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Efficient Algorithms for Attributed Graph

Alignment with Vanishing Edge Correlation
Ziao Wang, Weina Wang, and Lele Wang

Abstract

Graph alignment refers to the task of finding the vertex correspondence between two correlated graphs of n
vertices. Extensive study has been done on polynomial-time algorithms for the graph alignment problem under the
Erdős–Rényi graph pair model, where the two graphs are Erdős–Rényi graphs with edge probability qu, correlated
under certain vertex correspondence. To achieve exact recovery of the correspondence, all existing algorithms at least
require the edge correlation coefficient ρu between the two graphs to be non-vanishing as n → ∞. Moreover, it is
conjectured that no polynomial-time algorithm can achieve exact recovery under vanishing edge correlation ρu <
1/polylog(n). In this paper, we show that with a vanishing amount of additional attribute information, exact recovery

is polynomial-time feasible under vanishing edge correlation ρu ≥ n−Θ(1). We identify a local tree structure, which
incorporates one layer of user information and one layer of attribute information, and apply the subgraph counting
technique to such structures. A polynomial-time algorithm is proposed that recovers the vertex correspondence for
most of the vertices, and then refines the output to achieve exact recovery. The consideration of attribute information
is motivated by real-world applications like LinkedIn and Twitter, where user attributes like birthplace and education
background can aid alignment.

I. INTRODUCTION

Graph alignment for the Erdős–Rényi graph pair. The graph alignment problem, also referred to as the

graph matching or noisy graph isomorphism problem, is the problem of finding the correspondence between

the vertices of two correlated graphs. This problem has garnered significant attention due to its widespread

use in various real-world applications (Cho and Lee, 2012; Haghighi et al., 2005; Korula and Lattanzi, 2014;

Narayanan and Shmatikov, 2009; Singh et al., 2007). The graph alignment problem has been studied under various

graph generation models. Among those models, the most well-studied one is the Erdős–Rényi graph pair model

G(n, qu, ρu) by Pedarsani and Grossglauser (2011). In this model, let Π∗ denote an underlying permutation on

[n] , {1, . . . , n} drawn uniformly at random. We generate two graphs G1 and G′
2 with vertex set [n] as follows: For

integers (i, j) with 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n, the pair of indicators (1{(i,j)∈G1},1{(Π∗(i),Π∗(j))∈G′
2}) are i.i.d pairs of Bernoulli

random variables with mean qu and correlation coefficient ρu. Given a pair of graphs (G1, G
′
2) ∼ G(n, qu, ρu), the

goal is to exactly recover the underlying permutation Π∗.

Two main lines of study have emerged in the graph alignment problem. In the first line, researchers assume unlim-

ited computational resources and study the range of graph parameters qu and ρu such that recovering the permutation

Π∗ is feasible or infeasible (Cullina and Kiyavash, 2016; Cullina and Kiyavash, 2017; Pedarsani and Grossglauser,

2011; Wu et al., 2022). This is commonly known as the information-theoretic limit. The second line of study focuses

on the region of graph statistics where exact alignment is feasible with polynomial-time algorithms (Dai et al.,

2019; Ding and Li, 2023; Ding et al., 2021; Fan et al., 2020; Mao et al., 2021, 2023a,b). This region is commonly

known as the polynomial-time feasible region. Compared to the information-theoretic feasible region, the best-known

polynomial-time feasible region requires further assumptions regarding the edge correlation coefficient ρu. To the

best of our knowledge, the best-known polynomial-time feasible region is achieved together by Mao et al. (2023b)

and Ding and Li (2023). The proposed polynomial-time algorithm by Mao et al. (2023b) achieves exact recovery,

provided that ρu exceeds a threshold of
√
α, where α ≈ 0.338 corresponds to Otter’s tree counting constant (Otter,

1948). In the most recent development, Ding and Li (2023) specifically focus on the dense regime, characterized
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by nqu = nΘ(1), and propose a novel polynomial-time algorithm that further relaxes the correlation requirement

to ρu > β, where β represents an arbitrarily small constant. We delineate the polynomial-time feasible region

together with the information-theoretic limit in Figure 1a. The question of whether there exists any polynomial-

time algorithm that achieves exact recovery in the information-theoretic feasible region with ρu <
√
α in the sparse

regime nqu = no(1) or with ρu = o(1) in the dense regime nqu = nΘ(1) remains open, and the non-existence of

such polynomial-time algorithms is conjectured by Yu (2023) and Mao et al. (2022).
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Fig. 1: Comparison between polynomial-time feasible regions with (a) no attribute information and (b) vanishing

attribute information. Figure 1a is when mqaρa = 0. The green region represents the best-known polynomial-time

feasible region. The portion above the red dotted line is attainable using the algorithm by Mao et al. (2023b), while

the section to the right of the black dotted line is achievable with the algorithm introduced by Ding and Li (2023).

It is further conjectured by Yu (2023) and Mao et al. (2022) that no polynomial-time algorithm achieves exact

recovery in the red region. Figure 1b is an example of vanishing attribute information m =
√
n, qa = n−7/16

√
logn

and

ρa = n−1/16. The green region is feasible by the proposed algorithm in this work. Note that for clarity the ρu axis

in the plots are not scaled linearly.

Attributed graph alignment. As mentioned above, it is computationally challenging to achieve exact recovery in

the low-correlation regime using only the vertex connection information. This motivates us to exploit additional side

information about vertices, termed attributes, which are often widely available in real-world applications, to facilitate

graph alignment. Examples of publicly available attribute information include (1) LinkedIn user profiles containing

age, birthplace, and affiliation and (2) Netflix users’ movie-watching histories and ratings. The utilization of attribute

information has been considered in various of graph inference tasks such as community detection (Deshpande et al.,

2018; Lu and Sen, 2023; Saad and Nosratinia, 2020), link prediction (Feng and Dai, 2023; Nie et al., 2024) and

so on. In the context of graph alignment, a natural question is how does the existence of such attribute information

facilitate the matching process?

To theoretically study the attributed graph alignment problem, the attributed Erdős–Rényi graph pair model

G(n, qu, ρu;m, qa, ρa) is proposed by Zhang et al. (2024). In the proposed model, two attributed graphs G1 and G′
2

both with n+m vertices are generated. The vertex set of both graphs G1 and G′
2 can be partitioned into two subsets.

The first subset includes vertices [n] , {1, . . . , n} which are called the users. The second subset includes vertices

{a1, . . . , am}, which are called the attributes. Let Π∗ denote a permutation on [n] drawn uniformly at random,

which represents the relabelling of user vertices. In the two graphs, the user-user edges are randomly generated in

the same manner as the edges in the Erdős–Rényi graph pair model G(n, qu, ρu). In this model, we also generate

edges between the attributes and users to represent the attachment of those attributes to users. For a user vertex i
and an attribute vertex aj , the pair of user-attribute edge indicators (1{(i,aj)∈G1},1{(Π∗(i),aj)∈G′

2}) are i.i.d pairs

of Bern(qa) random variables with correlation coefficient ρa
1. Similarly to the Erdős–Rényi graph pair model, our

1We comment that an alternative view of the attribute information defined here is considering each user possesses a length-m binary latent
vector, where entry i is the indicator of whether the user is with attribute i.
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goal is to recover the underlying permutation Π∗.

Constant user-user edge correlation in prior work. The study by Zhang et al. (2024) provides an extensive

investigation of the information-theoretic limit for graph alignment. The authors almost tightly characterize both the

feasible and infeasible regions, with some gaps remaining in certain regimes. Computationally efficient algorithms

for attributed graph alignment have been studied by Wang et al. (2024), where two polynomial-time algorithms are

proposed and shown to achieve exact recovery with any ρu = Θ(1).2 Both algorithms proposed by Wang et al.

(2024) take a two-step approach. In the first step, user-attribute connection information is used to align a part of

the users which are called the anchors, and in the second step, user-user connections between the anchors and

the remaining users are used to complete the alignment. Compared to the state-of-the-art polynomial-time feasible

region under the Erdős–Rényi graph pair model without attributes, the benefit of attribute information is reflected by

lowering the requirement on ρu from ρu >
√
α to ρu = Θ(1). Despite the progress, the performance of algorithms

by Wang et al. (2024) is largely constrained by the two-step procedure. Although both user-user and user-attribute

edge information are available, they are separately used in the two steps for alignment. Moreover, this two-step

procedure requires the exact accuracy of both steps, further restricting the feasible region.

