goal of this section is to prove that Algorithm 5 achieves exact recovery by iteratively refining the
initial estimate 2*) with the proofs deferred to Appendix D. It is known that the Kullback-Leibler (KL)
divergence is always non-negative, and it equals zero only if the two distributions are the same. Similar to
[111], the optimal membership assignment of vertex v in Line 5 minimizes the divergence Dgxkr, (4.1) between
edge density and underlying edge sampling probability. In Section 3, it was shown that weak consistency is
achieved by 2(0), then @sf,”) in Line 1 is a good approximation of qum), where the deviation could be bounded
by some lower order terms. At each iteration step, the number of misclassified vertices will decrease with
at least a constant reduction rate, and exact recovery is achieved with high probability after [log(n)] steps.
All the proofs of Lemmas are deferred to Appendix D.

Algorithm 5 works well when Dgxkr, (7, k) > log(n) for any distinct pair j, k € [K], where Dgkr (4, k) (4.1
denotes generalized Kullback-Leibler divergence. Lemma 4.1 proves that Dgky, (j, k) > log(n) if Dacu(4, k) >
1, meaning that the functionality of Algorithm 5 is guaranteed above the threshold.

Lemma 4.1 (Generalized Kullback-Leibler). For each distinct pair j, k € [K], define

Daxw(j, k)
(4.1) ::{ (g}%n Z Z Ty - MAX {]D)KL y(m) I Qggzu) ID)KL(y(m) | Ql&%iu)}»
Yy meM meM wEWCﬁ )
where iy (1.6), y™ €0, 1]‘Wcm il for each w € WCE_ |, m € M, and
) o
(4.2) ID)KL( H Qjeaw) = yz(um) log ( ) +(1— yfum)) logﬁ
Qi - Q.
jOw JjOw

denotes the KL divergence between two Bernoulli distributions with means yw and stgiu

If olm = o(1) for all w € WCE and m € M, then Dgkr(j,k) = Dacu(j, k) - log(n) with Dacu(j, k)
defined in (1.5).

We will refer to the case st,n) = o(1) for every m and w as the border case. Lemma 4.1 establishes the

equivalence of the two divergences for this regime. Above this regime, when qum) = O(1) which is no longer
on the border, Dgkr,(j, k) > log(n) would certainly be satisfied and Algorithm 5 still yields exact recovery.

Proof of Theorem 1.13 (1). The vertex set V' can be split into two disjoint subsets G and V' \ G, where each
v € G satisfies the following three properties,
14



Algorithm 5: Agnostic Refinement

Data: {A™},,cuq, 2.
1 For each m-hyperedge e of type w at step 0 with w € WCK | i.e., w; nodes in ‘A/l(o) for each i € [K],

its generating probability an ) (1.4) is estimated by

Hom L o 17 ("
Q' = o Z A, Wherenw:l_1< ), vt > 0.

Nw A(O)(e) w

2 while 0 <t < [log(n)] do

3 XA/k(tH) < 0 for all k € [KJ;

4 | while v € [n] do

5 For each w € WCK
of the nodes distributed as w, i.e., w; nodes in ‘A/l(t) for each | € [K]. Find

k* = arg maX{ oo Y EY, 0g00%, + (2l — E(1),) - log(1 — @lﬁ’g)w)},

1<k<K meM weWcek

_1, let Ef,tzv count the number of m-hyperedges containing v with the rest

m—1
Tie broken uniformly at random:;

POED PO g,

end

t—t+1

end

10 Take Vj, = v}c(ﬂog(nﬂ) for all k € [K] and obtain 2.
Result: 2

© ® N o

(G1): Denote dmax = Y,,c 1 plm) log(n) with plm) — MAX,e ek 731(1,7”), then
(G1) dy < 10dmas.

(G2): Denote ,uv w = d /nw Let DKL(MU w |l Q]@w) be the KL divergence in (4.2). If v € V, N G, then
for every j ;é k

m m m dmnx
(G2) ST e Dku (a1 QN) — D () | Qi )] >
meM weWwcCE loglog( )
m—1

(G3): Let M denote the maximum element of M. For some small constant § > 0,
(G3) e(v,V\ G) < M (diax) ™.

Lemma 4.2 (Size of V\G). If Dgcu > 1, then |V \ G| < s for all s > 1/3 with probability at least 1 —10n~¢
for some € > 0.

Let {Vét)}szl be the obtained partition at step ¢. Let S(t) = (‘7(” NVi)NG denote the set of vertices in
G which belongs to Vj, but misclassified to f/\'j( ). then the misclassified vertices in V NG can be represented
as &\ 1= Uy, €5 = (VO \ V) NG where €0 = UK €Y = UK (V\ V) ng.
Lemma 4.3. In outer for-loop of Algorithm 5, the number of misclassified nodes decays with ratio at most
|EE+1)| < log C(1 5)
ED] ~ e - Cug

Note that n,, = n(z, 320 < (pn) ™1 according to (3.6) and p, = log(n) by (1.4), then by Lemma 4.3, the
number of misclassified nodes in G after [log(n)] iterations will be at most

N - (logc(148) ) [log(n)] < n . n—l—log C(1.8)+loglog C(1.8) 0(1)
€- C(l.S) ~ '



where the inequality holds since C(; gy > 1. Meanwhile, by taking s = 1/2, the number of misclassified nodes
in V'\ G is at most 1/2 according to Lemma 4.2. Therefore all nodes are classified correctly. O

Assumption 1.15 is crucial for the estimation @Ei,m) being accurate in Algorithm 5. In fact, when a mixture
of Bernoulli random variables is collected where their expectations satisfy Assumption 1.15, it is possible to
estimate each expectation accurately, since the sample average for each Bernoulli random variable (in this
scenario, all but a negligible fraction of samples are chosen from their true law) would be well concentrated
around its expectation with lower order deviations. However, if their expectations vary in magnitude, there
is no hope to estimate the low order expectations accurately, since the fluctuation of the sample average
with higher order expectation could be significantly larger than the low order expectations.

On the other hand, when C(; 3y = O(1) but large enough, Algorithm 5 converges faster by Lemma 4.3.
Intuitively, a cluster with denser connections inside would distinguish itself from the others. However, as
discussed above, the larger C(; g) is, the less accurate the estimation QZ,” ) is for the smaller an )7 which is
the trade-off between ”accuracy” and ”speed”.

5. EXACT RECOVERY WITH PRIOR KNOWLEDGE

This section is devoted to the proof that Algorithm 2 achieves exact recovery when equipped with knowl-
edge of K and {Q™},,cpr. All the proofs for Lemmas are deferred to Appendix E.

5.1. Hypergraph splitting. Algorithm 6 splits the non-uniform hypergraph H into H® and H®), where
the initial estimate 2(”) is obtained from H®O and H® is used for second-stage correction. Define K,, =
([n], B(K,)) = UnmemES™ | where Ki™ = ([nLE(K,(lm))) denotes the complete m-uniform hypergraph
with E(Ky(Lm)) containing all m-subsets of [n]. The subgraph K,(LO) is formed by keeping each hyperedge
e € E(K,) with probability 6,,/log(n), then the complementary K" = K, \ K\. Hence H®, H® are
determined by the intersection between H and K7(LO), Kr(Ll), which is independent of the generating process
of non-uniform HSBM 1.5. Consequently, H®) and H") are two independent hypergraphs with the same
underlying community assignment z with different edge densities.

Algorithm 6: Splitting
Data: The hypergraph H, K, 6,.
for e € E(K,) do
2 X, ~ Bernoulli(6,,/log(n)) ;
3 Hyperedge e is assigned to Kﬁo) if X, =1, otherwise K,(Il)
4 end
HO = ([n], B(H) 0 E(K\”)) and HY = ([n], E(H) 0 B(K{"))
Result: HO HO

=

91

5.2. Almost exact recovery. We take 6,, = loglog(n) in Algorithm 6. Recall definitions of p,, &, in (3.1),
then p,, > &, > loglog(n) for H(®) under regime (1.4), where the order of p,, may not be estimated accurately
and Theorem 3.1 can’t be applied directly. To get rid of that, one could build radius r in Algorithm 3 with
the knowledge of { Qﬂ,”)}me M- At the same time, one could regularize the adjacency matrix A by zeroing out
vertices whose degree is larger than certain threshold, i.e., J = J2, with the concentration result obtained
in Theorem 3.3. Following the same analysis in Section 3, Algorithm 3 achieves weak consistency since

n(2,2%) < pi! < lloglog(n)] ! = o(1) by (3.6).

5.3. Local correction. To prove the correctness of Algorithm 7, the essential idea is to make full use of
the MAP estimator, which showed up in several previous work [4, 31, 112]. Let 21()0) denote the membership

estimation of v obtained from H®) and 2(_01), for vertices other than v. Let H(") denote the law of H(!). The
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Algorithm 7: Correction
Data: H®, 2(9 probability tensors Q™Y enm, {ar}E ..
1 while v € [n] do

2 | 2 =arg max P(D, = d,|Z, =k, Z_, = 2)) . P(Z, = k)
ke[K]

3 end

Result: 2 = 2.

probability of misclassifying vertex v is

Pan(v) =P( 2, (1D, 29)) % 2,)

= Z PEOHD 2Oy £ 21D = HO z_, = 9. p(® = HO)
HO

(5.1) =Y 1 -PEOED 2O) =2 1D =HD, 2_, = 2O PHD = HD),
H(1)

Equipped with knowledge of 2%, {ap} | and {Q"™},nepm, (5.1) is minimized only if MAP (5.2) is taken,

(5.2) 2D(HD), A(O)) =arg max P(Z, = kY = HWY =z_, = 2(_()2,)
ke[K]

However, (5.2) is not directly accessible. Lemma 5.1 proves that the (5.2) can be reformulated as (5.3),
indicating that only hyperedges containing vertex v should be considered, which gives rise to the estimator
in Line 2 of Algorithm 7.

Lemma 5.1. Let Z (H(l A(O)) denote the law of the MAP estimator (5.2), whose randomness comes
from HY) for given z( ) Recall definitions in (2.1), then

(5.3) 2 D(EHD, 29) —arg max P(D, = do|Z, =k, Z_, = 29) . P(Z, = k).
ke[K]

Without loss of generality, we assume z, = k. Together with Lemma 5.1 and the fact P(Z, = k) = ay,
the error probability (5.1) becomes

Pare(0) 1= P(2, (1, 20) 7 k) = S P(:0(HO,20) # KD, = ) - P(D, = d,)
dy

dy) - P[3j # k,st. P(Dy = dy|Z, = j, Z_y = 2Ny > P(D, = dy|Z, = k, Z_, = 29)ay]

I
N
=
S
I

=Y "Pu(Dy =dy) P(3j # kst Py(Dy =dy) - ;> Py(Dy = dy) - o),
dy

where for ease of presentation, we denote the condition probabilities by

(5.4a) P(Dy = dy) =P(D, = dy|Z, = k, Z_, = )
(5.4b) Pr(D, =d,) =P(D, =dy| 2y =k, Z2_, = z_,).
Lemma 5.2. The upper and lower bounds of Py (v) are given by
K ~ ~
(5.5a) Zpk —d)- > P{B(D,=d,) ;> Py(Dy = du) - o}
j=1,j#k
Pu(D, = dy) ~ ~
(5.5b) Pere(v) > > % Y P{ P;(Dy =dy) - a; > Pp(Dy = dy) - ozk}.
dy J=1j#k
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However, the conditional probability I?P\’k(Dv =d,)in (5 Ba) is not directly accessible due to non-equivalence
between 2@, and z_,. One can substitute P (D, dy) with Px(D, = d,) once certain condition of
d, is satisfied (referred as good, deferred to Deﬁnltlon 5.3). Consequently, (5.5a) adapts the following

decomposition, which can be bounded separately

IP)err('U)
K
(5.62) < Y B ( 3 ]P’{ P,(Dy = dy) - 0 > Pp(Dy = dy) - ak}>
d. good j=1,j#k

K
(5.6b) + 3 Bu(D, :dv)-< 3 P{@j(pvzdv)-aj >fpk(DU=dv).ak}>.

j=1,j#k
5.3.1. Bound for (5.6a). Let Xe (™) denote the presence of m-hyperedge e, which contains v and at least one

node in e is misclassified by 2 )( ), i.e.,

(5.7) xm — Am)

e e

{e3v}n{z(e)#2O) ()}

Definition 5.3 (Good d,). For each m € M with Pl = MaX e K PL™ in (1.4), we say that d™ s
good if

(m) 2log(n)
ZX = log (P log(n))

We say that d, is good if dE,m) is good for all m € M.
To substitute @k (D, = d,) with Pg(D,, = d,), it suffices to consider probabilities of Xe(m) since

Py(D, =d,) P(D,=d,|Z, =k, z_v_*o) 0T Pk Ae Pp(A™ =1) 1 By (AT™ = 0)
Pe(Dy=dy)  P(Dy=dy|Zy =k, Z_y = z_y) m_qy g e )

meM  edv -
e prcscnt e absent

01 Po(x™ =1) 1 I@k(xe(m):())
meM  edv ]Pk X(m) ) e3v IP)j(‘){e(m)zo)

e present e absent

where the last line holds since the probabilities of hyperedges e 3 v with z(e) = 2(% (¢) are cancelled out on
denominator and numerator. Subsequently, bounds of ratio are obtained in Lemma 5.4 when d,, being good.