Our results. In this paper, we advance the state-of-the-art polynomial-time feasible region and propose a polynomial-

time algorithm that achieves exact recovery with edge correlation ρu ≥ n−Θ(1) by leveraging a small amount of

attribute information. Theorem 2 presents the detailed conditions for the proposed algorithm to achieve exact recov-

ery. To demonstrate a direct comparison to a few existing results on polynomial-time algorithms for graph alignment,

we consider an example with attribute-related graph parameters fixed to m =
√
n, qa = n−7/16

√
log n

and ρa = n−1/16,

and delineate the feasible region of the proposed algorithm in terms of ρu and nqu in Figure 1b. In this example, the

amount of attribute side information in the graph generation model is small in the sense that for two correctly matched

users i and Π∗(i), the expected number of common attribute neighbors is given by mquρu(1+o(1)) = 1+o(1)√
logn

, which

is vanishing as n→∞. In the following, we separately compare the feasible region in Figure 1b to the best-known

polynomial-time feasible region for graph alignment without attributes by Mao et al. (2023b) and the best-known

polynomial-time feasible region for attributed graph alignment by Wang et al. (2024). In addition, we specialize

the attributed graph alignment problem to the seeded graph alignment problem, which is another variation of graph

alignment, and compare the feasible region of the proposed algorithm to that of the best-known polynomial-time

algorithms proposed by Mossel and Xu (2020). leftmargin=1.5em

• Compared to the feasible region by Mao et al. (2023b) shown in Figure 1a, we observe that the feasible region

of the proposed algorithm shown in Figure 1b allows a vanishing correlation coefficient ρu = Ω(n−3/16+δ),
where δ is an arbitrarily small constant, instead of requiring ρu to be greater than certain constant. In other

words, a small amount of attribute information significantly facilitates the computation in the graph alignment

problem by lowering the requirement on ρu in the feasible region of polynomial-time algorithms.

• Compared to the feasible region by Wang et al. (2024), we observe that none of the feasible region shown in

Figure 1b can be achieved by the algorithms by Wang et al. (2024) for two reasons. Firstly, the feasible region

presented by Wang et al. (2024) does not allow such a small amount of attribute information mqaρa = 1√
logn

.

Secondly, the algorithms by Wang et al. (2024) require both ρa and ρu to be constants, while in this example

we set ρa = n−1/16 and allow any ρu = Ω(n−3/16+δ). However, to make the comparison fair, we point

out there also exists certain feasible region achieved by the algorithms by Wang et al. (2024), but not by the

proposed algorithm in this work. The feasible region in this work requires a necessary condition m = nΘ(1),

while that in Wang et al. (2024) allows certain feasible region with m = no(1).

• Consider the attributed Erdős–Rényi graph pair model G(n, qu, ρu;m, qa, ρa) with qu = qa and ρu = ρa. In this

model, the m attributes can be interpreted as m seeds in the seeded graph alignment problem. Compared to the

best-known existing algorithms for seeded graph alignment proposed by Mossel and Xu (2020), the proposed

algorithm in this work can tolerate a weaker edge correlation ρu between the two graphs. While the edge

correlation ρu being a constant appears as a necessary condition in the feasible region of all the algorithms

by Mossel and Xu (2020), the proposed algorithm’s feasible region covers values of ρu ranging from Θ(n−Θ(1))
to Θ(1). Moreover, if we restrict the consideration to the case of ρu = Θ(1), the proposed algorithm requires

strictly fewer seeds than the algorithms by Mossel and Xu (2020) if nqu = nc for 1/3 < c < 1 and c 6= 1/2. To

2We comment that efficient algorithms for attributed graph alignment are also studied in the line of work Zhang and Tong (2016, 2019);
Zhou et al. (2021), where the focus is the empirical performance rather than the theoretically feasible regions.
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provide a fair comparison, it is worth mentioning that when c is a constant not satisfying these two conditions

or c = o(1), the proposed algorithm requires strictly more seeds. We provide the detailed justification for the

above comparison in Appendix D.

Why can we achieve diminishing correlation coefficient with attributes? The proposed attributed graph alignment

algorithm is based on the technique of subgraph counting, which is widely applied to various network analysis

problems including cluster identification (Mossel et al., 2014), hypothesis testing (Mao et al., 2022) and graph

alignment under the Erdős–Rényi graph pair model (Barak et al., 2019; Mao et al., 2023b). In this work, we

identify a family of local tree structures involving both users and attributes. The family of trees are indexed by the
(

m
k

)

size-k attribute subsets, and each of them comprises k independent length-2 paths connecting the root node i
to the k distinct attributes within its index subset, passing through some user vertices. An example of an attributed

tree from this family is depicted in Figure 2a. By counting the occurrence of these simple tree structures rooted

at each user i, we are able to construct a feature vector of length
(

m
k

)

for each i. Utilizing the similarity of these

feature vectors, we can successfully align almost all users under a vanishing edge correlation ρu = n−Θ(1).

i

(a) Local attributed tree

i

(b) Chandelier

Fig. 2: Comparison of subgraphs counted in Mao et al. (2023b) and in this work. Figure 2a provides an example of

the attributed subgraph we propose to count. In this example, we have k = 3 branches, and each red node represents

an attribute. Figure 2b provides an example of a chandelier. The structures enclosed by the ovals are the bulbs.

In the context of graph alignment without attributes, a polynomial-time algorithm based on subgraph counting

is proposed by Mao et al. (2023b). This algorithm relies on counting a family of subgraph structures called the

chandeliers. Chandeliers are delicately designed trees rooted at i, and each branch of the tree consists of a path

starting at i followed by a rooted tree structure called a bulb. See Figure 2b for an example of a chandelier. By

counting the chandeliers, the algorithm proposed by Mao et al. (2023b) can correctly align almost all the vertices

under a constant correlation ρu >
√
α.

When comparing chandeliers to the local attributed tree structures counted in this work, we observe a key

distinction: while the local attributed trees connect the root i to a set of labelled attributes, the chandeliers connect

the root i to a set of unlabelled bulbs. As the bulbs are unlabelled trees, it remains uncertain whether a bulb

observed in G1 matches a same bulb observed in G′
2. Consequently, bulbs can be considered as a form of noisy

signal for detecting vertex correspondence, whereas the attributes in the proposed tree structures provide a noiseless

signal. This crucial distinction renders the proposed algorithm more robust against edge perturbations between the

two graphs, enabling a wider range of edge correlation ρu in the feasible region. Another distinction between the

attributed trees and the chandeliers lies in the length of the paths. In the attributed trees, the length of each path

is fixed to 2, while in the chandeliers, the path length between the root and a bulb goes to infinity as n grows.

In subgraph structures, the vertices on the paths are unlabelled, and thus, a longer wire length would introduce

higher noise levels in the subgraph counting algorithm. In chandeliers, the wire length needs to be large enough to

counterbalance the noise induced by the overlap in bulb structures. But in our case, as the attributes are individual

vertices, we can set the path length to the minimum value of 2, thereby reducing noise in the alignment process.

More details on attributed graph alignment. Recall that G1 and G′
2 are the two attributed graphs generated from

G(n, qu, ρu;m, qa, ρa). For graph G1, its user-user connection and user-attribute connection are captured by two

adjacency matrices Au and Aa respectively. The matrix Au is an n × n symmetric matrix with all-zero diagonal

4



entries. For a pair of distinct users (i, j) ∈ [n]× [n], the entry Au
ij denotes the indicator of whether the edge (i, j)

exists in G1. The matrix Aa is an n × m matrix. For a pair of user and attribute (i, aj) ∈ [n] × {a1, . . . , am},
entry Aa

ij denotes the indicator of whether the edge (i, aj) exists in G1. For graph G′
2, we similarly use two

adjacency matrices Bu and Ba to capture its user-user connection and user-attribute connection respectively. Let

σ2
u , qu(1− qu) denote the variance of a non-diagonal entry in Au or Bu, and σ2

a , qa(1− qa) denote the variance

of an entry in Aa or Ba. For a given attributed graph G, let Vu(G) denote the set of user vertices in G, Va(G)
denote the set of attribute vertices in G, and V(G) , Vu(G)∪Va(G). For the edges in G, let Eu(G) denote the set

of all user-user edges in G, Ea(G) denote the set of all user-attribute edges in G, and E(G) , Ea(G)∪Eu(G). Let

Gu denote the induce subgraph of G on its set of users Vu(G). Let Ga be the graph such that V(Ga) = V(G) and

E(Ga) = Ea(G). In other words, Gu and Ga denote the user-user part and the user-attribute part of G respectively.

For graphs G1 and G′
2, we define short-hand notation Vu

1 , Vu(G1), Vu
2 , Vu(G′

2), Va(G1) = Va(G′
2) , Va,

V1 , V(G1), V2 , V(G′
2), Eu1 , Eu(G1), Eu2 , Eu(G′

2), Ea1 , Ea(G1), Ea2 , Ea(G′
2), E1 , E(G1), and

E2 , E(G′
2).

II. MAIN RESULTS AND PROPOSED ALGORITHMS

In this section, we present characterizations of polynomial-time feasible regions and our proposed polynomial-

time algorithms that achieve these feasible regions. In Section II-A, we provide polynomial-time feasible regions for

almost exact recovery and exact recovery, in Theorem 1 and Theorem 2, respectively. In Section II-B, we describe

the proposed algorithm for almost exact recovery, which is based on subgraph counting. In Section II-C, we present

two refinement algorithms, which build upon the output of the almost exact recovery algorithm to achieve exact

recovery. These two algorithms work in two different regimes defined based on how much attribute information is

available.

A. Polynomial-time feasible regions

Theorem 1 (Almost exact recovery). Consider an attributed Erdős–Rényi graph pair model

G(n, qu, ρu;m, qa, ρa). Suppose

nquρu = ω(1), (1) mρ2aρ
2
u = ω(n2/k), (2) nρ2u = ω(n2/k), (3)

mqaρa = ω

(

n2/k

nρ2u

)

and mqaρa = ω

(

1

nquρu

)

(4)

for some positive integer k ≥ 3. Then with high probability, Algorithm 1 with parameters k and

τ = c

(

m

k

)

(ρuσ
2
u)

k(ρaσ
2
a)

k

(

n− 1

k

)

k! (5)

for some constant 0 < c < 1 outputs an index set I and a vertex correspondence estimate Π̂ : I → [n] satisfying

that

1) Π̂(i) = Π∗(i), ∀i ∈ I;

2) |I| ≥ n− o(n).

We outline the key steps for establishing Theorem 1 in Section III, while deferring the detailed proof to

Appendices A and B.

Theorem 2 (Exact recovery). Consider an attributed Erdős–Rényi graph pair G(n, qu, ρu;m, qa, ρa). Suppose

conditions (1)–(4) in Theorem 1 are satisfied. Additionally, assume there exists some arbitrarily small positive

constant ǫ such that

nqu(qu + ρu(1 − qu)) +mqa(qa + ρa(1− qa)) ≥ (1 + ǫ) logn, (6)

ρu(1− qu)

qu
≥ ǫ and

ρa(1− qa)

qa
≥ ǫ. (7)

Then, there exists some polynomial-time algorithm that outputs a permutation Π̂, which exactly recovers Π∗ with

high probability, i.e., P(Π̂ = Π∗) = 1− o(1).
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Fig. 3: An example of computing ω1(S). In graph S, edge (4, a3) appears in G1, while (2, 4) and (2, a1) do

not. Therefore, these three edges have weights 1 − qa,−qu and −qa respectively, and the weight of S in G1 is

ω1(S) = (1− qa)quqa.

The proof of Theorem 2 is presented in Appendix C.

Remark 1 (Interpretation of conditions for exact recovery). In this remark, we provide an interpretation for

conditions Theorems 1 and 2. Condition (1) is known as the information theoretic limit of almost exact recovery

under the Erdős–Rényi graph pair model (Cullina et al., 2019). As previously explained in our introduction, the

quantity mqaρa represents the expected number of common attribute neighbors for two correctly matched users,

which characterizes the amount of attribute information in the model. Equation (4) provides lower bounds on the

amount of attribute information. Equations (2) and (3) are lower bounds for edge correlations ρu and ρa. These are

in line with the constant correlation assumption (for example ρu = Θ(1) and ρa = Θ(1) by Wang et al. (2024)). In

our later discussion in Appendix E, we illustrate the necessity of conditions (1)-(4) for the proposed algorithm to

achieve exact recovery. Conditions (6) and (7) can be better understood under an equivalent subsampling formulation

of the attributed Erdős–Rényi graph pair model G(n, p, su;m, q, sa) by Wang et al. (2024), where p and q are the

edge probabilities in the base graph for user-user connection and user-attribute connection, and su and sa are the

subsampling probabilities for user-user edges and user-attribute edges. Under this model, condition (6) is equivalent

to nps2u + mqs2a ≥ (1 + ǫ) logn, which is the information-theoretic limit for exact recovery for a certain range

of graph parameters (Zhang et al., 2024). Condition (7) represents the mild condition that the base graph edge

probabilities p and q are bounded away from 1.

B. Proposed subgraph counting algorithm for almost exact recovery

In this section, we introduce the proposed subgraph counting algorithm. For graph G1, let Ãu , Au− qu denote

the n× n normalized matrix with Ãu
ij = Au

ij − qu, and Ãa , Aa − qa denote the n×m normalized matrix with

Ãa
ij = Aa

ij − qa. For graph G′
2, we similarly define the two normalized adjacency matrices B̃u , Bu − qu and

B̃a , Ba − qa. As a result, all the off-diagonal entries of Ãu and B̃u and all entries of Ãa and B̃a have zero

means.

Suppose we have an attributed graph S with Vu(S) ⊆ [n] and Va(S) ⊆ Va. We define the weight of S in graph

G1 as

ω1(S) ,
∏

e∈Eu(S)

Ãu
e

∏

f∈Ea(S)

Ãa
f . (8)

Similarly, we define the weight of S in graph G′
2 as

ω2(S) ,
∏

e∈Eu(S)

B̃u
e

∏

f∈Ea(S)

B̃a
f . (9)

Note in the definitions above, graph S is not necessarily a subgraph of G1 or G′
2. Instead, S is a subgraph of the

complete attributed graph defined on user set [n] and attribute set Va. We provide an example of computing the

weight ω1(S) for some S 6⊆ G1 in Figure 3.

With the weight of a subgraph defined, we introduce the family of subgraphs we propose to count. Fix a user

vertex i ∈ [n] and an attribute subset A ⊆ Va of size k, we define Gi,A as the collection of all attributed graphs of

the following structure: graphs in Gi,A are trees rooted at i. Each tree has k branches, and each branch is a path of

6



Algorithm 1: Attributed graph alignment based on subgraph counting

Input : Graphs G1 and G′
2, graph parameters qu, ρu, qa, ρa, threshold τ , parameter k

Output: User index set I and mapping π̂ : I → [n]
1 I ← ∅.
2 For each i ∈ Vu

1 and each A ⊆ Va of size k, compute Wi,A(G1) =
∑

S∈Gi,A
ω1(S).

3 For each j ∈ Vu
2 and each A ⊆ Va of size k, compute Wj,A(G′

2) =
∑

S∈Gj,A
ω2(S).

for (i, j) ∈ Vu
1 × Vu

2 do

4 Compute the similarity score between i and j: Φij =
∑

A⊆Va:|A|=k Wi,A(G1)Wj,A(G′
2).

if Φij ≥ τ then

5 π̂(i)← j.

6 I ← I ∪ {i}.

7 return I and π̂.

length 2. The k vertices one hop away from the root i are user vertices from [n] \ {i}, and the k vertices two hops

away from the root i are the k attributes in A. In other words, Gi,A includes all the ways of forming k length-2
independent paths from i to the k attributes in A. We notice that for any i ∈ [n] and A ⊆ Va of size k,

|Gi,A| =
(

n− 1

k

)

k!. (10)

This is because in the graph structure we mentioned above, we only have the flexibility to choose the k user vertices

that are one hop away from i out of n− 1 users in [n] \ {i}, and the order of choosing those user vertices matters.