Lemma 5.4. For all good d,, there exist some L,U,c € RT such that for each k € [K],

I < ]P)k(Dv = dv)
= Pu(Dy =dy)

where U =1/L and U/L = n® with ¢/Dgcr = o(1).

<U,

With some calculations deferred, (5.6a) can be further bounded by,

K

o;U .

(5.8) (5.6a) < | Z aiT > min{P;(D, = dy), Pr(D, = du)},
j=1,7#k d, good

which brings in the generalized Chernoff-Hellinger (GCH) divergence Dgcn(4, k) (1.5).

Lemma 5.5. Under the regime (1.4), we have
(5.9) 3" min {P;(D, = d,), Po(D, = d,)} < n~ 1700 Poon(ik),
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5.3.2. Bound for (5.6b). The contribution is upper bounded by
(5.6b) <(K —1)- > Pp(Dy =dy)

d,not
good

<(K-1)- Z #{realizations of d,} - Pi(D, = d,) - Pr(d, not good) < n*2+°(1),
dy

where the last line holds by Zdv #{realizations of d, } - Px(D, = d,) = 1 and Lemma 5.6.
Lemma 5.6. The probability of d, not being good is bounded by
Py (d,, is not good) < n~2+o()
5.3.3. Putting pieces together. Combining the discussions in (5.5a), (5.6a) and (5.6b), the probability of v
being misclassified is upper bounded by Per(v) < n~(—eM)Decn(:k) 4 p=2+0(l) " Then according to the

assumption in Theorem 1.13, there exists some universal constant € > 0 such that Dgeu(j, k) = 14 2¢ > 1,
and

Pcrr(v) 5 n7(1+25)+o(1) _’_n72+o(1).

Note that the analysis above is valid for any node v € [n] with z, = k, hence by a simple union bound, the
failure probability is upper bounded by

P(30 e, 20 HD,20) £ 2) € 3 Panlv) S (071725400 2ol < e,
v€E[n]

Therefore, MAP (5.3) achieves the exact recovery with probability at least 1 — n~¢.

6. ESTIMATION FOR NUMBER OF COMMUNITIES

For the practical purpose, it is better to assume as little prior knowledge as possible. To make Algorithm 1
completely agnostic, we propose the following Algorithm 8 for the estimation of the number of communities.

Algorithm 8: Number of Communities
Data: {A™},,cr )
1 Compute the degree d, for each vertex v € [n] and find d = max,¢,] do;
2 Construct the adjacency matrix A and compute the eigenvalues A;(A) > ... > A\, (A);
3 Find the first eigenvalue A.(A) such that A, < (d)3/4;
Result: K =7 —1

The functionality of Algorithm 8 relies on Assumption 1.15 and eigenvalue separation (Assumption 6.1)
under exact recovery regime (1.4). Recall that p,, &, in (3.1) represent the maximum and average expected
degrees, respectively. Let ¢, = min,¢p,] E(D,) denote the minimum expected degree.

Assumption 6.1. Define the matriz EA where ]Egij =[EA;; fori#j and EA; = EA;; when i and j are
from the same block. The eigenvalues A\ (EA) > ... > A\, (EA) satisfy Ak (EA) 2 ¢, and Ag+1(EA) = 0.
Lemma 6.2. Under Assumptions 1.15, 6.1, \y(EA) 2 p,, fork € [K], and \e(EA) < n~1p, fork € [n]\[K].

Proof of Lemma 6.2. Define the diagonal matrix D := EA — EA, then (D) = EAw, < n~'p,. Note the

facts that ¢, < p, by Assumption 1.15, and A\g(EA) > ¢, > n~!p, by Assumption 6.1, then the desired

result follows by Weyl’s inequality F.1, since A\ (EA) — | D|| < A (EA) < A (EA) + ||D|| for all k € [n]. O

Correctness of Algorithm 8. By Weyl’s inequality F.1, for any k € [n], the eigenvalue A\, (EA) satisfies
M(EA) — |A — EA| < \(A) < A\ (EA) + | A — EAJ.
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By Lemma 3.4 d = dmax =< pn, then by Lemma 6.2 and Theorem 3.1, for sufficiently large n,
)\K(A) Z Pn — C(3.3) Y Amax Z Pn =/ Pn > (pn)3/4 = (J)3/4’
>\K+1(A) é nilpn + C(33) "V dmax SJ V Pn < (pn)3/4 = (CZ)3/4

Therefore, the accuracy of K in Algorithm 8 is guaranteed by the separation between Ax (A) and Ag11(A).
]

We have seen that Algorithm 8 works when all the degrees are proportional. One may be interested
in exploring modifications of Algorithm 8 for scenarios not covered by Assumptions 1.15, 6.1, such as the
presence of communities with outstandingly large degrees.

Eigenvalue separation. In particular, we want to emphasize that Assumption 6.1 is stronger than As-
sumption 1.10. Consider the following example, where K = 3, M = 2 with a1 = ay = a3 = 1/3, and

4 3 7
1 ~
o® = og(n) 3 5 8], EA:Q(2)®(1n/3 11/3%
n
7 8 15

where ® denotes the Kronecker product. Obviously, Assumption 1.10 is satisfied. However, A3 (E:&) = ( since
Qg?) = Qf) + Qg?). As we can see, a mixture of assortative (QgQ)) and disassortative (Qf), 22)) clusters
may result in violating Assumption 6.1 but satisfying Assumption 1.10. We further note that this would
never happen when all communities are purely assortative (diagonally dominant) or purely disassortative
due to the symmetry requirement for probability tensors.

As far as we know, even in the graph case, Assumption 6.1 is crucial in most algorithms aiming to estimate
for the number of communities. For example, [28, Theorem 1| applies a network cross-validation algorithm.
This implicitly requires Assumption 6.1, as it relies on Davis-Kahan [109, Theorem 4] to obtain an upper
bound for the singular subspace perturbation, which is meaningful only if the Kth largest singular value is
at least of order log(n).

As we just mentioned, Assumption 1.10, which Algorithm 1 relies on, is weaker than Assumption 6.1. It
would be interesting to close the gap between the those two assumptions, i.e., to find whether it is possible to
give an accurate estimation the number of communities when the underlying generating model is a mixture
of assortative and disassortative clusters.

Proportional degrees pitfalls and possible fixes. Assumption 1.15 is crucial for Algorithm 8. When
this is dropped, and we are under the regime p,, > ¢, 2 log(n), Algorithm 8 tends to underestimate the
number of communities due to the possibility that the upper bound (d)3/* is much larger than Ag(A),
leading to the problem that sparse clusters would be absorbed by denser clusters. One could strengthen
Assumption 6.1 to satisfy A K(EA) = pp, to make full use of Algorithm 8, though not so realistic in practice.
Instead, one could start with a lax overestimation of the number of communities, and then slightly
modify Algorithm 3 to correct the overestimate. The intuition is that all but a vanishing fraction of the rows
corresponding to vertices in Vi would concentrate around their expected center, thus their corresponding
vertices will be located in the ball B, (sy), while ‘71.(0) = o(n) for ¢ > K by Lemma 3.7. Also, Algorithm 3
works agnostically without Assumption 1.15 when p,, 2 log(n) as proved in Section 3. Thus, we propose
Algorithm 9 as an informal alternative; here we pick some large enough i as an initial guess and iteratively
decrease i until the partition has all classes proportional. However, we leave the criterion for deciding if a
class is too small up to the reader, and we offer no guarantees. Note also that Algorithm 9 is computationally
inefficient: it has time complexity O(n?log®(n)) since at least log(n) eigenpairs should be computed.

7. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we characterize the phase transition of the exact recovery in model 1.5 by formulating
the sharp threshold Dgen (1.5) and establishing necessary and sufficient conditions. Algorithms 1 and 2
achieve strong consistency within the stated assumptions. The area of community detection problems on
random hypergraphs remains fruitful. Besides finding an algorithm for correct estimation for the number of
communities discussed in Section 6, we mention a few other interesting directions below.
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Algorithm 9: Number of Communities

Data: A, radius r = [nlog(p,)]~'p2 with p, = d = max,e(n] dv, i = log(n)
1 while 7 > 2 do

2 Compute the rank-i approximation A = 23‘:1 /\jujT-uj of Ag.
3 Construct balls of vertices centered at s € S by B,(s) ={w € J : ||(A‘(7K))S; - (A}K))w;H% <r},
where S is randomly sampled from J with |S| = log*(n).
4 Let B, (s1) denote the ball with most vertices and take ‘71(0) = B, (s1).
while 2 < k <17 do
o | | sk =argmaxees [B() \ (USZ1 V)
v | R =B\ U V)
8 end
9 if “71_(0)' «n; // Informal condition, should be replaced with an explicit
criterion.
10 then
11 ‘ 14 1—1
12 else
13 ‘ Quit the loop;
14 end
15 end
Result: K =

First, Assumption 1.10 and its refinement Remark 1.12 are crucial for any spectral algorithm based on
A, since they are required for separation between expected centers in Lemma 3.6. It will be interesting to
see whether this condition can be removed, or at least weakened, such that some other non-spectral method,
perhaps in the vein of [73, 60, 10], could achieve weak consistency for uniform hypergraphs. Additionally,
the generalization of those methods to handle the non-uniform hypergraphs when a set of tensors {A(m)}
with different orders is given remains open.

Second, it is known that exact recovery is achievable at the threshold in the case of graph SBM, i.e., when
Dy (a,b) = (va—vb)?/2 =1 [89] and D (e, P) = 1 [4]. However, it is still unclear whether exact recovery
can be achieved when Dgcg = 1 for model 1.5.

Last but not least, it will be interesting to see if model 1.5 can be generalized to have other degree
distributions [72, 52, 65], different edge labels [111] and contextual feature vectors [29, 83], which would be
of particular interests for real-world applications.
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APPENDIX A. THE KAHN-SZEMEREDI APPROACH AND PROOFS OF CONCENTRATION

A.1. Proof Outline of Theorem 3.1. We follow the approach in [49, 78, 38] to estalish the proof of The-
orem 3.1. According to Courant-Fischer-Weyl min-max principle, the spectral norm of any n x n Hermitian
matrix W can be reformulated as

(A.1) W] := sup |Wezlz= sup |z Wz,

zeSn—1t zeSn—!
where S"~! := {x € R" : ||z|] = 1} denotes the unit sphere, and the second equality makes use of the
Hermitian property of W. As indicated by a short continuity argument (Lemma A.1), if one wants to bound
the supremum in (A.1), it suffices to control " W for all « in a suitable e-net A of S"~! with cardinality
bounded by |N;| < (14 2)", while the existence of such A, is guranteed by compactness of S*~! and [103,
Corollary 4.2.13].

Lemma A.1 ([103, Lemma 4.4.1]). Let W be any Hermitian n x n matriz and N be an e-net on the unit
sphere S"~1 with e € (0,1), then [|[W|| < 2= supgep. [(Wea, z)|.

Define W := A — EA and take N := N% with its size bounded by |N| < 5", then
(A.2) |A—-EA| = |W]| <2sup |&" Wa| <2-5"- |a We|, for some x € N.
zeN

Therefore, upper bound of ||A — EA| will be obtained once the concentration of random variable "Wz
is demonstrated for each fixed © = (x1, 2, - ,7,)" € N. Roughly speaking, one might seek upper bound
on |£"Wz| of order O(y/dpax) which holds with high probability, then a union bound over N establishes
Theorem 3.1, as long as concentration of T W is sufficient to beat the cardinality of the net A.

The problem now reduces to prove |z'Wzx = >, > Wijzizj| = O(Vdmax) with high probability. How-
ever, two main difficulties lie on

(1) the dependence between matrix elements W,
(2) not every pair W;,x;z; enjoys the sufficient concentration to beat the cardinality of N.

To get rid of those difficulties, we follow Kahn-Szemerédi’s argument [49, Theorem 2.2] to split T Wz into
light and heavy pairs according to max(; jye[n)2 |7:7;],

V dmax
n

(4.3) cte) = { (i) s oiayl < Y2 @) = {0g) s b >

\Y dmax

n )
where dmax == e m dﬁn";l( By triangle inequality, (A.2) adapts the following decomposition, where contri-
bution from light and heavy couples can be bounded separately,

Z Wijxix;

|A—-—EA| <2 bup [(Wx,z)| =2 bup

zeN

(i,5)€[n?]
(A.4) < 2< sup Z Wijxizj| + sup Z Wijxix; ) .
2N (i j)eL() 2N i) er)

As will be shown later, the contribution of light pairs is bounded by av/dnax With probability at least
1 — 2e™™ according to (A.7), while contribution of heavy pairs is bounded by S+v/dmax with probability at
least 1 — 2n 710 if dp. > clog(n) for some constant ¢ > 0, as in Lemma A.8. Therefore,

HA - ]EA” < C(3A3) V dmax7

holds with probability at least 1 — 2e™" — 2n !0, where Cs.3) = 2(a+ B) with a = 5M?2, B = Bov/Bi + M,

. 2 —2 2 & & _é 1
Bo = 16 4 32M (1 + €2) + 1792(1 + e 2) M?, MIOg(M) VR

which completes the proof of Theorem 3.1. The remaining of this section is organized as follows. The bounds
for contributions of light and heavy pairs are provided in Appendix A.2, Appendix A.3, and the proof of
Theorem 3.3 will be established in Appendix A.4.
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A.2. Light couples. The contribution from light pairs can be decomposed into summation of contributions
from independent hyperedges. An application of Bernstein’s inequality (Lemma F.6) provides us with the
concentration we need to beat the cardinality |N| = 5".