Given a fixed user vertex i ∈ [n] and an attribute subset A ⊆ Va of size k, we define the weighted count of the

collection Gi,A in G1 as

Wi,A(G1) ,
∑

S∈Gi,A

ω1(S). (11)

Similarly we define the subgraph count in G′
2 as

Wi,A(G
′
2) ,

∑

S∈Gi,A

ω2(S). (12)

In the proposed graph counting algorithm, for each user vertex i ∈ Vu
1 , we compute Wi,A(G1) for each attribute

subset A of size k, and use them to form a feature vector of length
(

m
k

)

. For each user vertex j ∈ Vu
2 , a feature

vector is constructed similarly by computing Wj,A(G′
2) for each A ⊆ Va of size k. Given the feature vectors, for

a pair of user vertices (i, j) ∈ Vu
1 × Vu

2 , we define their similarity score Φij as the inner product of their feature

vectors:

Φij ,
∑

A∈Va:|A|=k

Wi,A(G1)Wj,A(G
′
2). (13)

In the proposed algorithm, a threshold is set on the similarity scores to determine if user i should be mapped to j.

We provide a detailed description of the proposed algorithm in Algorithm 1.

Remark 2 (Complexity of Algorithm 1). The time complexity of Algorithm 1 is O(nk+1mk). To see this, notice

that computing Wi,A(G1) for a vertex i ∈ Vu
1 requires O(nk) complexity because |Gi,A| =

(

n−1
k

)

k!. Moreover,

there are
(

m
k

)

attribute subsets of size k. Therefore, computing the feature vectors for all the users in G1 requires

O(nk+1mk) time complexity. Similarly, the same time complexity is required for computing the feature vectors for

all users in G′
2. For computing the similarity scores, the time complexity is O(n2mk), because we need to compute

the score for n2 pairs of users and each feature vector has length
(

m
k

)

. The total time complexity of the algorithm

is O(nk+1mk) because k ≥ 3. Under our choice of k = Θ(1) in Theorem 1, Algorithm 1 runs in polynomial-time.

Remark 3 (Choice of parameter k). Regarding the choice of k, there is a trade-off between the time complexity

and the size of the feasible region. As elaborated in Remark 2, the time complexity of the proposed algorithm scales
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as O(nk+1mk), which increases as k assumes larger values. Conversely, as indicated by the conditions (2)-(4), a

larger value of k expands the feasible parameter range. Therefore, to minimize the time complexity of the algorithm,

we can optimally choose k to be the smallest integer such that (2)-(4) are satisfied.

Remark 4 (Intuition behind the proposed statistics). The intuition behind the proposed statistic becomes clearer

if we consider the unnormalized adjacency matrices Au, Aa, Bu, Ba when computing the subgraph weights in

equations (8) and (9). In this case, the weights ω1(S) and ω2(S) simply indicate whether S is a subgraph of G1

and G′
2 respectively. For instance, with k = 2 and attribute set A = {a1, a2}, the feature vector entry Wi,A(G1)

represents the number of desired trees with root i and leaves a1 and a2 in G1. When (i, j) is the correct pair,

Wi,A(G1) and Wj,A(G′
2) are positively correlated, whereas they are nearly independent for incorrect pairs. This

leads to a higher mean of the product Wi,A(G1)Wj,A(G′
2) for correct pairs. Aggregating the positive correlation

over all attribute subsets A via taking the inner product of feature vectors yields a robust similarity metric resilient

to edge perturbation.

C. Refinement algorithms for exact recovery

In this section, we introduce two algorithms for refining the permutation π̂ found by Algorithm 1 to recover the

correspondence of all users. The two algorithms work in the attribute information sparse regime mqaρa = o(log n)
and the attribute information rich regime mqaρa = Ω(logn) respectively. We later refer to these two regimes as

the ATTRSPARSE regime and the ATTRRICH regime.

Before we introduce the two algorithms, we first set up essential notation for the neighborhood of user vertices.

Given I ′ ⊆ [n] and injection π : I ′ → [n], for a pair of users i ∈ Vu
1 and j ∈ Vu

2 , we define Nu
π (i, j) as the number

of common user neighbors of i in G1 and j in G′
2 under the mapping π. In other words, Nu

π (i, j) represents the

number of vertices u ∈ I ′ such that i is connected to u in G1 and j is connected to π(u) in G′
2. Moreover, for a

pair of user i ∈ Vu
1 and j ∈ Vu

2 , we define Na(i, j) as the number of common attribute neighbors of i and j, i.e.,

the number of attributes a ∈ Va such that a is connected to i in G1 and a is connected to j in G′
2. We are now

ready to introduce the two refinement algorithms.

Refinement algorithm in ATTRSPARSE regime. In this regime, since the amount of attribute information in the

two graphs is limited, we use only the user-user edges to align the unmatched users. More explicitly, a pair of users

are matched if they have enough matched common user neighbors. The detailed refinement algorithm is stated as

Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2: Refinement algorithm in ATTRSPARSE regime

Input : Graphs G1 and G′
2, graph parameters qu, threshold parameter γ1, outputs I and π̂ from

Algorithm 1

Output: Refined mapping π̃
1 J ← I , π̃ ← π̂.

while ∃i /∈ J, j /∈ π̃(J) : Nu
π̂ (i, j) ≥ γ1(n− 2)q2u do

2 π̃(i)← j, J ← J ∪ {i}.
3 return π̃.

Remark 5 (Complexity of Algorithm 2). The time complexity of Algorithm 2 is O(n3). To see the time complexity

of Algorithm 2, we need to analyze the complexity of updating Nu
π̂ (u, v) for all pairs of users (u, v) throughout the

process. Notice that in each execution of the while loop in Algorithm 2, we just need to update Nu
π̂ (u, v) for those

user pairs (u, v) such that u is connected to i in G1 and v is connected to π̃(i) in G2, where i is the vertex newly

added to I . This implies that in each while loop, the time complexity of updates is bounded by dG1(i)dG′
2
(π̃(i)),

where dG1(i) and dG′
2
(π̃(i)) represent the degree of i in G1 and the degree of π̃(i) in G′

2 respectively. Because

the number of iterations is O(n) and the order of the user degrees are O(n), the total time complexity is O(n3).

We comment that Algorithm 2 is first proposed by Mao et al. (2023b). In this work, we adapt the original analysis

to allow the vanishing correlation regime ρu = o(1).
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Refinement algorithm in ATTRRICH regime. In this regime, because we have a considerable amount of attribute

information, we collaboratively consider user-user edges and user-attribute edges to align the unmatched users. More

specifically, each pair of user vertices are matched if they have enough matched common user neighbors or enough

common attribute neighbors. The detailed refinement algorithm is delineated as Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3: Refinement algorithm in ATTRRICH regime

Input : Graphs G1 and G′
2, graph parameters qu, qa, threshold parameters γ2, γ3, outputs I and π̂ from

Algorithm 1

Output: Refined mapping π̃
1 J ← I , π̃ ← π̂.

while ∃i /∈ J, j /∈ π̃(J) : Nu
π̂ (i, j) ≥ γ2(n− 2)q2u or Na(i, j) ≥ γ3mq2a do

2 π̃(i)← j, J ← J ∪ {i}.
3 return π̃.

Remark 6 (Time complexity of Algorithm 3). The time complexity of Algorithm 3 is O(n3 + n2m). Compared

to Algorithm 2, Algorithm 3 additionally needs to compute Na(u, v) for each pair of users u, v, which requires

O(n2m) time complexity. Therefore, the total time complexity is O(n3 + n2m).

III. MAIN IDEAS IN ACHIEVING ALMOST EXACT RECOVERY

In this section, we establish Theorem 1 based on three intermediate propositions. We defer the proofs of the

intermediate propositions to Appendices A and B. From this point, we assume without loss of generality that the

underlying permutation Π∗ is the identity permutation.

A. First moment of similarity score

For the similarity score Φij to be an appropriate measure of the similarity between two user vertices, we need

the expected similarity score between a correct pair E[Φii] to be larger than that between a wrong pair E[Φij ]. The

following proposition shows that E[Φii] > 0, while E[Φij ] = 0.

Proposition 1 (Expectation of similarity score). For a pair of users (i, j) ∈ Vu
1 × Vu

2 , the expectation of the

similarity score Φij is given by

E[Φij ] =

(

m

k

)

(ρuσ
2
u)

k(ρaσ
2
a)

k

(

n− 1

k

)

k!1{i=j}. (14)

Moreover, if k = Θ(1), then

E[Φii] = Ω(mknk(ρuσ
2
u)

k(ρaσ
2
a)

k). (15)

B. Second moment of similarity score

In the proposed algorithm, we separate almost all the correct pairs of matching from the wrong pairs by setting

a threshold on the similarity score. For this algorithm to achieve almost exact recovery, requiring only that the

correct pairs have a higher expected similarity score is not enough. We further need that the second moment of the

similarity score is small enough, so that the similarity scores concentrate well around their means. In the following

two propositions, we provide upper bounds on the similarity score between correct pairs and between wrong pairs,

respectively.