For each m-hyperedge e € E(H,,), define W™ = A" — EAU™. Then for cach fixed @ € S"~!, the
contribution from light pair can be reformulated as

S Wyna = Y (Z > wgm)ximj: Y oW Y

(1.5)€L(z) (i,j)€L(m) ~meMecE(Hnp) meM e€E(Hp) (1,5)€L(x)
ed{i,j} {i.j}Ce

(A.5) = > >y,

meM ecE(H,,)

where we denote yé"” =W ( Y (ig)el(@) xzx]) Note that e D (4, 7) is an m-hyperedge, then the number
{ij}cCe

of choices for the pair (4, j) under some fixed e is at most m?. By the definition of light pair in (A.3), (m) is

upper bounded by |y§’”)| < m2y 7;"‘”‘ < M2y 7;“‘“‘ for all m € M. Moreover, (A.5) is a sum of independent,

mean-zero (Eyém) = 0) random variables, and its second moment is bounded by

SN EM)? =D Zm) l]E[(Wém))Q](( > xixj)T

meM eeE(H,,) meM ee E(H i,7)EL(x)
{i,j}Ce
(m) 2 2, 2 n—2 dfﬁl 2 2 2

ST 2 e B oas)ls ¥ (00) et X

meM eeE(H,y,) (i,§)EL(x) meM m—1 (i,§)EL(x)

{ij}Ce
2 _

<y %B.dmtgz S - di) M

meam T " nem "

where in the last line, we use the facts € S* !, z'a = 1 and
Z x?x?ﬁ Z xf:v?: xf( x?) :fozl.
(i,5)€L(w) (4,4)€[n?] i=1 j=1 i=1

Then Bernstein’s inequality (Lemma F.6) implies that for any « > 0,

IP’( Z Wijziz;| > « dmax>: <‘ Z Z yém)‘>a\/dmax>

(i,5)€L() meM e€E(H,)

@ dmax OAQTL
<2e - 2 < 9%e o % )
=T ( M2 e+ S M2 Y e a\/dmax> R < 4M3 + 2;M2>

n

Consequently by a union bound,

IF’( sup Z Wijzixj| > om/dmax> <|N] ~]P’( Z Wijzxj| > a\/dmax>
2N ij)ec(a) (i.d)eL(=)
a’n .

where the last inequality holds by taking o = 5M?2.

A.3. Heavy couples.
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A.3.1. General Strategy. The contribution of heavy couples can be bounded separately,

E WijZEi(Ej E Aijxi:vj

(i,5)€H(x) (i,5)€H(x)

(A.8) < +

Z (EA)Z] T;Tj

(i,5)€H ()

2

)

Meanwhile, for any pair (i,7) € [n]

(m)
(A.9) (EA)” < Z (712) dmak < Z (m—1) g — %

meM m—2 (5:11) meM

and by definition of heavy pair

v7as Mdpax T35
I I S
- . TiTj . n |xlmJ|
(i,9)EH () (i,5)eH () (4,5)€H ()
(AlO) <M~/ Amax Z xfx? < M/ dmax,
(i,7)€H(x)

where we use the fact Z(i,j)e?—[(m) xfx? < 1 again. Therefore it suffices to show that, with high probability,

Z Aijl‘il‘j = O(\/ dmax).

(i,5)€H(x)

(A.11)

Unfortunately, the contribution of heavy couples does not enjoy sufficient concentration to beat the car-
dinality of the net N, which was the strategy we used in Appendix A.2. Instead, the key idea here is to
prove the discrepancy property (Definition A.2) holds with high probability for the associated random regular
graph. Essentially, the edge counts ea(S,T) == >, cq > ver = l-SrAlT are not much larger than their expec-
tation, uniformly over choices of S, T C [n], which can be proved by using tail estimates of random variables
ea(S,T). Conditioning on the event that discrepancy property holds, one can show that the contribution of
heavy couples is deterministically of order O(y/dmax) by Lemma A.3, as long as row and column sums of A
are bounded by \/dq. up to some constant.

Definition A.2 (Discrepancy property, DP). Let A be an n X n matriz with non-negative entries. For
subsets S, T C [n], define

A(S, T) = Z Z A”
i€S jeT
We say that A has the discrepancy property with parameter § > 0, k1 > 1,k > 0, denoted by DP(, k1, k2),
if for all non-empty S, T C [n], at least one of the following hold:
(1) ea(5,T) < ﬁ15|5\|ST\;
e NA en
(2) ea(S,T) -log ($5%570) < ra(|S| V |T]) - log (15

Lemma A.3 ([38, Lemma 6.6, DP = heavy couples are small). Let A be a non-negative symmetric
n X n matriz. Suppose that

(1) all row and column sums of A are bounded by d,
(2) A has DP (6, k1, k2) with § = €2 for some C > 0,k1 > 1, k2 > 0,

then for any x € S, deterministically,

z Ajjzix; < BoVd,

(i,7)€H(2)

where By = 16 + 32C (1 + k1) + 64ka(1 + —2—).

k1 log K1
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A.3.2. Our model. To prove the discrepancy property in our model, we follow the discrepancy analysis
n [48, 38], and consider the weighted graph associated with the adjacency matrix A. By Lemma A.5,
the discrepancy property follows with high probability if uniform upper tail property (Definition A.4) holds.
Therefore, our tasks reduce to prove that row sums of A are bounded and UUTP holds with high probability,
which are shown in Lemma A.6 and Lemma A.7 respectively.

Definition A.4 (Uniform upper tail property, UUTP). Let A be a random symmetric n X n matric with
non-negative entries. An n x n matriz Q is associated to A through fo(A) = szzl QijAi;. Define

n

pi= fo(EA) = > QiEA;, = fQoq(EA) Z Q;EA;;,

4,5=1 3,J=1

where o denotes the Hadamard (entrywise) matriz product. We say that A satisfies the uniform upper tail
property UUTP (co,v9) with co > 0,79 > 0, if for any a,t > 0 and any symmetric n X n matriz Q satisfying
Qij € 10,a] for alli,j € [n], we have

~2

P(fq(A) = (1+0)u+1) < exp < - co;h(f‘t)>.

52
where the function h(x) := (1 + z)log(1 + z) — = for all x > —1.

Lemma A.5 ([38, Lemma 6.4], UUTP = DP ). Let A be a symmetric n x n random matriz with
non-negative entries. Assume that

(1) EA;; <6 for alli,j € [n] for some § >0,
(2) A has UUTP(co,v0) with parameter co,vo > 0.

Then for any 6 > 0, the discrepancy property DP (6, k1, ko) holds for A with probability at least 1 —n~% with
k1 =e*(1+ )% ke = %(1 +7)(0 +4).

Lemma A.6. If dyax > clog(n) for some constant ¢ > 0, then for some large enough constant 31 ° satisfying
M=1B1log(M~1p1) — M~1B; + 1 > 11/c, with probability at least 1 — n='°, we have

(A12) 1I£Za§Xn( - Az]) < ﬁldmax

Proof of Lemma A.6. Note that by a union bound

n

P( ms (ZAU) > Brdmax ) < P(ZAU > Bidimas )

- j=1 i=1 j=1
Thus one can focus on bounding tail probability of one row sum. For each fixed i € [n],

(A.13) ZAM*ZZ SoAm =3 Y m),

j=1meM ecE(H,,) meM eeE(H,,)
eD{i,5} e

6The existence of such B is guaranteed since g(z) = zlog(z) —  + 1 takes its minimum at # = 1 and increases when z > 1.
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Then by Markov inequality (Lemma F.3) and independence between hyperedges

(ZAU > 61 max) —P( Z Z -1 -A(m) >61 max)

meM ecE(H,,)
edi

< inf (exp<—0ﬁldmax> I[I II Eexplo(m-1Ar™ ])
>0 meM ecE(Hy,)
e>1
d( m) d(m)
S il’l (eXp 961 max H H |:Tznal"€9(m 1 + 1- nmalX :|)
meM e€E(Hy,) (m 1) (m—l)
edi
m)
< mf (exp —0B1dmax) H H exp[ 7;11alx (e 6(m—1) _ 1)}), (I1+z<e€")
meM ecE(Hyy,) ( )
edi
-1
<3 _ . (m) (,0(m—1) _ n : .
< 51;% (eXp( 0B1dmax) - €Xp [ Z dyr) (e 1)}), (at most <m1 edges contains 1)

meM

< ggf(;exp[—dmax(ﬁ,@l — M 4 1)] = exp {— dmax<é log <é> — & + 1)]

M M M
b1 b1 = 11
< — . = = )
< exp [ log(n) ( log <M) + 1)
The proof is completed by the union bound P(maxlgign(zyﬂ Aij) > Bidmax) < n 10, O

Lemma A.7 (UUTP from Non-uniform Inhomogeneous Hypergraph). Let A be the adjacency matrix of
H = UpnemHp, then A satisfies UUTP (co,vo) with co = M2,y = 0.

Proof of Lemma A.7. Note that

—p= Y Qij(Ay —EAy) = > QuWij =Y Qij( > > Wém)>

i,j=1 i,j=1 i,j=1 meM e€E(H.n)
ed{ig}
-y T owr( Y)Y >z
meM ecE(Hy) {i,j}Ce meM e€cE(Hnm)

where Zém) = We(m) ( > ijice Qij) are independent centered random variables upper bounded by |Z§m)\ <
Z{i jrce Qi < M?a for each m € M since Q;; € [0, a]. Moreover, the variance can be written as

> o> merr=y s sowr( 3 )

meM eeE(H,,) meM ecE(H {i,j}Ce
Y S saAnl Y g Y ajEa, -
meM ecE(H.n) {i,j}Ce 4,j=1

where the last inequality holds since by definition EA;; = D5 -\ D cer(H,.) E[Aém)]. Then by Bennett’s
{i,j}Ce
inequality (Lemma F.7), we obtain
52 at
P(fQ(A) —p=1) <exp ( - Wh(?))’
where the last line holds since zh(2) = (1 + z)log(1 + %) — 1 decreases when x > 0. O
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A.3.3. Contribution of (A.11).

Lemma A.8. If dyax > clog(n) for some constant ¢ > 0, there exists some constant B such that with
probability at least 1 — 2n =10,

(A.14) Z (Aij —EA;j)ziz;| < Bv/dmax-

(i,7) €M (x)

Proof of Lemma A.8. Note that EA;; is bounded (Equation (A.9)) and A satisfies UUTP(M ~2,0) (Lemma A.7),
then by Lemma A.5, for any 6 > 0, the discrepancy property DP(4, k1, k2) holds for A with probability at
least 1 —n~?, where
M 2 2 2 2 2
0= ;dmax, k1=e(1+7y) =€, kKy= C—(1+fyo)(9—|—4) =2M*(0 +4).
0
Let &1 be the event that DP(J, k1, k2) holds for A, and & be the event that all row sums of A are bounded
by B1dmax, then P(£1 N &) > 1 — 2n~1% where we take § = 10 for convenience. On the event & N &, by
Lemma A.3, Equation (A.14) holds with 8 = Bpv/51 + M, where By, 51 satisfying

P

Bo = 16 + 32M (1 + k1) + 64ip(1 + ————) = 16 + 32M (1 + €2) + 1792(1 + e~ 2)M?2,
k1 log(k1)

B1 B1 B1 11

s (3) 3t o

A.4. Proof of Theorem 3.3. Following the strategy in Appendix A.1, for any J C [n],

(A.15) (A-EA)s|
< 2( sup Z [(A-EA); ] T [((A-EA)s; ] ST
PN (i ece) (i) €W (@)

we want to bound the contribution of light and heavy pairs separately.

+ sup
zeN

A.4.1. Light couples. By (A.7), with probability at least 1 — 2e™™,

< 5M?\/dpax -

(A.16) sup

Sup. [(A-EA); ] LT

(1,5)€L(x)

A union bound proves that (A.16) holds for any given subset J C [n] with probability at least 1 —2(e/2)™"
since the number of possible choices for J is at most 2", including the options J := [J1, J2 of our interests.

A.4.2. Heavy couples. Our goal is to prove

(A.17) sup [(A-EA)g], iz < BV dmax ,
2N (i ) ert(a)
Similar to Equation (A.10), deterministically for J = J1, Jo.
(A.18) Yo [BA)],| € MV dma.
(i,5)€H(x)

To control the contribution of heavy pairs, it suffices to show that discrepancy holds for A and all row
sums of A 7 are bounded by [1dyax, according to Lemma A.3.

To verify the discrepancy property, it suffices to show that UUTP (M ~2,0) holds for A7, which is true
since A7 is obtained from A by restricting rows and columns to J. Then by Lemma A.5, for any 6 > 0,
the discrepancy property DP(6, k1, ko) holds for A s with probability at least 1 — n~?, where

5= e, 1= (1 420) =, Ry = %(1 1 70)(8 + 4) = 2M2(8 + 4).