Proposition 2. Suppose graph parameters n,m, qu, qa, ρu, ρa satisfy conditions nquρu = ω(1), nρ2u = ω(1),

mqaρa = ω
(

1
nquρu

)

, mqaρa = ω
(

1
nρ2

u

)

and mρ2aρ
2
u = ω(1). Assume parameter k in Algorithm 1 is set to a

constant. Then for any i ∈ [n], we have
Var(Φii)
E[Φii]2

= o(1).

9



Proposition 3. Suppose graph parameters n,m, qu, qa, ρu, ρa satisfy conditions nρ2u = ω(n2/k), n2qu = Ω(1),

mqaρa = ω
(

n2/k

nρ2
u

)

and mρ2aρ
2
u = ω(n2/k). Assume parameter k in Algorithm 1 is set to a constant. Then for any

(i, j) ∈ [n]× [n] with i 6= j, we have
Var(Φij)
E[Φii]2

= o(1/n2).

We comment that the conditions presented in Propositions 2 and 3 are not only sufficient, but also necessary

for establishing the variance bounds for the similarity score. We discuss more details about the tightness of these

conditions in Appendix E.

C. Proof of Theorem 1

Given Propositions 1-3, we are ready to prove Theorem 1. It is easy to check that all conditions in Propositions 2

and 3 are satisfied under conditions (1)-(4). To prove Theorem 1, we define error event E1 , {∃(i, j) ∈ [n]×[n] : i 6=
j,Φij ≥ τ}. Moreover, let X , |{i ∈ [n] : Φii < τ}|. We define error event E2 , {X ≥ λn} for some λ = o(1),
which will be specified later. We claim that it suffices to show P(E1 ∪ E2) = o(1). To see this, we observe

that Ec1 represents the event that all wrong pairs have similarity score less than the threshold, which implies that

Π̂(i) = Π∗(i), ∀i ∈ I . On event Ec1 , Ec2 implies the event that |I| ≥ n− o(n).
Firstly, we show that P(E1) = o(1). For a wrong pair (i, j) ∈ [n]× [n] with i 6= j, we have

P(Φij ≥ τ)
(a)
= P(Φij − E[Φij ] ≥ cE[Φii])

(b)

≤ Var(Φij)

c2E[Φii]2
(c)
= o(1/n2),

where (a) follows because τ = cE[Φii] from Proposition 1, (b) follows by Chebyshev’s inequality and (c) follows

by Proposition 3. Applying a union bound over the n2 − n wrong pairs of users yields that P(E1) = o(1).
Secondly, let λ =

√

P(Φii < τ). We show that P(E2) = o(1) in the following. For the similarity score Φii for a

correct pair, we have

P(Φii < τ)
(d)
= P(Φii − E[Φii] ≤ (c− 1)E[Φii])

(e)

≤ Var(Φii)

(c− 1)2E[Φii]2
(f)
= o(1), (16)

where (d) follows by Proposition 1, (e) follows by Chebyshev’s inequality and (f) follows by Proposition 2.

From (16), we have λ = o(1). By the linearity of expectation, we know that E[X ] = nP(Φii < τ). By Markov’s

inequality, it follows that

P(X ≥ λn) ≤ E[X ]

λn
=
√

P(Φii < τ) = o(1).

Finally, applying a union bound over E1 and E2 completes the proof.
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alignment of correlated erdős-rényi graphs. ACM SIGMETRICS Perform. Evaluation Rev., 47:96–97.

Deshpande, Y., Sen, S., Montanari, A., and Mossel, E. (2018). Contextual stochastic block models. In Bengio,

S., Wallach, H., Larochelle, H., Grauman, K., Cesa-Bianchi, N., and Garnett, R., editors, Advances in Neural

Information Processing Systems, volume 31. Curran Associates, Inc.

Ding, J. and Li, Z. (2023). A polynomial-time iterative algorithm for random graph matching with non-vanishing

correlation.

Ding, J., Ma, Z., Wu, Y., and Xu, J. (2021). Efficient random graph matching via degree profiles. Probability

Theory and Related Fields, 179:29–115.

Fan, Z., Mao, C., Wu, Y., and Xu, J. (2020). Spectral graph matching and regularized quadratic relaxations:

Algorithm and theory. In III, H. D. and Singh, A., editors, Proceedings of the 37th International Conference on

Machine Learning, volume 119 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 2985–2995. PMLR.

Feng, X. and Dai, M. (2023). Leveraging node attributes for link prediction via meta-path based proximity. In

2023 International Joint Conference on Neural Networks (IJCNN), pages 1–8.

Haghighi, A. D., Ng, A. Y., and Manning, C. D. (2005). Robust textual inference via graph matching. In Human

Lang. Technol. and Empirical Methods in Natural Lang. Process., page 387–394, Vancouver, British Columbia,

Canada. Association for Computational Linguistics.

Korula, N. and Lattanzi, S. (2014). An efficient reconciliation algorithm for social networks. Proc. VLDB Endow.,

7(5):377–388.

Lu, C. and Sen, S. (2023). Contextual stochastic block model: Sharp thresholds and contiguity. Journal of Machine

Learning Research, 24(54):1–34.

Mao, C., Rudelson, M., and Tikhomirov, K. (2021). Random graph matching with improved noise robustness. In

Belkin, M. and Kpotufe, S., editors, Proceedings of Thirty Fourth Conference on Learning Theory, volume 134

of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 3296–3329. PMLR.

Mao, C., Rudelson, M., and Tikhomirov, K. (2023a). Exact matching of random graphs with constant correlation.

Probability Theory and Related Fields, 186(1-2):327–389.

Mao, C., Wu, Y., Xu, J., and Yu, S. H. (2022). Testing network correlation efficiently via counting trees.

Mao, C., Wu, Y., Xu, J., and Yu, S. H. (2023b). Random graph matching at otter’s threshold via counting chandeliers.

In Proceedings of the 55th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2023, page 1345–1356,

New York, NY, USA. Association for Computing Machinery.

Mitzenmacher, M. and Upfal, E. (2005). Probability and Computing: Randomized Algorithms and Probabilistic

Analysis. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, England.

Mossel, E., Neeman, J., and Sly, A. (2014). Reconstruction and estimation in the planted partition model. Probability

Theory and Related Fields, 162.

Mossel, E. and Xu, J. (2020). Seeded graph matching via large neighborhood statistics. Random Structures &

Algorithms, 57(3):570–611.

Narayanan, A. and Shmatikov, V. (2009). De-anonymizing social networks. In Proc. IEEE Symp. Security and

Privacy, pages 173–187, Oakland, CA, USA. IEEE.

Nie, R., Wang, G., Liu, Q., and Peng, C. (2024). Link prediction for attribute and structure learning based on

attention mechanism. In Rough Sets: International Joint Conference, IJCRS 2023, Krakow, Poland, October 5–8,

2023, Proceedings, page 580–595, Berlin, Heidelberg. Springer-Verlag.

Otter, R. (1948). The number of trees. Annals of Mathematics, 49(3):583–599.

Pedarsani, P. and Grossglauser, M. (2011). On the privacy of anonymized networks. In Proc. Ann. ACM SIGKDD

Conf. Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining (KDD), pages 1235–1243, New York, NY, USA. Association for

Computing Machinery.

Saad, H. and Nosratinia, A. (2020). Recovering a single community with side information. IEEE Transactions on

Information Theory, 66(12):7939–7966.

Singh, R., Xu, J., and Berger, B. (2007). Pairwise global alignment of protein interaction networks by matching

neighborhood topology. In Annual International Conference on Research in Computational Molecular Biology,

pages 16–31, Berlin, Heidelberg. Springer.

11



Wang, Z., Zhang, N., Wang, W., and Wang, L. (2024). On the feasible region of efficient algorithms for attributed

graph alignment. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 70(5):3622–3639.

Wu, Y., Xu, J., and Yu, S. H. (2022). Settling the sharp reconstruction thresholds of random graph matching. IEEE

Transactions on Information Theory, 68(8):5391–5417.

Yu, S. H. (2023). Matching in Networks: Fundamental Limits and Efficient Algorithms. PhD thesis, Duke University.

Zhang, N., Wang, Z., Wang, W., and Wang, L. (2024). Attributed graph alignment. IEEE Transactions on Information

Theory (Early Access).

Zhang, S. and Tong, H. (2016). Final: Fast attributed network alignment. In Proc. Ann. ACM SIGKDD Conf.

Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining (KDD), KDD ’16, page 1345–1354, New York, NY, USA. Association

for Computing Machinery.

Zhang, S. and Tong, H. (2019). Attributed network alignment: Problem definitions and fast solutions. Proc. IEEE

Trans. Knowl. Data Eng., 31(9):1680–1692.

Zhou, Q., Li, L., Wu, X., Cao, N., Ying, L., and Tong, H. (2021). Attent: Active Attributed Network Alignment,

page 3896–3906. Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA.

12



APPENDIX A

FIRST MOMENT COMPUTATION

In this Section, we prove Proposition 1 by computing the expectation of similarity score Φij for correct pairs

and wrong pairs.

Proof of Proposition 1.. By the definition of Φij given in (13), we have

E[Φij ] = E





∑

A⊆Vu:|A|=k

Wi,A(G1)Wj,A(G
′
2)





(a)
= E





∑

A⊆Vu:|A|=k

∑

S∈Gi,A

ω1(S)
∑

T∈Gj,A

ω2(T )





(b)
=

∑

A⊆Vu:|A|=k

∑

S∈Gi,A

∑

T∈Gj,A

E[ω1(S)ω2(T )], (17)

where (a) follows because by definitions (11) and (12), and (b) follows by the linearity of expectation. Now we

focus on one term in the summation E[ω1(S)ω2(T )]. We claim that a necessary condition for E[ω1(S)ω2(T )] to

be non-zero is that S = T . Towards contradiction, suppose S 6= T , i.e., there exists an edge e∗ ∈ E(S), but

e∗ /∈ E(T ), or e∗ ∈ E(T ), but e∗ /∈ E(S). Without loss of generality, we only consider the case of e∗ ∈ E(S),
but e∗ /∈ E(T ). We firstly assume that e∗ ∈ Eu(S). By definitions (8) and (9), we have

E[ω1(S)ω2(T )] = E





∏

e∈Eu(S)

Ãu
e

∏

f∈Ea(S)

Ãa
f

∏

g∈Eu(T )

B̃u
g

∏

h∈Ea(T )

B̃a
h





(c)
= E[Ãu

e∗ ]E





∏

e∈Eu(S)\{e∗}
Ãu

e

∏

f∈Ea(S)

Ãa
f

∏

g∈Eu(T )

B̃u
g

∏

h∈Ea(T )

B̃a
h





(d)
= 0, (18)

where (c) follows because e∗ only appears in S, so Ãu
e∗ in independent of the rest of the terms in the product, and

(d) follows because each single term in adjacency matrix Ãu has zero mean. Similarly, if e∗ ∈ Ea(S), we still have

E[ω1(S)ω2(T )] = 0. Therefore, the claim holds. The claim further implies that E[Φij ] = 0 for any pair i 6= j. To

see this, we notice that Gi,A ∩ Gj,A = ∅ if i 6= j, and it follows that each term in the summation (17) equals to

zero.

Now, we can rewrite the summation (17) as
∑

A⊆Vu:|A|=k

∑

S∈Gi,A

∑

T∈Gj,A

E[ω1(S)ω2(T )] = 1{i=j}
∑

A⊆Vu:|A|=k

∑

S∈Gi,A

E[ω1(S)ω2(S)]. (19)

By symmetry, we notice that for any |A| = k and any S ∈ Gi,A, the term ω1(S)ω2(S) has exactly the same

distribution. Therefore, we fix a set A and a graph S ∈ Gi,A, and consider the expectation E[ω1(S)ω2(S)]:

E[ω1(S)ω2(S)] = E





∏

e∈Eu(S)

Ãu
e B̃

u
e

∏

f∈Ea(S)

Ãa
f B̃

a
f





(e)
=

∏

e∈Eu(S)

E[Ãu
eB̃

u
e ]

∏

f∈Ea(S)

E[Ãa
f B̃

a
f ]

(f)
= (σ2

uρu)
k(σ2

aρa)
k, (20)

where (e) follows by the independence of the terms in the product and (f) follows because for each e ∈ Eu(S),
E[Ãu

eB̃
u
e ] = Cov(Ãu

e , B̃
u
e ) + E[Ãu

e ]E[B̃
u
e ] = σ2

uρu
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and for each f ∈ Ea(S),
E[Ãa

f B̃
a
f ] = Cov(Ãa

f , B̃
a
f ) + E[Ãa

f ]E[B̃
a
f ] = σ2

aρa.

Finally, plugging (20) into (19) yields

E[Φij ] = 1{i=j}
∑

A⊆Vu:|A|=k

∑

S∈Gi,A

(σ2
uρu)

k(σ2
aρa)

k

(g)
=

(

m

k

)(

n− 1

k

)

k!(σ2
uρu)

k(σ2
aρa)

k
1{i=j}, (21)

where (g) follows because there are
(

m
k

)

attribute subsets of size k and for each |A| = k, |Gi,A| =
(

n−1
k

)

k! as

given in (10).

To see (15), we simply need to notice that
(

m
k

)

= Ω(mk) and
(

n−1
k

)

k! = Ω(nk) when k = Θ(1).

APPENDIX B

SECOND MOMENT COMPUTATION

In this section, we prove Propositions 2 and 3, which provide upper bounds on the variances of correct user

pairs and wrong user pairs respectively. Towards that goal, we first perform some preprocessing on the the variance

expression of the similarity score. By definitions (11)- (13), we have

Var(Φij) = Var





∑

A⊆Va:|A|=k

Wi,A(G1)Wj,A(G
′
2)





= Var





∑

A⊆Va:|A|=k

∑

S1∈Gi,A

∑

S2∈Gi,A

ω1(S1)ω2(S2)





=
∑

A,B⊆Va:|A|=|B|=k

∑

S1∈Gi,A

∑

S2∈Gi,A

∑

T1∈Gi,B

∑

T2∈Gi,B

Cov(ω1(S1)ω2(S2), ω1(T1)ω2(T2)). (22)

Now, we focus on one single term Cov(ω1(S1)ω2(S2), ω1(T1)ω2(T2)) in the summation. Define the indicator

f1(S1, S2, T1, T2) , 1{S1 6=S2 or T1 6=T2 or V (S1)∩V (T1)={i}}. We claim that

Cov(ω1(S1)ω2(S2), ω1(T1)ω2(T2)) = Cov(ω1(S1)ω2(S2), ω1(T1)ω2(T2))f1(S1, S2, T1, T2). (23)

To see the claim, we observe that if f1(S1, S2, T1, T2) = 0, then we have S1 = S2, S2 = T2 and V (S1)∩V (T1) =
{i}, which together imply that (E(S1)∪E(S2))∩ (E(T1)∪E(T2)) = ∅. So ω1(S1)ω2(S2) and ω1(T1)ω2(T2) are

two independent random variables with zero covariance. For simplicity, we write f1 instead of f1(S1, S2, T1, T2)
when the choice of S1, S2, T1, T2 is clear from context.

Furthermore, we notice that by the definition of covariance, we have

Cov(ω1(S1)ω2(S2), ω1(T1)ω2(T2))

= E[ω1(S1)ω2(S2)ω1(T1)ω2(T2)]− E[ω1(S1)ω2(S2)]E[ω1(T1)ω2(T2)]

(a)

≤ E[ω1(S1)ω2(S2)ω1(T1)ω2(T2)],

where (a) follows by equations (18) and (20).

Now, we focus on the cross moment E[ω1(S1)ω2(S2)ω1(T1)ω2(T2)]. We define indicator f2(S1, S2, T1, T2) ,
1{(E(S1)△E(T1))⊆(E(S2)∪E(T2)) and (E(S2)△E(T2))⊆(E(S1)∪E(T1))}, where △ denotes the symmetric difference oper-

ation. In other words, f2(S1, S2, T1, T2) is the indicator that every edge in the union graph of S1 ∪ S2 ∪ T1 ∪ T2

appears in at least two graphs out of S1, S2, T1, T2. We claim that

E[ω1(S1)ω2(S2)ω1(T1)ω2(T2)] = E[ω1(S1)ω2(S2)ω1(T1)ω2(T2)]f2(S1, S2, T1, T2). (24)

The reason for the claim is similar to the reason for (18) in the proof of Proposition 1. Suppose there exists an edge

e∗ that only appears in one of the four graphs S1, S2, T1, T2, then the entry corresponding to e∗ in the adjacency

matrix is independent of all other terms in the product ω1(S1)ω2(S2)ω1(T1)ω2(T2). Therefore, the expectation of
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the entry, which is zero, can be pulled out of the expectation of the product, and result in a zero expectation of the

product. For simplicity, we write f2 instead of f2(S1, S2, T1, T2) when the choice of S1, S2, T1, T2 is clear from

context.