The remaining is to verify the boundedness of row sums of A ;.
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e For 71, Lemma A.9 proves that row sums of each v € J; is bounded by (1dmax Wwith probability at
least 1 — n~¢ for some constant ¢ > 0 under the regime of our interests.
e Deterministically, it is true for v € J2 == {i € [n], Z?:I A;j < Bidmax} by taking 81 =

Let &£ be the event that DP(J, k1, ko) holds for A7, and & be the event that all row sums of Ay are
bounded by S1dmax-

e For J1, P(E&; N &) > 1 —2n~ ¢, where we take 6 = ¢ for convenience.
o For Jp, P(£; N &) > 1 —n~10 where we take § = 10 for convenience.

On the event £ N &, (A.17) holds with 8 = Bov/B1 + M, 1 = M
2

Bo = 16 + 32M (1 + k1) + 64ko(1 + ————
k1 log(k1)

) =16 +32M (1 + €*) + 1792(1 + e~ 2) M?.

Lemma A.9. Define , == log " (n)pn, n = log" (n)én. If Cn log(g—") = 1, then there exists some constant
¢ > 0 such that row sums of each v € J1 is bounded by [1dmax with probability at least 1 — n~°.

Proof of Lemma A.9. By (2.1), (3.1), Dy = >, c Zwech71 ij’lﬁ, and

= %E( Z Dv), pn = max E(D,),

v€E[n] veln]

then v, < (,. The boundedness of row sum Z?Zl A,; for each v € [n] was proved in Lemma A.6 under the
regime ¢, = O(1). We only discuss the regime ¢, = o(1) here. By definition of set 7,

P (1 (35 Aw) > Bs) = P(#{0: 2 s > Bt} > Invot =)

(Markov) n Svem EL v > Ay > Bidmax
M—@JHE(#{“:ZM > D) = =5 L{nexp(J—c%)J —— !

n

1 n
< Tnowp(-d] 71 veh P(ZAW > Pits) < Ly s (D0 A > )

e On the numerator, Z;;l Ay can be reformulated as a summation of independent Bernoulli random

variables according to Equation (A.13), with each Aé’") indicating the presence of an m-hyperedge
and M denoting the largest element in M, then

Sy = Y Yo DA <M YD YA

meM edv meM edv

Note that E(} 0, cvm D .5, Af!")) = &, due to the constraint e > v, and

SN A< ST > A <m YA

meM edv meM edv meM edv

then E(Q 0 c v 2 ese ASJ”)) = &, since M is constant. By Lemma F.8, for each v € [n],

P(iA,,j > mdmax) —IP’( o> m-pAM > B max) (take By = M)

j=1 meM e€E,, (Hym,)
esv

<]P’< oY A %Cn log(n)> < exp{ — log(n) {(n log(i—”) + (9 — Cn)} } —nC,

MEM e€Eyp, (Hum) "
edv

where ¢ > 0 is some constant, while the existence of such c is guaranteed since we are under the
regime ¢, = o(1), v, = o(1) and ¢, log( ©) 2 1, and f(t) = tlog(ﬁ) +(p—t)>0foralt>p.
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e For the denominator, d = n~! Zve[n] d, and E(Zve[n] D,) =< n&,. By hypergraph Handshaking
Lemma -, i1 Do =3 e pa M D cep,, Ae- Then by Lemma F.8,

P(CZ> ﬁldmax> = P(% Z mZ-Ae > ﬁldmax)

meM e

<B(U S S A ) = B[ 3 A>T log(n)] (take 1 = M),

meM e meM e

< eXp{ —log(n) - [Cn log( C") + (Y — Cn)} }

’I’L

It follows that P(d < Bidmax) > 1 — n~*") when ¢, log(%) = w(n~t), where w(n=1) N O(1) # 0.
Namely, d is bounded by £1dmax = M, log(n) with probability tending to 1.

Consequently, when ¢, = o(1), v, = o(1) and ¢, log(g—") > 1, there exists some constant ¢ > 0 such that

n

P(max (3 Avs) > Bidmax ) < exp(d) - max P(i Ay > Brdmax)
j=1

veJ1 ve[n] j=1

< exp(MG, log(n) - exp { ~ log(m)[Grlog(*2) + (0 — Gu)]}
= exp { ~log(m) [Gulog(*2) + (30 = G) = MG}
< exp { ~ log(m) [ log(§Z)(1 —o)]} ==,
which completes the proof. ]

A.4.3. Putting together. Following the discussions above, Equation (A.15) adapts the following upper bound

I(A—EA) 7| < C.5)v dmax »

where the constant C(3 3y = 2(a + ), with o = 5M?, 3 = Bo\/B1 + M, By = 16 + 32M (1 + €) + 1792(1 +
e 2)M?, and B =

APPENDIX B. PROOFS IN SECTION 2

Proof of Lemma 2.5. Thanks to hyperedge independence, under the condition z, = k, the probability of v
being ambiguous can be written as

P(v ambiguous) = H H IP’[DXZ? = d;kk(w)]
meM weWwck

m—1

Note that 1, = n™"! and Q,(ggzu = O(fi("l ) = 0(1), then n4, log(1 — Q,(ngu) = —an%L +o(log(n)). At
the same time, 1 < d7 ; (w) < log(n) < n in (2.5), by Stirling’s approximation Lemma F.9, for large enough
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IP)[DS’TIZ = ;yk(w)] (d*k( )) (Qz(;glu) ( Qgglu)nwfd;k(w)
Js

10g< nww)> 7 (w) dog(Qf,) + [maw — 7 (w)] - log(1 — Q) }

{
am{ﬁkw»bgﬁﬁﬁgﬁ)+@kwo+dh@wkg(lQ%%ﬂ)+rm-mg1Q%&)+dbﬂn»}
Js T Zkow
{

(m)
Naw Qk@w (m) *

g ) — gy - QU 4 % (w) + o(log(n))

<@Aw»u—9%®) Ko j

o { = 280D gt ) i 1 0 DB ) (i) (2 4 o))

= exp (::L__ll) jdw kPw g 7’,523) kD JPw kPw

where in the last inequality, we use the fact Qraw = Prow log(n)[(772111)]’1 in (1.4), plug in d7 ; (w) in (2.5),
and replace n,, with 7., according to Lemma 2.1. Therefore,

P(v ambiguous) = H H P[ng = d;k(w)]
meM weWwck

m—1

i ) (m)
“on{- XX T e pi ) i) (222

meMwewck | m—1 Pk@w

+ P, — (P (PR + o)}

Naw log(n) m * m m m —t*
—ew{- > X W[t Pl + (L= )P, — (P2 (P +o(1)] }
meM wewchn—l m—1

_ n—DGCH(jvk)+O(1)7

where first order condition (2.4) was used in the second to last equality. ]

APPENDIX C. PROOFS IN SECTION 3

Proof of Lemma 3.4. For the first part, &, < p,, is trivially true when Assumption 1.15 holds. On the other
hand, due to the fact aq,...,ax = Q(1), the conclusion &, < p, still holds since the dense part inside the
summation &, =n~'Y"_ E[D,] distinguishes itself.

For the second part, the concentration of average degree can be proved by a simple application of Bernstein
F.6 as long as p, = w(1).

For the last part, let d = maxyepn ] dy denote realized maximum degree Define the random variable D
by D= max,c[,) Dy, then ED = Emaxve[n] D,. Define W, = D, — ED,, then following (2.1), W, =

(m) (m) .
Zme M ZweWC,’,ﬁ,l W where Wy oy are mean zero random variables, and define

w —maxW < Z Z maXW(m)

meMwewck | veln]

Note that D ~ Bin(na,, Q) when z, = k, then 0 = E(W0)? = ny, Qi (1- QU2 ) < EDY) < ED.
By Bernstein F.6, for any € > 0, we have

3(1 — &)2(ED)?

~ 1 .
PWm) > (1 - ¢)ED] gexp(— N) gexp(— 5 —E)QED)
602 4+ 24/(1 — €)ED
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Denote ED > clog(n) for some ¢ > 0 under regime (1.4). By the union bounds

POV>(1-eED)< > Y P(max W) > (1-¢)ED)
meM weWwck ]

m—1

< 3 ZIPW(m)z (1—)ED] < (M—l)-<M+K_1>exp(log(n)—;(1—5)2E5)

meMweWck _, v=1

Sexp{ —log(n) [(1-e)?c*/2—1]} =30 whenc>v2/(1-¢),

where ¢ > /2/(1 — 5) Note that ID)GCH > 1 implies ¢ > 2™~ for m € M, then it just a matter of choosmg
proper ¢. Similarly, W > —(1 —¢)ED with probability tending to 1. Note that |D — ED| < |W\ < (1—¢)ED
with high probability, then

eED <D < 2ED.
We now refer to the magnitude of ED. By Jensen’s inequality, for any ¢ > 0, we have

exp(tED) < Eexp(tD) = E exp(t max D,) < H H E exp(t max D(m))
meM weWck veln]

m—1

since D < Y meMm Zwewc:g,l max, e Dfﬁg By the union bound,

Eexp(t mz[ui D(m) < Z]Eexp tD(m n) = Z[Qi (v)sw® el + (1 - Qi v)@w)}n“’
ve o v=1 v=1

n[1+ Qi (e" — D))" < expllog(n) + nw Qi (¢" — 1)),

since by definition Qr(fl';z( = MaXyewek sf,n) and 1 + z < e®. We adapt the notation in (1.4), (3.1), then

dmax = D mem Pk log(n) where Pl = MAaXye Wk P Note that ne Q5 < P log(n), by taking
t =1, we have

ED< > Y (log(n)+ Pl log(n)) < Y WCK |- (log(n) + Pl log(n)) < dmax
meMweWwck | meM

where > P > 1 when Dgey > 1 and IWCE_ | = (") = 0(1). Also,

ED > max 77 log( ) 2 dmax-

Therefore d = dmayx with high probability. The desired result follows if dy.x < pn, which is obviously true
when Assumption 1.15 holds. When the assumption is not true, where some specific configuration w € WCX

dominates for some m € M, then the vertex with maximum expected degree should certainly contain this

type of edge. At the same time, dp.x = Zme/\/l dﬁg’;Z( in Theorem 3.1, where dfnrzzc =max;, i, cn] Dir,...im

should contain the dominant type w as well. Therefore dmax =< ppn =< d with high probability. O

Proof of Lemma 3.5. Define the matrix EA where Egij =EA;; for i # j and EA;; = EA;; for some j € [n]
in the same community as i, i.e., z; = z;, then rank(EA) = K. By triangle inequality and (a+b)? < 2a*+2b?,

K K > ~
1AYY —EAS|2 <2]AY) —EAS|2 +2|EA; —EAS|2

1% N dmaxy then ||EA.7_IEAJHI2?‘ S
Meanwhile, the rank of Af7 ) _EA 7 is at most 2K, then by rank inequality

The matrices EA 7 and EA 7 only differ in dlagonal elements while EA;;
—1d2

max*

K ~ K ~ K ~
1A —EA |2 < 2K(|AY) ~EAS |2 <4K(|AY) — As|3+||As —EAZ[3).
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By Eckart—Young—Mirsky Lemma F.2, ||As — AE7K)||2 = Agy1 < |Ay —EAg|]s. Also, Ay —EA, =
Ay —EA; — diag(EA;;). Then desired the argument holds since
K K 5
1477 —EAs|t S8K(JAGY — Al + 1|47 —EA7[3) +2d5.0/n
<16K - HAJ - E“ZJHS + 2d1%nax/n 5 32K - ||AJ - EAJH% + (32K + 2)di1ax/n

Theorem 3.3 9 2 9
32KC(3.5)dmaX + (32K + 2)dmax/n = Pn + pn/”?

where the last step holds since p,, < dyax, as proved in Lemma 3.4. O
Proof of Lemma 3.6. We discuss the case u,v € J first. By definition,
[(EAZ)u: — (EAJ)v:H% = Z (EAZ)w — (EAJ)vl]Q'
l€[n]

For vertex | with z; = ¢ for some ¢t € [K], entry (EA7),; denotes the expected number of hyperedges
containing u and [. Hyperedges can be classified into different categories according to the distribution of
the remaining m — 2 nodes among K communities. Assuming that v € V; and v € Vj, with j # k, the
membership distribution of e can be represented by j @1 ® w for each w € WCE _, with n,, < n~(m=2) For
each | € J, the difference between (EA ), and (EA ), is

(EA7)w — BAZ) =Y > nw (Qew — Qilaw)-
meMwewck ,

As proved in Lemma A.9, [ € [J] with probability at least 1 — n~° for some constant ¢ > 0. At the same

time, we can approximate n,, with 7, (Lemma 2.1), then according to Assumption 1.10, it follows that with
c

probability at least 1 — n™¢,
2 _
I(EAs)uw: — (BAZ)wl3 2 n[(BEAZ)w — (BEAg)u]” Z 0™ o
If u and v are from the same cluster, it follows
[(EA7)u: — (EAZ)w: ||§ = [(EAJ)W]Q + []EAJ)vu]Q S ”_2/)% )

since (EA7)yy = (EA )y, = 0 due to the fact that self loops are not allowed in model 1.5. The conclusion
holds similarly when v € J but v ¢ J. As for the case u ¢ J, v ¢ J, it follows directly from the definition
of EA 7 that [[(EA7).. — (EA7)..||3 = 0. O

Proof of Lemma 3.7. Define O :={v eV, NJT : H(Ag())v; —(EA7),.||3 > 4r}, while Zy, Ug, O and B,.(v)
enjoy the following properties.

(i) For each k € [K|, I, C B,(v) C Uy, for any v € T N S, since (EA7)y. = (EA )y for all w € Ty,
1AY), = (AY)) 3 < 201(AY )0 = (BA)w ]2 + 2 (EAS)w: — (AU) |3 < 7

(ii) For each k € [K], B,(v) C Uy, for any v € I N S.
(iil) |Zk| > agn(l — o(1)) for each k € [K], which follows from the fact that almost all nodes in Vj;, N J
are r/4-close to its expected center, since the number of vertices outside Zj, is bounded by

“(Afjl())v: - (EAJ)U:H%

K
(N D\Tel _ 1 vetvindnz _ 1145 ~EAg |
n “n i AN (EA2 T N r/4
i (AS), — (BAg).B
2
n [nlog(pn)|~'p7 Pn n

where the last two equalities hold since HAS;()—EAJH% < pntp2 /n (Lemma 3.5), r = [nlog(p,)] " 1p?
and p, = w(1)NOMM=1). Thus |Zx| = Vi N T| = |(Vk N T) \ x| > axn(1 — o(1)).
(iv) Following from (iii), for all k € [K],
Ul <1 — | Uyt < n— 33,1 < e [1 4+ O(2EL) ] = (1 4 0(1)).
ik P
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(v) | UK, Ok| < o(n), since most nodes are in | Uf_; 7|, and

K
ZUEJ ”(A(j ))v: - (EAJ)U:H% < ||A\(7K) - ]EAJHI%“ _
(AG)): — (BAZ)u]3 4r

| Urey Okl <

o(n)
min ||

ve(UE_ 0k)
(vi) |B,(v)] = o(n) for all v € O, N'S. First, B,.(v) NI, = 0 because the distance between v € O and
w € Ty, is larger than r, due to the facts (EAy)y: = (EA7)uw:, (z —y)* > $(z — 2)% — (y — 2)2, and

1

AT = (AG)usll3 = SI(AT ) = (BAZ)wl ~ AT ) — (A )il > 7.

Then as a consequence of (v), |B,.(v)| < | UK | Ox| = o(n).

(vil) B(u)NB(v) =0 for any u € U; and v € Uy, with j # k. This follows the fact that |B,(v) NU;| =0
when |B,.(v) NUy| > 1, since the distance between expected centers ||[(EA7),. — (EA7)..||3 = n~tp2
(Lemma 3.6) is much larger than the radius 47 < [nlog(p,)]~!p? where p, = w(1).

We now prove those three arguments using the properties above.

(a). For each k € [K], the probability that a randomly selected node s € [n] does not belong to Z, is
To| (Gid)

1- % < 1—ar(l-o(1)) =) a;+o(1) <1,

J#k

where 1 > a3 > -+ > ax > 0 are some constants by Definition 1.3, then the probability that there exists at
least one node s € S N7y is

|Ik| log(n) log(n) —log(e—1 )
1—(1—— >1-— . -1—= Yk oy Fo(D)
A
i#k
A simple union bound completes the argument.
(b). We prove part (b) by induction.

(1) k= 1. By part (a), there exists a node v in Z3 NS, satistfying B, (vy) D Z; due to (i). By algorithm
procedure, |B,(s1)| is at least |B,(v1)|, then |B,(s1)| > |Br(v1)] > |Z1| > ain(l — o(1)) thanks to
(iii). To prove s1 € Uy, one should verify the failure of other possibilities, namely, for v ¢ U;, the
cardinality of B, (v) is too small to make v selected as a center.

e For any v € O NS for each k € [K], |B-(v)| = o(n) < |B.(s1)| by property (vi).
(i2) (i)
e For any v € Uy NS with k # 1, |B,(v)| < [Uk| < agn(l+ o(1)) < agn since a1 > .

(2) 2 <k < K. Suppose s; € U; for all j € [k —1]. Similarly by (i), there exists a node vy, € Z, NS
satisfying B,.(vi) D Zx. By induction hypothesis HA/j(O)| = |B,(v;) \ (U{;lf/l(o))\ > a;n(l — o(1))
for j € [k —1]. Then by (vii), By(vx) \ (U V) = Bo(w), and |B,(sx)| > |Br(vi)] > [Ta| >
axn(l — o(1)) thanks to (iii). To prove s; € Uy, one should verify the failure of other possibilities,

namely, for v ¢ Uy, the cardinality of so obtained set B,.(v) \ (uf;ff/l(‘”) is too small to make v
selected as a center.

e For any v € O, NS for all k € [K], |B.(v)| = o(n) < |B-(sx)| by property (vi).

e For any v € U; NS where j < k, note that |B,(s;)| > a;n(1l — o(1)) by induction, then

A (17’ii) o~ (Zl) (7-/,“)
1B-(0) \ (U VO < 1B () \ V7] < ] — Bo(s5)] = o(n)

< |Br(sk)| = arn(l + o(1)).
e For any v € U; NS where j > k,

PPN (vid) (i) (iv)
1B, (0) \ (U VO < 1B (0)] < U] = ajn(1 + o(1))

< agn(l+o(1)) = |B-(sk)],
where the last inequality holds since oy > a;.
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(c). Consequently, {sj}_, are pairwise far from each other, i.e., for any pair j # k

K K 1 K K
1AF)sy: = (AF)0l13 2 SIAG)s,: = (BAZ sl — I(EAg) s — (AF)eisl

1 K K Py
= (2||<EAJ>SJ: — (BAg)su |13 = 1(AF)s,: - (EAJ%J.;@) ~EAg): — (ATl 2 22,

where the last equality holds by since Lemma 3.6 [(EAy)s,. — (EA7)s,:]13 2 n™ o2 > [nlog(pn)] 'p2 =
ar > |(EAg)s,: — (Ag)s,: |13 with p, = w(1) by the property that s; € U; for each j € [K]. O

Proof of Lemma 3.8. Note that (EA7),. = (EAy)s,: when v € V;NJ where s; is the center of ‘ZO obtained
in Line 4. There are two scenarios where v € V; N J would be misclassified into ‘A/j(o) (j #1).

(1) In Line 4 of Algorithm 3, if v is r-close to center of ‘7}(0)7 ie., ||(A‘(7K))U: - (Ag())sj;H% <'r, then

1
1AF)e: = (BAZ) w13 2 51 BAS)s: — (BAZ)s, 3~ (AT)o: — (BA7)s,.[3
1 Pr
> 5 1BA7)s: — (BA7)s,: 3 — 20(AT) ) — (AT)s:l13 — 20(AF)s,: — (BAZ)s5 2 72

where ||(EAJ)37., — (EA7)s,: |13 2 n~'p2 by Lemma 3.6, and [[(A7Y)),,. — (EA7),,. |3 < 4r =
[nlog(pn)] ™1 p2 < p2/n since p, = w(l ) and sj € U; as proved in Lemma 3.7.
(2) In Line 8 of Algorlthm 3, when v is closer to the center of V(O) than V(O), ie, |[(A (K))sj; -

(A(jK )o:l3 < (A j )si: (A&K )o:||3. One can verify that v is far from its expected center, namely,
K K K K 1%
I(AG))e: = (BAZ)s,: 13 > fu< AT = (AT 3~ 1(BAS).: — (AT, 3 2
where [(EA7)s,: — (AT)),..|I3 < 4r = [nlog(pn)] "' p2 and

1A~ (AG)l3 > 1 (1A~ (AL 4+ 1(AY), — (A)uc]3)

: 2
Lemga 3.7 P

1 K K n
> 15— @FNlE 2
where the last line holds since (z — y)? < 2(x — 2)2? + 2(y — 2).
(]
APPENDIX D. PROOFS IN SECTION 4
Proof of Lemma 4.1. We rewrite Dgk1,(j, k) as
O S L e
(D.1) min { SV log + (1 —y") log 7}
m m)
(¥ mem meM weWwck | Qk@?w o QI(C@U’

sty Y T Dkl || Q55) — Dru (i) || Q) } < 0.

meM wewck

m—1

By [24], the associated Lagrangian is defined as

(m) 1 (m)
m — m m — Yw
LAy ™ bmem, A) = ) > nw-{ () log 22—+ (1 -y ))logﬁ}

meM weWck | Qk@w 1- QkEBw

Q(m) 1— Q(m)

5 4. (m) Zkow _ y(m) k@w

+A E E T { log —== ol + (1 —yy,”) log o }
meM wewck jPw jOw

m—1
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The optimal choice of {y™},,c ¢, which minimizes L({y™ },err , A), satisfies the first order condition

L{y™ Yoents A G 1y Qi ~ O
S = Mw {(bg y(m) — log %) +)‘(10g ](ci) _log ];S; )} =0

Note that Q™) .= p(m) . losm) — ,=(m=1)1g(n) = o(1) in (1.4), then the solution to (D.1) has to satisfy

kdw kdw (m 1)
i)
g = o(1) for each w € WCE_ | otherwise optimal value of (D.1) goes to infinity since gl )log o0
kdw
(m)
would diverge. Thus log Qg‘;n) and log Q’j,f;” converge to 0 as n grows. Then (D.1) is minimized at
kdw JjBw

ysum) = (Q§gzu)A . (Ql(%)w)l_A (14 o0(1)), for each w € WCE |, m e M.
Consider the Lagrange dual function

g(A) == min L({y(m)}me\/l7 A)
{y(m)}mEM

(m) yx-1, (m) (m) (m)
= mi L) 1o (L) Yw s 1o ™ Qo)™ (L= pu”)
S S

Y™ b m » (Qipw) (1- Q)

min Z Z Ty - (1 — yfﬂm)) {()\ —1)log(1 — QkEBw) +log(1 — yg”)) Alog(1 — Q;@w)}

(m)
{'!J }m meM M wEWCK

m—1

= > > - {AQj$w+(1—A)Q§€QgL Q). (Q%L)H]’

meM weWcCkK

m—1

meM weWCEK

( (m)

where in the last two equalities we use the facts ywm) =0(1), Q.. = o(1) and lim,_,glog(1 + =) = z. By

JOw
taking maximum of g(\), we have
Dex(j; k) = (D-1) = max g(A)
=max DT 30 e ML+ (- O, — (QIE) (947
€0 e weWCK
(1.4) Naw m m m) \1—
=log(n) - max DD S WP+ (L= NP, — (Pisw) - (PLEL)
€l ]meM weWCKE (m—l)

m—1

:]D)GCH(ja k}) . 1og(n) .

O

Lemma D.1. If Dgcu > 1+ 2¢ for some absolute constant € > 0, then for all s > 1/3, the number of nodes
which don’t satisfy either (G1) or (G2) is at most s/3 with probability at least 1 — 10n~¢.

Proof of Lemma D.1. Probability of satisfying (G1). Recall Equation (2.1) and d,, := ), .\, ZweWCK_l dl(fz),,

where di”}_,ﬁ counts the number of m-hyperedges containing v with the rest m — 1 nodes distributed as w

among Vi, --- , Vg with D,%) denoting the law of dm Under the regime Equation (1.4), we have dyax =

Y meM i) log(n). For each m € WCK_, | we know Dé”},} vk ™ Bin (1, le;ﬂ) where 14, = Hl 1 (lVl‘).
a1



Thanks to hyperedges independence and Markov inequality, for each v € G, we have
P(D, > 10dpax) = ( % o> 10dmax)

meM weWCK

m—1

< 51;% [exp(—lOOdmax) H H Eexp(&-’l)&%)}

meM weWCK

m—1

. (m) (m) Nw z
ér;%exp(—l()Odmax) H H exp [(1— Q) + Qo€ 1™, T4z <e”)
meMwewck |

(m)
. n Pmax log(n) . 4 . n
< — . - °r 7 — <
< 52% exp(—100dax ) €xp ((m B 1) E ( — ) (e 1)), since 1, < o 1

meM m—1
< inf O —1-100) - dpax) < e 10dmax
< égoexp ((e 00) ) <e ,

IN

where the last line holds by taking 8 = 2. Note that Dgcy > 1, then there exists some P&’Z,l > 1, otherwise it
would not be possible to find j, k € [n] with Dgcu(j, k) > 1. Therefore, P(D, < 10dpax) < e~ 10dmax < =10,

Probability of satisfying (G2) Note that Dgcu(j, k) > 1 + 2 for some € > 0. It suffices to prove that
the following holds with probability at least 1 — n =19 — n—(1+e),

(D.2) S0 e D) | Q)

meMwewck |

log(n)y\m-1 ) Amax
< _ =\ _ _Tmax
(1 Vn ) Daxcr (7 k) log log(n)’

where the proof is deferred to Lemma D.2. Assuming Equation (D.2), subsequent logic is indicated as follows.
(1) Remind that (1 —log(n)//n)™ ! < N4y /fiee by Lemma 2.1, then by Equation (D.2),
> D Dl I Q)

meM weWwCk

m—1

<(1 st ) o S0 e D I Qi) < Daxe(i k).

meMwewck |

(2) Then according to (4.1), 3, p Swwener , P Dxr (i | Q55) > Dok (i, k), since 3,c v Cwpewer |

m—1
max { Dk (1t | QVa,). Drr(pts | Qi) } > Dakw(j, k) and part (1).