By claims (23) and (24), we have

Cov(ω1(S1)ω2(S2), ω1(T1)ω2(T2)) ≤ E[ω1(S1)ω2(S2)ω1(T1)ω2(T2)]f1f2. (25)

Plugging (25) into (22) gives

Var(Φij)

≤
∑

A,B⊆Va:|A|=|B|=k

∑

S1∈Gi,A

∑

S2∈Gi,A

∑

T1∈Gi,B

∑

T2∈Gi,B

E[ω1(S1)ω2(S2)ω1(T1)ω2(T2)]f1f2. (26)

To simplify (26), we define Λij as the set of all 4-tuples (S1, S2, T1, T2) such that

1) S1 ∈ Gi,A, S2 ∈ Gj,A, T1 ∈ Gi,B , T2 ∈ Gj,B , for some A,B ⊆ Va with |A| = |B| = k;

2) f1(S1, S2, T1, T2) = 1;

3) f2(S1, S2, T1, T2) = 1.

As a result of this definition, we have

Var(Φij) ≤
∑

(S1,S2,T1,T2)∈Λij

E[ω1(S1)ω2(S2)ω1(T1)ω2(T2)]. (27)

To bound the variance, we enumerate all those 4-tuples (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λij and bound their corresponding

cross moment E[ω1(S1)ω2(S2)ω1(T1)ω2(T2)]. For a fixed 4-tuple (S1, S2, T1, T2), let H denote the union graph

S1 ∪ S2 ∪ T1 ∪ T2. Consider the user-user edges and user-attribute edges separately. Firstly, we partition the set of

user-user edges in H into six disjoint subsets:

Eu(H) = Ku
11 ∪Ku

21 ∪Ku
12 ∪Ku

22 ∪Ku
02 ∪Ku

20, (28)

where

Ku
11 , (Eu(S1)△Eu(T1)) ∩ (Eu(S2)△Eu(T2)),

Ku
21 , (Eu(S1) ∩ Eu(T1)) ∩ (Eu(S2)△Eu(T2)),

Ku
12 , (Eu(S1)△Eu(T1)) ∩ (Eu(S2) ∩ Eu(T2)),

Ku
22 , (Eu(S1) ∩ Eu(T1)) ∩ (Eu(S2) ∩ Eu(T2)),

Ku
02 , (Eu(S1) ∪ Eu(T1))

c ∩ (Eu(S2) ∩ Eu(T2)),

Ku
20 , (Eu(S1) ∩ Eu(T1)) ∩ (Eu(S2) ∪ Eu(T2))

c.

We notice that the sets Ku
11,K

u
21,K

u
12,K

u
22,K

u
02,K

u
20 are indeed disjoint by their definition, and they include all

the user-user edges in H because each edge in H appears in at least two out of S1, S2, T1, T2. Moreover, note that

in the product ω1(S1)ω2(S2)ω1(T1)ω2(T2), we are considering the weights of S1 and T1 in G1 and the weights of

S2 and T2 in G′
2. As a result, for an edge e ∈ Ku

m1,m2
, its contribution to the product ω1(S1)ω2(S2)ω1(T1)ω2(T2)

is given by (Ãu
e)

m1(B̃u
e )

m2 .

For the user-attribute edges in H , similarly, we partition it into six disjoint sets:

Ea(H) = Ka
11 ∪Ka

21 ∪Ka
12 ∪Ka

22 ∪Ka
02 ∪Ka

20, (29)

where

Ka
11 , (Ea(S1)△Ea(T1)) ∩ (Ea(S2)△Ea(T2)),

Ka
21 , (Ea(S1) ∩ Ea(T1)) ∩ (Ea(S2)△Ea(T2)),

Ka
12 , (Ea(S1)△Ea(T1)) ∩ (Ea(S2) ∩ Ea(T2)),

Ka
22 , (Ea(S1) ∩ Ea(T1)) ∩ (Ea(S2) ∩ Ea(T2)),

Ka
02 , (Ea(S1) ∪ Ea(T1))

c ∩ (Ea(S2) ∩ Ea(T2)),

Ka
20 , (Ea(S1) ∩ Ea(T1)) ∩ (Ea(S2) ∪ Ea(T2))

c.
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For the similar reason as the user-user edges, for an edge e ∈ Ka
m1,m2

its contribution to the product ω1(S1)ω2(S2)ω1(T1)ω2(T2)

is given by (Ãa
e)

m1(B̃a
e )

m2 . With the partition of the user-user edges and user-attribute edges, we have

E[ω1(S1)ω2(S2)ω1(T1)ω2(T2)]

= E









∏

m1,m2

∏

e∈Ku
m1,m2

(Ãu
e)

m1(B̃u
e )

m2









∏

m1,m2

∏

e∈Ka
m1,m2

(Ãa
e)

m1(B̃a
e)

m2









=





∏

m1,m2

∏

e∈Ku
m1,m2

E[(Ãu
e)

m1(B̃u
e )

m2 ]









∏

m1,m2

∏

e∈Ka
m1,m2

E[(Ãa
e)

m1(B̃a
e)

m2 ]





=

(

∏

m1,m2

(

E[(Ãu
e)

m1(B̃u
e )

m2 ]
)|Ku

m1,m2
|
)(

∏

m1,m2

(

E[(Ãa
e)

m1(B̃a
e)

m2 ]
)|Ka

m1,m2
|
)

(30)

Now, we need to consider the cross moments E[(Ãu
e , )

m1(B̃u
e )

m2 ] and E[(Ãa
e)

m1(B̃a
e )

m2 ]. Recall that (Ãu
e , B̃

u
e ) is

a pair of Bernoulli random variables with correlation coefficient ρu and marginal probability qu, and (Ãa
e, B̃

a
e ) is a

pair of Bernoulli random variables with correlation coefficient ρa and marginal probability qa. We bound the cross

moments in terms of the graph parameters qu, ρu, qa, ρa in the following lemma.

Lemma 1 (Cross moments upper bound). Suppose qu ≤ 1
2 and qa ≤ 1

2 , then there exists a constant c such that

σ−m1−m2
u E[(Ãu

e)
m1(B̃u

e )
m2 ] ≤























ρu if (m1,m2) = (1, 1),

1 if (m1,m2) = (2, 0) or (0, 2),
1√
qu

if (m1,m2) = (2, 1) or (1, 2),

cmax{1, ρu

qu
} if (m1,m2) = (2, 2),

(31)

and

σ−m1−m2
a E[(Ãa

e)
m1(B̃a

e)
m2 ] ≤























ρa if (m1,m2) = (1, 1),

1 if (m1,m2) = (2, 0) or (0, 2),
1√
qa

if (m1,m2) = (2, 1) or (1, 2),

cmax{1, ρa

qa
} if (m1,m2) = (2, 2).

(32)

Remark 7. The first three inequalities of (31) and (32) were originally established by Mao et al. (2022). In Lemma

1, we tighten the bounds specifically for the case of (m1,m2) = (2, 2), ensuring that the bounds are tight up to a

constant factor for any ρu = O(1) and ρa = O(1).

Proof of Lemma 1.. We firstly show (31) by separately consider different pairs of (m1,m2).

• Suppose (m1,m2) = (0, 2) or (2, 0), then we have

σ−2
u E[(Ãu

e)
2] = σ−2

u E[(B̃u
e )

2] = 1.

• Suppose (m1,m2) = (1, 1), then we have

σ−2
u E[Ãu

eB̃
u
e ] = σ−2

u Cov(Ãu
e , B̃

u
e ) = ρu.

• Suppose (m1,m2) = (1, 2) or (2, 1), then we have

σ−3
u E[(Ãu

e)
2B̃u

e ] = σ−3
u E[Ãu

e(B̃
u
e )

2] =
ρu(1− 2qu)
√

qu(1 − qu)
.