(3) Then we use part (2) and (1 —log(n)/v/n)™ ! < ny, /My again,
S e D () | Q)

meM weWCK

m—1

> (1 log(n ) Z Z gy - DKL(MUW l Q%ZU) > (1 - log\;n)>m_lDGKL(ja k).

n
meM weWwCk

m—1

(4) Therefore by part (3) and (D.2), >, 14 ZwEWCffL Mg [DKL(MU w || QEQ.’;L,)—]D)KL (,Uv w || Q%L)] z
dmax/ loglog(n), which proves (G2).
According to Lemma D.2 and Markov inequality, for all s > 1/3, the probability that there are more than

s/3 nodes in V' not satisfying either (G1) or (G2) is upper bounded by

E[# of nodes that do not satisfy either (G1) or (G2)] s (n=10 4 n=(+e)
s/3 - s/3

<10n—°
O

Lemma D.2. With probability at least 1 —n =10 —n=+e) yertex v satisfies (G1) and (G2) simultaneously.
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Proof of Lemma D.2. Let X denote the set of degree profiles satisfying (G1), i.e

X = {{w(m)}meM‘ z™ ¢ N|ch,§,1\7 s.t. (™ > log(n) for each m,w, and Z Z (™ < 10dmay, }
meMweWwck

m—1

Note that 27" > log(n) is the requirement from exact recovery regime (1.4). Since the cardinality [WCE || =
(erKfl

1 ), for simplicity, we denote

B K-1 )
meM
Let {DEKB = xﬁf,”)}m,w denote the event DY) o = = 280" for each m € M, w € WCE | then

m m nw 2(m) i x )
PUDTS = 2 ) = o) ) [k - (1= Q) :
xT

meM wGWCffL_l w

Note that MS;WL): = /nw where 1, = Hl 1 (IVz\) = n™"1. For any D > 0, by Markov inequality, we have

P({ Z Z Ny - DKL M(m) || Qk@w) > D} N {Dv < 1Odmax}>

meM weWCK

m—1

= Y PUDI =20 mw) .IP< S0> T nw-Dru(ul | Qk@w > D‘{ng;g :xg%)}mw)

{z(m}ex meMweWwck |
< Z P{D{7) = 2"} nw) - e P -E(exp[ Z Z N - Dir (187 | Q,(g)w)} ’{fo’jg = ng%)}m,w>
{z(mlex meMwewck |
xw /nw 1-— :cgf,n)/nw
<e P Z H H P(Dg’j}g = ng,")) - exp (xﬂ,") log — + (N — xﬂ,”)) log W)
{x(m}ex meEMwewck | Qk@w 1- Qk@w
(D.3)

<e Pexp (g log(dmax)) ,

where the proof of (D.3) is deferred later. Note that C(; gy = O(1) by Assumption 1.15, and W
Deon(j k) > 1+ 2, then by Lemma 4.1, Daxu(j.k) = Dcn (. k) log(n) > ;. Also, T = O(1) and
1Og(n) 5 Amax <K Tl]wil, we take

log(n)
vn

Then we are able to establish Equation (D.2),

P({ X 5 nw Dbl o) < (1- ) a0 - S0, < 1000}

M wee n loglog(n)

m-1 . dmax emma 4. . dmax
) Dekn(j, k) — ——— Lemma 4.1 (1-=0(1)) -Dacen(y, k) log(n) < > log(dmax)-

b= (1 B loglog(n)

-1

T T
>P(D, < 10dmax) - (1 —e Pexp (5 log(dmax))> > P(D, < 10dmax) — e Pexp (5 log(dmax))

>1—n 10—+,
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Proof of inequality (D.3). Note that Dé"{,} vk ™ Bin(nay, Q,(Jg)w), then by Lemma F.9,

P02 = of5”) = (o ) exp (5710w O+ (1, — 2 o1 — @)
’ T

w
o 1 1 z . .
log (;zzgf,”)) =-3 log(2ma (™) — B log (1 — :T> + N 10g 12y — 2™ Tog (™)
2(m)
— (N — ™) 10g(Ny) — (120 — ™)) log (1 - L) +o0(1)

Lz

Thus for each m € M and w € WCE_,, we have

m—1»
(m) (m)
m m m Lw /le m 1— 2w /nw
P(Dq(;,mg = IEU )) Y <~’C£u )logQT) + (nw — IS.U ))log W)
k®w kdw

(m)
1 1 T 1
- _z (m)y _ = _tw - B (m)
exp ( 5 log(2may) 5 log(1 )+ 0(1)) exp ( 5 log(2may™) + 0(1)),

Naw

where the last equality holds since log(n) < xEL") < ) <« pmt Also, for sufficiently large n, the
cardinality of X’ is bounded by

10dmax 10dmax) ™
|X| < ( T ) < % < exp (Tlog(dmax)),

where T'= O(1), then

(m) (m)

11 (m) — pm)y . () g T[T gl M)
> I P(Dy = Ta") - exp (xw log =252 + (n — 2" log o
{x(m}ex meM weWwCE kDw how

m—1

T T
<|X|-exp ( ) log(2ma{™) + 0(1)) < exp (5 log(dmax)).

]

Proof of Lemma 4.2. Let e,,(v,S) denote the number of m-hyperedges containing v with the rest m — 1
nodes in S C V, and €,(S,5) = >, cgem(v,S) denote the number of m-hyperedges with all vertices in
S C V, where the repeated edges were dropped, and e(S,S) ="\ €mn(S,S) similarly.

To conclude the proof, we build the following sequence of sets. Let S denote the set of nodes which do
not satisfy (G1) or (G2). Let {S® C V3}g<;<s be generated as follows

o SO =8, where |S| < 5/3 with probability at least 1 — 10n~° by Lemma D.1.
e Fort > 1, 8" = St=1 y {u,} if there exists v; € V s.t. e(v, SE1) > M (dpmax) .
e The sequence ends if no such vertex can be found in V'\ S), and we obtain S*").

Assume that the number of items that do not satisfy (G3) is strictly larger than s/M. Those nodes
violating (G3) will be added to sets S (*) at some point. By construction, each of these nodes contributes
more than M (dpay)' ™ in e(S®, SM). Starting from S, we have added s/M more nodes violating (G3),
and obtained S**) with nodes s/3 + s/M. Some other nodes can be placed into S*") to reach cardinality s.
However, e(S®), S)) > /M - M(dyax)' T = $(dmax)'?, which contradicts to conclusion of Lemma D.3.
Thus the number of nodes violating (G3) is at most s/M. Consequently, |V \ G| < s/3 + s/M < s. O

Lemma D.3. With probability at least 1 — e_s(d“‘a")IHM, there is no subset S C V with |S| = s such that
e(S,8) > 5(dmax) ' for some § > 0.
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Proof of Lemma D.3. For any given subset S C V with |S| = s, by Markov and Assumption 1.15,

P(e(S, ) > $(dmax) ™)

< inf e 05(dma)' ™ . = inf e~ 05(dmax)'™’ .
;gt;e Elexp(0 - e(S, 5))] él;%e H Elexp(6 - €,(S5,5))]

meM

< gnf e 05(dmax)'* H [Qm) . ef 4 (1 — QEI’Z;Z()](JZ), (edge independence and 1+ z < %)

>0 meM
< lnf exp ( > max 6 - 1) - es(dmax)1+5:|

o> meM

1+6
_ exp < )Ql(rvlzz( dmax>1+6:| _ S(dmax)1+5 'IOg S(dmaxs) o }
mEM EmEM (m) max

< exp {— Q(dmax)l”},

where the last inequality holds since o(1) = ok < 5(dimax) ' and the third to last inequality holds since
the function h(f) = a(e’ — 1) — bf achieves minimum at 6 = log 3) The number of subsets S C V with
size s is (:) < (%*)°. The proof is then established by a simple application of Markov inequality, since the
probability of existing a subset S C V with |S| = s such that (S, S) > s(dmax)* ™ is upper bounded by

E[{S : e(S,S) > s(dmax)' ™ and |S| = s}] = (Z) “P({e(S,S) > s(dmax)' ™ and |S| = s})

en\ s s on .
= (?) - exp(—8(dmax) ) = exp ( - §(dmax)1+5 + slog ?> < exp ( _ Z(dmax)u(s).

Proof of Lemma 4.3. Let {‘7“ }k ; denote the partition at time ¢. Remind that W = Ufilgj@ =
(V(t) \ V;) NG, where 5( = Uk#é’(? = (A(t) \V;) NG, and S(t) = (";}(t) N Vi) N G, representing
the set of vertices in G which belong to Vi but are misclassified in V(t)

For node v € EJ(ZH) (v € Vi but misclassified in Vj(tJr )) by Algorithm 5, it has to satisfy

- A A (1-0%,)
S>> (B log St () - Bl log —52)
meMweWCE kdw (7 keaw)

—1

where Ef)tzu counts the number of m-hyperedges containing v with the rest m — 1 nodes distributed as w at

step t, i.e., w; nodes from XA/l(t) for each [ € [K], and ﬁg;) denotes the capacity of such hyperedges. Then with
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the proofs of (D.4a), (D.4b), (D.4c) (D.4d) deferred to next several pages, we have,

; Qg " - gm,
0= Z Z Z Z (Eif) -log QZ@) +<ﬁg>_Egggu>.10g21£)i)

LSi#RSK yeg(thh) meM wewes kw

~ olm o 5(m)
S VID VD SRR R (= e

1<j#k<K ve£§z+1) meM weWwck

m—1

(1-9\m,) (10 (1- @,i’gl.»}}

+ (D — BEW ). | log ———1%% 4 160 —log
W B (1-a™) (1-9m) (1—-ai™)

(m) _olm
o< Y Y Y Y {Effh-logg{i;"+(ﬁ$ﬁ>—A£f2u)-logUQZ%”)}

1Sj7’5k§Kv€5;Z+l) meM wewck

+ D] Cp sy Z Pl - log log(n)

meM
(m) _olm)
Dab) < > Y > > {dgj”) log Qg@)“’ + (N — d) - log #}
1§j7ék§Kv€£](Z+l) meM wewck | Qk@w (1- ka@w)

+21og C(y gy Z Z Z e(v, €M w)

veEt+1) meM weWCE

m—1

FEED] (C(p.an) Z P loglog(n) + C(p.4b))
meM

dmax
(D.4e) < _|€(t+l)|l o +21og C(y 8y Z Z Z e(v, €D, w)
0810 ( ) vegt+) meMwewck |
HIEED (Crpaay - YV PEAL - loglog(n) + Crp.an)
meM
d
D.4d) < —|eW+h| X AJIED] [EAHD] - diyax
(D.4d) < — DR 4 Cop g /1€ £ -
(t+1)] . (m) _ m+K—1
—|—|(€ | (C(D4a) Z ,PmaXIOglOg(n)—l_C(DAb)+210gc(l.8) Z ( m )
meM meM

where e(v,£® w) in (D.4b) denotes the number of m-hyperedges e containing v where the rest m — 1
nodes distributed as w among {V}(t)}l}il with at least one of those m — 1 nodes in £®), and Cm.aa)y =

2C(3.3)log C(1 5). Note that > .\, \/’@ X \/dmax/log(n), and Cp 4a), Cp.av), Cr1.8), M, K = O(1),

then

m+K—1
m .

max > C(p.4a) Z P log log(n) + Cp.ap) +21log Cy ) - Z (
log log( S T

At the same time, dmax 2 C(1.5)log(n) by Assumption of Theorem 3.1. Then for sufficiently large n, we have

[loglog(n)]? < 2C(3.3) log C(1. 8 [log log(n)]? < logCpig) 1
dmax - Ciis) log(n) ~— Cus) e’
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Proof of (D.4a). Note that for any ¢,q > 0 with § < 2¢, the following holds

‘{ )S |QTQ| 7
q—1q4—4q q—1q—4q

where the first inequality follows by discussions on cases 2¢ > ¢ > ¢ and ¢ < ¢, and the second comes from

llogg‘ Slog(
q

log(1 + x) < x. Thus one may focus on bounding \Qk@w — QIE%)M As estimated in Line 1 of Algorithm 5,

&50m) 1 Ez(c%;
m) w
I
kdw 2(0>(e):k€Bw keaw
where E,g%;w denotes the number of m-hyperedges with ,%(0)(6) = k@ w at step 0, i.e., at least one node from
Vk(o) with the other m — 1 nodes distributed as w, and ﬁ,(%w denotes the capacity of such m-hyperedges,

O K150
NOR A 11 ViCl o om
le@w —( 1 g =N .

=1

Then for any w € WCE

m—1>
m ’El(c%gw - Qk@w Al(coegw (0) (m) 0)
‘Qk@w Qk@ | = . (0) = A(o <|Ek@w - EEkEBw| + !EEk@w Qk@w Mgw )
kdw kdw
We will bound the two terms in the numerator separately.
For the first term |E,(€2gw — IEE,%W , recall p, in (3.1) and denote ’Pr(mrz = Milyewer ’Pfum), ,(1172))( =

maXy,ewex Puw, then IEE,E:ng = pim).. nlog(n), since C(; 5y = O(1), and

1 1
PO log(n) = 2@ 180 pm gpo 0 10800 oo pm) L 1)

min kEBw (n—l) min — k@w = Npgpw ” ( ) max max
m—1 m—1

Thanks to independence between hyperedges, Bernstein (Lemma F.6) shows that

P(|ES), —EEY, | > VP nloglog(n)) < 2exp ( ”[02glc(>)gg((:))}>’

for any {1716(0)}521 € ]7, where V denote the set of partitions {?k}szl such that
K A~ A~ A~
U0\ )| <mn, v{THS €D,
k=1

with 7,, being the mismatch ratio (1.1). The cardinality of V is at most

=~ KN\mmn K 1
P12 () = (25" o g () £ (252
NInT TinT Mn Pn

for some constant C > 0, where 7, < (pn) ™! by (3.6). A simple union bound shows that

IP’(EI{@(O)},CK:l eV st |E,(€%;w - ]EE,(C(;B)w| >/ P - nlog log(n))

<1() 2o () Sow ()

where the last inequality holds since p, < 3 -\ Pl log(n) and the function h(z) = Toa(z) I8 Increasing
when z > e.
Consider the second term EE,(C%;w = 220 (e)mk@w Q(Te)). For hyperedge e € V \ €@, ie., 20(e) =

k @ w = z(e), the contribution of such e inside the |EE,(€%§w - Q,(ngu . A,(C%Bw
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consider contributions from e which contains at least one node from £(©), and the number of such hyperedges
is at most n,n - (~}). According to (3.6), 7, < (pn) " where p, < 3, 4 L) log(n), then

. ) log(n n—1
|EEk®w Qk@w : l(é(é;w| S Pr(na))( : # * T _ 5 n.
(m—l) m 1

n log log(n)

Therefore, with probability at least 1 — e~ ~ Tes(™)

|@(m) o < \/’Pr(ni;})(nlog log(n) +n < PI(JZ))( log log(n).

kow kea'w . ~ 1
n](c()ag nm
w

According to the discussion in the beginning at the proof of (D.4a), for each m € M,

og Qo | 1050 — Q| Prixloglog(n)
o, ol — 19, — ol T Pl log(n)

A(m) (m)
’log(l—Qk@w)‘< o — ol | Pmaxloglog(n).

(1-9™)

T (-9, — 195, — Qi | G

~ S(t) ~
Meanwhile, Eq(,tL, < dmax < ™71 by (G1) and ald) = H{; ("?U: ‘) = n™" ! then (ﬁg) - Eq(,tzu) = nm!
and dmax < C1.8) 2 mem Pmm log(n), as well as

Q(m) Q(m)
Z Z E(t) ‘log J®;" — log ’(“fi;"‘ </Pim log log(n),
meM wewck QJEBw Qk@w

m—1

—om 1— m
Z Z (A — E(t) ‘log sow) —log ( Qk@w ’ S Pl log log(n).

mEM wenek (1-am) 1-9m)

n log log(n)

Consequently, with probability at least 1 — e~ ~ Tes(®

TY YT {Eu) ~\1gé§$3”10g@%)w
o )

J#k 1)687(.;‘9“) meM weWwck |

A(m) A(m)
~ 1-— w 1-09
NS )
(]‘ - ]Q}w) ( Qk@w)
<C(p.4a) Z \/@ 1£EFD| . loglog(n),
meM
where C(p 4,) > 0 is some constant. O

Proof of (D.4b). We want to replace E(}tzy with dff’{g in this step, where dm}, (resp. Ef,%,) denotes the
number of m-hyperedges containing v with the rest m — 1 nodes distributed as w, i.e., w; nodes in V; (resp.
D) for cach 1 € [K]. Note that B0 < d{7) + | B — a7 and (2 — B < (nw — dS0) + () —

ESQU) — (N — dgz),)|, then it suffices to control the contribution from deviation terms.

e For hyperedge e 3 v with z(e) = 2 (), the contribution of such e inside |E\£t21, - dE,nL),| cancels out.

Thus it suffices to consider e € e(v, M, w), where e(v, £, w) denotes the number of m-hyperedges

e containing v where the rest m — 1 nodes distributed as w among {Vl(t)}fi , with at least one of
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those m — 1 nodes in €. Then under the regime (1.4) and Assumption 1.15,

(m)

Qigw
)SID D SND SN RV IRME X

1<j#k<K eg(t+1) meM wewck kdw

m—1

<logCig - Z Z Z e(v,é’(t),w).

veE+1) meM weWC7I§71

] 1 ‘V(t)‘ m—1 n(t) 1 1
e Meanwhile, (1 —n,) S ( A ) = 2 S (14n)™ 7 e S (pa) 7 by (3.6),

5 (t)

‘ﬁg) = M| = Ny - ’1 - ’ <=1 =12)" e < (m = Dmpne S ™ Hpn) ™"
1—o(m) olm) _glm) olm _glm) ) .
Also, log 2w = log(1 + tEwow) — —kew oW (] 4 (1)) < n=(m=Dp.  then there exists
1-Q) 1-Qigw 1-Qigw

some constant C(p 4,) > 0 such that

. 1—o\m
DD X D A= B - (nw —di)] - log ———E
ISIARSK gl mEM wewek - Qi

Qs — Ll
S I M M

yeg(t+1) meM weWwck kdw

m—1

- Qs — L
D DI DI S 2 A R

1— Q(m)
ve&(t+1) meM weWCk | kdw

<Cro.ap) - |ET ] +10g Cp1 ) - Z Z Z e(v, €W, w).

ve&t+) meM weWwCK

m—1

]
Proof of (D.4c). For ué’?},} = gm/nw, N < 1™ 1 in (2.2) for w € WCE_ || then
Q(m) 1— Q(m) m
) 1og 22 4 (g, — ) -tog S0 i () | QU,) — Brce ) 1| QU]
Qk@w (1 - Qk@w)
where D, (,uv w | Qj@w) denotes the KL divergence defined in (4.2). It suffices to show
(m) (m) (m) Anax
Z Z N + [Dkr (py || Qk@w) Dxr (to |l Qj@w)] = m
meM weWC7I§71 g 108
for each v € £, which is true according to (G2) since £ C G. O

Proof of (D.Ad). For pp X dmax = ZmEM ,Pr(nrgzc log(n) and 1, < (pn)_l by (3.6), then

1 -2
B, £, w) < PRLCEE man- (1 7) < P mtontn) < 1.
m—1

and

max 37 Y Ee(n, e, w) < 3 <m+ﬂf_1>

7Je[n]meM weWwek meM

m—1
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Then by Theorem 3.1,

Z Z Z e(v, € w)

veE+HD meM wewCk

m—1

Z Z Z [e(v,é‘(t),w)fEe(vyg(t)’w)]+ Z Z Z ]Ee(v,cf(t),'w)

veE+) meM wewCk veftt+t) meM wewck |

m—1

K-1
<14 - (A—EA)-1g0 + [EHHD]. Z (m+ >

m
meM

m+K —1
<gein - A~ EAs - [1go o + €D T ( )

m
meM

m+K—1
<Cga \/\5(t)| ECHD] s dpay + [EEFD] Z ( )

m
meM

As a consequence, define C(p 4q) = 2C3.3) log C(; gy then

2log C(y ) Z Z Z e(v, €D w) + Y. (C (D.4a) loglog(n) + Cp )

veEt+) meM w

< Clpaa) - \/‘5(t)| EEHD] - o

m+ K —1
+ gD (C(D'j‘a) loglog(n) + C(p.as) +2log Crgy - Y < m ))
meM

APPENDIX E. PROOFS IN SECTION 5

Proof of Lemma 5.1. Let H(_lv) denote the hypergraph obtained by deleting vertex v from H®), with 7—[(_13
denoting its law. By independence between hyperedges and Bayes’s Theorem, we know

IPH“ H<1>|z —k, z,v_z(og)-P(z =k Z_,=2")

7’U

S
I
Q.
E
I
??‘
N
&
[

IP’H() H(l) Z_, A(O )2, = k) - P(Z, = k)
PHY =HY 2z_, =:9).p(2, =k),

—v

where the last line holds since ! e ) and 2 _p are independent of Z, according to the generating process in
model 1.5. Then by Bayes’s Theorem, we know

P(Z, = k, U = HO, Z_, = 30)
P(HO = HO, 2, = 21))
P(D, =du| 2, =k 2, = 20) P = HO), 2., = 20) - P(2, = k)

5(0) 1 _ @ _ 30
(D dv? Z*’U - 7'u> P(va - H7v7 Z* 71))

=P(Dy=dy|Z, =k, Z_, =29) - P(Z, = k) - [P(D =dy, Z_, = 2")]?
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Note that the denominator P(D = d,, Z_ (O)) can be factored out since it is independent of k, then
the MAP can be reformulated as

2D(HD 29) = arg max P(Z, = k|HD = HO, 2_, = 2))
ke[K]

— arg max P(D, = dy|Z, = k, Z_, = 29 . P(2, = k).
ke[K]

Another way to verify this transformation is to employ the independence P(Z, =k, Z_, = 2 (01))) P(Z, =
k) -P(Z_, = 2), then
P(D, = do|2, =k, 2, = 29)) ‘P(Z, = k) - [P(D = d,,, Z_, = 2))]!
o P(Zv = ka Dv = d1)7 Z—v = 2(—01))) . ]P(Zv - k)
P(D, = dy, Z_, = %) P(Z, =k Z_, =2%)
=P(Z, = kDy =dy, 2., =27) - [F(Z, = 2],

where the denominator P(Z_,, = z(o)) can be factored out, then the MAP becomes

25}1)(H( ) A(O)) =arg max P(Z, = k|D, =d,, Z2_, = A(i)})
ke[K]

=arg max P(D, = dy|Z, =k, Z_, = 29)) . P(Z, = k).
ke[K]

Proof of Lemma 5.2. For ease of presentation, define the event Ejk- to be
Ejk = ]l{ @j(Dv = du) say > @}C(Dv = dv) . Oék}
Equivalently, the probability of vertex v (z, = k) being misclassified can be formulated as

Zm D, =d,)-P(3j #k, st. {Ej=1}).

Then (5.5a) follows by a simple union bound ie.,

P(3j # k. st {Ep=1}) < Z P{Ex =11 = > (1-P{Eu =0}).
1,j#k

Jj=1,j#k Jj=

On the other hand, P({E]k =0}) >[IX ({E]k = 0}) for any j € [K] with j # k, then

Jj= 1J¢k

Then (5.5b) follows since

K
P4k st {(Bp=1))=1- [] PUEx=0)> o > (1-B({Ex=0)).

J=1,j#k J=1,j#k

Proof of Lemma 5.4. Recall the definition of xim (5.7). Under the fact that z, = k and finiteness of the

set WCE _| | there exist wy, wq, w3, wy € WCK | such that
(m) (m) (m)
= ’ = — Tkéw
Q™) wwewek, Q](c’gzu, 1_ Qk@w wuw EWCE | 1 Qk@'w’
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Then the ratios can be bounded by

Qliw, _ Ba(X™ =1) _ Q5
Q. B(X™ =1) " O,
- Q;i’éslm By(a™ =0) _ 1 Qi
1- Qk@ws - Pk(xe(m) =0) 1- Q%@
For simplicity, we denote cS{") = 2loeln) _ Note that d, is good (Definition 5.3), then for each m € M,

log (Pr(n’iil 10g(n))
the number of m-hyperedges containing v and at least one misclassified node, i.e., 2(0)(6) # z(e), is at most
c%m) Let n(m) = NN (" 2) = O(n™1/p,) denote the capacity of such m-hyperedges, since the number of
misclassified nodes is at most 7,n after first round according to (3.6), then let

~ e g™ —efm
ik(gv i jv) < H <Qk@w1> (1 — Qk@w3> =U,
k( v v) meM Qk@’wg 1- Qk@’w4
~ c(J" n(77 >,Cslm)
ik (gv i dv) > H <Qk®w2 ) (1 B Qk@w4> — I
k( v v) Qk@wl 1- Qk@wg
We rewrite the terms above in the following way
e (m)
Qk@wl — exp [ log (Qk@wl ) o)
Q(m) Q(m)
kdw, kdws
. ng™ =™ (m) _ H(m)
1 Qk@w3 — exp log 1+ Qk®w4 Qk@wg . (n(}m) _ C(m)) )
1 Q(m) 1 Q(m) ¢ n
T Xkow, T Rkowy

Moreover, using the facts log(l + ) = =z for x = o(1) and Qggzu (771__11) = 'Pkg) log(n) = o(1) for any

w € WCE_| | by plugging in ;™ and n{™, we then have

Q(m) _ Q(m) Q(m)
R PR = S RCAR N C DR

meM Qk@um k@wsz
Q(m) _ Q(m) Q(m) _ Q(m)
= exp ( Z n{™ . log (1 4+ hOws k@w?’) + log ( k®w1( ’(“fj)w‘*)) .cgm))
meM QkEBw4 Qkész(l o Qk@Ws)
P oe(n plm) 21
S oxp (37 Phm o) mog( ]
meM Pn Pk@’U)Z IOg (Pmax log(n))

Note that p, =< > P,(nrz,)( log(n), using the fact Dgcu(j, k) > 1 for any j # k, the first term in the

exponent is bounded by
P log(n
’f@wig() <1< Dacu(j, k) - log(n).
Pn

For the second term, recall that 1 < Pl < pli) « pm-? /log(n) under the exact recovery regime (1.4)

min ~o
m
since anaz( = o(1), then there are two possible scenarios.

olm (m) . ' o
. QE,Z;’” = P’gf‘i;"l = O(1). Using the fact Dgcu(j, k) > 1, it is bounded by
wy

kBwo
P(mzl, 2log(n log(n ,
log (ko). 2logln) __ o ____log(n) < log(n) < Dacu(j, k) - log(n).
Prano,” 108 (Pmax log(n)) ~ log(Pmax) + loglog(n)
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Qgg?lul _ P’ig?uq ('m (’Pl(vgzlq ) _ < (m) m—1
. o = B > 1, then Pk®w > 1 and log i) = O(log(n)) since 1 <Py~ < n™ ! /log(n)
for any w € WCE. According to the definition of Dgcn (1.5), there must exists some j € [K] such

that Daen(d, k) 2 P,Egzvl, and the second term can be written as

2 log(n) (m) .
<1 1 <D -1 .
log(Pr(;:,)() N log log(n) ~ Og(n) < Pk@wl Og(n) ~ GCH(.]) k) Og(n)
log(Pir, ) —log(Pia), ) | log(PLn), )—log(Piz), )

According to discussions above, logU < Dgcnu(j, k) - log(n), then there exists some constant ¢ > 0 with
¢/Dgen = o(1) such that U = n°. O

Proof of inequality (5.8). Condition on the fact z, = k. If v is misclassified to ‘A/j, i.e., the event {HA’j(DU =
dy) - a; > Pr(Dy =dy) - g} is true, then the event {U - a;P;(Dy = dy) > L - apPr(D, = d,)} is true as well
when d, is good, since

L - xPi(Dy = dy) < ayPi(D, = dy) < a,;P;(D, = d,) < U - ;P;(D, = d).

563“ Z Z ]Pk P{@J(DUZCZW)-&]->@k(DU:dU)-ak}

j=1,j#k d., good

K
Y Y RDe=d) ~]P’{ U-a,;P;(Dy =dy) > L apPy(D, = dv)}

Jj=1,j#k d., good

K
D Pk(DU:dv)-l{U-aj]P’j(Dv:dv)>L~akIP’k(DU=dU)}

j,l J#k d, good

Z Z %Y 7 min{P;(Dy = du), Pr(Dy = du)}
j=1,7#k d, good
K

OéjU . B _ 1— ag —(1—o(1))D (.k)
< 3 ST Y minBy(Dy=d) B(Dy = d)} €~ om Gon(ik)
j=1,j#k d, good
where the last line holds since U/L = no(®ccn(iM) by Lemma 5.4 and Lemma 5.5. -

Proof of Lemma 5.5. Recall definitions in Equation (2.1) and the independence between hyperedges, then
for any ¢ € [0, 1],

Zmln{ (D, =d,), P (szdv)}
:Z”'Zmin{ [T B0 =atm), I Pk(pgmzdgm))}

d£,2) ds,M) meM meM
< Z( I] Bi@m™ <m>) ( I] B0 m)7d<m)))
d£,2) dE,M) meM meM

- T ( m_d(m))) (pk( pim) — gim >))H

42 g meM
= 11 {Z (]P’j(fo”> :dim)))t(Pk(ng dg,m>))1_t], vt € [0,1].
meM dg)m)
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Note that Dl(,?mz,u:k ~ Bin(ny,, Ql(%)w) with 4, (2.2) denoting the capacity of such m-hyperedges, then

Py(D™ =d™) = [ PelDi%) = dim).
weWwck

m—1

Consequently for any ¢ € [0, 1], by exchanging the order of sum and product, we have the

> (B0 = )’ (B = dg)) ™

am

-y Y I (]Pj[Dg?z,} - dgjgg})t. (pk[pm = dg?}g])l_t

al™),dT) weWer

v, w’

T X (e =am) - (edog =am)

weWcE | glm)

IN

By plugging in the probability Py, [Df, = d(m)] (d“")) [Q ]d&i’ii 1 - Ql(fgzﬂ]"w*di"ﬁ.

d(m) v, W s v, W
[QU I N (1= QUL )\ el
Z(d(m)>(g(m)t1) '(1_Q(m 7>
(n) } [ k@w]
= (1QU )t QL) + 11— QUL - [1 - Qfm,110) ™, vee o,1)

where the last equality holds by Binomial theorem. Then we put pieces together

Zmln{ @—d ) Pk(Dv:dv)}

<IT II (el @ +i - giu - eu) ™

meM weWCK

m—1

=exp{2 D log (U2 QG + 1= QL) [1 - ;Z;L]l—t)}.

meM weWwCk

m—1

Note that for sufficiently small z and y, log(1 — z) = —z + O(2?) and

(1—2)'(1 —y)'t = exp(tlog(l — ) + (1 — t)log(1l — y)) = exp(—tz — (1 — t)y + O(z? + y?))
=1—tz—(1-t)y+O0(2* +y?).
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Then under the regime (1.4) where Qggzu = o(1), for any ¢ € [0, 1], we have

me{ (D, = d), Pk(DU:dv)}

Sexp{ S5 elon QI QR+ 100, - (- 00, +O((Q( ) |}
meMwewck |
— o S e [0+ - 00, — QLI [0 o) |}
meM weWwCk |
(m) (m) \1-t
< eXp{ 10g Z Z i (tij@lw + (]— *j)_,]l)k@'w o (P]®w) n(zjlk@w) ) (1 0(1))}
mEM’UJGWCK71 (mfl) (mfl) (mfl)
:exp{ log(n) - gmax, 3° Y 1 )[tpjg},, + (1= 0P, — (Pl) - (PiE) ] <1—o<1>>}
meM weWwcCk m—1

m—1

— = (1=0(1) Decn(ik)

where we replaced n,, with 7, in the third to last inequality according to Lemma 2.1, and the second to
last equality holds since we take maximizer t. O

Proof of Lemma 5.6. A simple union bound Py (d, is not good) <>\ Py (dﬂ”) is not good) allows one to
focus on the probability of each d\™
nodes in 2% is at most n,n with 7, < (pn)~! from (3.6), then the cardinality of xim (5.7) is at most

mn(h5) S n™ 7Y/ pu. Note that pn =< diax = D e P log(n), then

. n—2\ P log(n) o)
E(ZX@( )) Snnn<m_2) . (72111) 5 pn log(’n),

m (m) . . m m
where the sequence %(L ) = Pg‘a" We take Q(l =2/ log( ma,)( log(n)), which satisfies Q(L ) > W’SL ), then
for each m € M,

not being good, since M is a fixed integer. The number of misclassified

21og(2py) — 21log (Pr(n’rg))( log (Pr(n"al))( log(”)))

log ( () log(n))

Using a variant of Chernoff (Lemma F.8), we finally have

>2—o0(1).

(m)
¢y log (%) + (5 =™ =
Tn

Px(d{™ is not good) :Pk<z xm > ¢m log(n)>

€

- ( - [¢im s ( - )+ G - cém)}) < 2o,
v

(
n

APPENDIX F. TECHNICAL LEMMAS

Lemma F.1 (Weyl’s inequality). Let A, E € R™*"™ be two real m x n matrices, then |o;(A+E)—o0;(A)|] <
|E|| for every 1 < i < min{m,n}. Furthermore, if m = n and A, E € R"*™ are real symmetric, then
IN(A+ E)—XN(A)| < ||E| for all1 <i<n.

Lemma F.2 (Eckart—Young-Mirsky Theorem [47]). Suppose that the matriz A € R™*™ (m < n) adapts
the singular value decomposition A = UV, where U = [U1,...,up] € R™*™ V = [vl, s, Up] € RPXT
and X € R™*™ contains diagonal elements o1 > ... > op. Let A(K) Zk 1akukvk be the rank-K
approzimation of A. Then |A — A%y = ox 41 < ||A — Bl|y for any matriz B with rank(B) = K.
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Lemma F.3 (Markov’s inequality, [103, Proposition 1.2.4]). For any non-negative random variable X and
t > 0, we have

P(X > t) < E(X)/t.

Lemma F.4 (Hoeffding’s inequality, [103, Theorem 2.2.6]). Let X, ..., X,, be independent random variables
with X; € [a;,b;], then for any, t > 0, we have

IP’( 2t>§2exp<—2:n(2;2_w)2>.
i=1\% i

Lemma F.5 (Chernoff’s inequality, [103, Theorem 2.3.1]). Let X; be independent Bernoulli random variables
with parameters p;. Consider their sum S, = > | X; and denote its mean by u = ES,,. Then for any
t>p,

n

> (Xi - EX;)

i=1

P(S, > 1) <e* (%)t .

Lemma F.6 (Bernstein’s inequality, [103, Theorem 2.8.4]). Let X1,...,X,, be independent mean-zero ran-
dom variables such that | X;| < K for alli. Let 0* =3 . | EXZ. Then for every t >0,

- t2/2
i=1

Lemma F.7 (Bennett’s inequality, [103, Theorem 2.9.2] ). Let X1,..., X, be independent random variables.
Assume that | X; — EX;| < K almost surely for every i. Then for any t > 0, we have

P(i(Xi—EXZ—) 2t> < exp (— ;{Z%({:;)) :

i=1

where 0? = Y"1, Var(X;) is the variance of the sum, and h(u) := (1 + u)log(1 + u) — u.

Lemma F.8 (Variants of Chernoff). Let X; be independent Bernoulli random variables with parameters p;.
Consider their sum S,, == Z;;l X; and denote its mean by p = RES,.

(1) If u = ~vlog(n) for some ~v > 0, then for any ¢ > v, we have
P(S,, > Clog(n)) < n~ <18 5+0=0)],

(2) If w = vy, - log(n) for some vanishing sequence {vyn}n>1 with v, = o(1), then for any vanishing
sequence {(ptn>1 with ¢, = w(y,), we have

P(Sp > (- log(n)) < n~lCnlos S (140(1))]

Proof of Lemma F.8. Chernoff Lemma F.5 gives

ris, ) < () =om (a0 i (7))

Let f(t) = tlog(ﬁ) + (1 —t), where f(u) =0 and f (t) = log(ﬁ) > 0 for ¢t > p, thus f(t) > 0 for all ¢t > p.
(1) By taking ¢t = (log(n), we have
P(Sn = 1) < exp ( — (7= ) log(n) — Clog (%) log(n) ) = n~ 1o SO0,

(2) Note that v, = o(1), ¢, = o(1) but 5—: = w(1), then = 0(1), hence follows.

Yn—Cn
Cn 1og(Cn/vn)
Lemma F.9. For integers n,k > 1, we have

n 1 n 1 1 1
log (k) —§logm + nlog(n) — klog(k) — (n — k) log(n — k) +O(ﬁ + T + n—k)

k

log <Z> =klog (%) +k+o(k), for k =w(l) and o= o(1).
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Moreover, for any 1 < k < +/n, we have

nk n nk n en 1
L < > k1 (— L log(k) — — — log(4v/2
4K (k) =g (k) = klog {57) =3 lo 15, ~ los(dv2m).
Proof of Lemma F.9. According to Stirling’s series [43], v/2mn (%) eTIFT < nl < \/27n ( ) eTzr for any

n > 1, then
‘log(n!) - (1 log(27n) + nlog(n) — n)‘ < L
2 ~ 12n
Thus for any k > 1, we have log (}) = log(n!) — log(k!) — log((n — k)!), as well as
n 1 n 1,1 1 1
1 —(zlog ———— 1 —kl —(n—k)l - ‘ < — - .
’ 8 (k) (2 %8 S —F) T "l — klog(k) — (n — k) log(n k)) =12 (n tE Tt k)
When k = w(1) but £ = o(1), we have log(1 — %) =—k 4+ 0(n?), and

log <Z> 10g(27rk) - = log (1 - k) + nlog(n) — klog(k)

— (n— k)log(n) — (n— k) log (1 - S) +o(1)
=klog(n) — klog(k) + k + o(k).

At the same time, we write
k

(1) - o () 0-2)- (-5 2 -5

The upper bound is trivial. For the lower bound, let f(z) = (1 — z/n)* denote the function. It is easy to
see that f(z) is decreasing with respect to z, and

(-5 =05

Let g(t) = (1 — 1/t)! and we know that g(t) is increasing when ¢ > 1, hence g(t) > g(2) = 1/4 for any ¢ > 2
and the desired lower bound follows. Then for any k < \/n, we have

n nk nk en 1
> _ > _ eny 1 B B
tog <k> = o 4.k tog <4 : \/ﬂ (%)ke 2% ) klog ( k ) 2 IOg(k) 12k5 10g(4\/7)
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