Because qu ≤ 1
2 , we have 1−2qu√

qu(1−qu)
≤ 1√

qu
. It follows that

ρu(1− 2qu)
√

qu(1− qu)
≤ ρu√

qu
≤ 1√

qu
.
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• Suppose (m1,m2) = (2, 2), then we have

σ−4
u E[(Ãu

e)
2(B̃u

e )
2] =

q2u(1− qu)
2 + ρuqu(1 − qu)(1− 2qu)

2

q2u(1− qu)2
= 1 +

ρu(1 − 2qu)
2

qu(1− qu)
.

Because qu ≤ 1
2 , we have

(1−2qu)
2

1−qu
≤ 1, and it follows that

σ−4
u E[(Ãu

e)
2(B̃u

e )
2] ≤ 1 +

ρu
qu

.

To complete the proof of (31), we just need to realize that 1+ ρu

qu
= Θ(ρu

qu
) when ρu

qu
≥ 1, and 1+ ρu

qu
= Θ(1)

when ρu

qu
< 1.

The proof of (32) follows similarly as the proof of (31).

Moreover, we note that because edges in Ku
m1,m2

or Ka
m1,m2

appear in m1 + m2 out of the four graphs

S1, S2, T1, T2, we have

4k = 2(Ku
11 +Ku

02 +Ku
20) + 3(Ku

12 +Ku
21) + 4(Ku

22), (33)

and

4k = 2(Ka
11 +Ka

02 +Ka
20) + 3(Ka

12 +Ka
21) + 4(Ka

22). (34)

By equations (31)-(34), we can rewrite (30) as

E[ω1(S1)ω2(S2)ω1(T1)ω2(T2)]

≤ σ4k
u σ4k

a ρu
|Ku

11|ρa
|Ka

11|qu
− 1

2 |K
u
21|− 1

2 |K
u
12|qa

− 1
2 |K

a
21|− 1

2 |K
a
12|

· c|Ku
22|+|Ka

22| max
{

1, ρu
|Ku

22|

qu
|Ku

22|

}

max
{

1, ρa
|Ka

22|

qa
|Ka

22|

}

. (35)

For simplicity of notation, for a 4-tuple (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λij , we define

Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2) , ρu
|Ku

11|qu
− 1

2 |K
u
21|− 1

2 |K
u
12|c|K

u
22|max

{

1, ρu
|Ku

22|

qu
|Ku

22
|

}

, (36)

and

Θa(S1, S2, T1, T2) , ρa
|Ka

11|qa
− 1

2 |K
a
21|− 1

2 |K
a
12|c|K

a
22|max

{

1, ρa
|Ka

22|

qa
|Ka

22|

}

, (37)

As a result, the variance expression (27) can be rewritten as

Var(Φij)

≤ σ4k
u σ4k

a

∑

(S1,S2,T1,T2)∈Λij

Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2)Θ
a(S1, S2, T1, T2) , Γij . (38)

To prove Propositions 2 and 3, we perform a type class enumeration analysis based on the different overlapping

patterns of the four graphs S1, S2, T1, T2. For each overlapping pattern, we provide a tight-up-to-constant charac-

terization for Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2) and Θa(S1, S2, T1, T2), so that we can provide an upper bound for Γij , which is

tight up to constant.

A. Proof of Proposition 2

To prove Proposition 2, it suffices to show that Γii

E[Φii]2
= o(1). The key idea in this proof is to partition the set

of 4-tuples Λii into smaller subsets according to the structure of the union graph H = S1 ∪ S2 ∪ T1 ∪ T2. Within

each subset, because the union graph structure is fixed, we can manage to tightly bound Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2) and

Θa(S1, S2, T1, T2) and hence provide a tight upper bound for Γii. Firstly, we partition Λii into k+1 disjoint subsets

according to the number of shared attributes:

Λii = ∪kM=0Λ
(M)
ii , (39)
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where Λ
(M)
ii , {(S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λii : |Va(S1) ∩ Va(T1)| = M}. Recall that Va(S1) = Va(S2) and Va(T1) =

Va(T2) because S1, S2 ∈ Gi,A and T1, T2 ∈ Gi,B . Thus, Λ
(M)
ii includes all the 4-tuples such that there are M

overlap attributes between A and B. By the partition defined, we have

Γii = σ4k
u σ4k

a

k
∑

M=0

∑

(S1,S2,T1,T2)∈Λ
(M)
ii

Θa(S1, S2, T1, T2)Θ
u(S1, S2, T1, T2)

≤ (k + 1)σ4k
u σ4k

a max
0≤M≤k

∑

(S1,S2,T1,T2)∈Λ
(M)
ii

Θa(S1, S2, T1, T2)Θ
u(S1, S2, T1, T2). (40)

Because k = Θ(1), it suffices to show that for each 0 ≤M ≤ k,

σ4k
u σ4k

a

∑

(S1,S2,T1,T2)∈Λ
(M)
ii

Θa(S1, S2, T1, T2)Θ
u(S1, S2, T1, T2) , Γ

(M)
ii = o(E[Φii]

2). (41)

To show this, we separately consider the cases of M = 0 and 1 ≤M ≤ k.

Case 1: M = 0. In this case, the two attribute subsets Va(S1)∩Va(T1) = ∅. It turns out the fact that each edge

in the union graph must appear in at least two of S1, S2, T1, T2 largely restrict the valid choices to the 4-tuple. In

the rest of the paper, we call the set of non-root user vertices in an attributed tree as the port vertices of the tree.

Lemma 2. For any (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ
(0)
ii , we have S1 = S2 and T1 = T2.

Proof of Lemma 2.. In this proof, we show that S1 = S2. The proof of T1 = T2 follows by exactly the same

argument. Towards contradiction, we assume that S1 6= S2. Recall that S1, S2 ∈ Gi,A for some |A| = k. We claim

that S1 6= S2 implies Ea(S1) 6= Ea(S2). To see this, we note that if Ea(S1) = Ea(S2), then S1 and S2 have the

same set of port vertices, and it follows that Eu(S1) = Eu(S2), which further implies that S1 = S2. With the claim

and the fact that |Ea(S1)| = |Ea(S2)|, we know that there exists some edge e∗ ∈ Ea(S1), but e∗ /∈ Ea(S2). Let a∗

denote the attribute vertex incident to e∗. Because Va(S1) ∩ Va(T1) = ∅, we have that a∗ /∈ Va(T1). Therefore, it

follows that e∗ /∈ Ea(T1) and e∗ /∈ Ea(T2). This leads to a contradiction because the edge e∗ only appears in graph

S1.

One implication of Lemma 2 is on the user-attribute edges in the union graph H . Consider an attribute a ∈ Va(S1).
We know that a is included in the two graphs S1 and S2, and in both graphs there is a single user-attribute edge

connected to a. Therefore, in the union graph H , there must be exactly one edge incident to a that is from both

S1 and S2. By the similar argument, each attribute a′ ∈ Va(T1) is incident to one single edge that is from both T1

and T2. This suggests all the user-attribute edges in H are shared by S1, S2 or T1, T2, i.e., Ka
11 = Ea(H). Because

|Va(S1)| = |Va(T1)| = k, we further have |Ka
11| = 2k. Thus, we know that for any (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ

(0)
ii , we

have

Θa(S1, S2, T1, T2) = ρa
2k. (42)

Now, we move on to consider the user-user edges in the union graph H . Notice that all the user-user edges in

the four graphs S1, S2, T1, T2 are incident to the root user i. Therefore, in the union graph H , we also only have

user-user edges incident to i. Since we have shown in Lemma 2 that S1 = S2 and T1 = T2, all the user-user edge

in H must be from S1 and S2, or from T1 and T2, or from all four graphs S1, S2, T1, T2. Based on this fact, we

further separate Λ
(0)
ii into small sets according to the number of user-user edges shared by S1, S2, T1, T2. Let

Λ
(0,α)
ii , {(S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ

(0)
ii : |Eu(S1)| ∩ |Eu(S2)| ∩ |Eu(T1)| ∩ |Eu(T2)| = α} (43)

denote the set of all (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ
(0)
ii such that there are α user-user edges in the union graph that are shared

by all the four graphs. An example of (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ
(0,2)
ii is illustrated in Figure 4. We claim that Λ

(0,α)
ii 6= ∅

only if 1 ≤ α ≤ k. The upper bound k is easy to see because S1, S2, T1, T2 only have 4k user-user vertices in

total. To see the lower bound 1, we notice that if α = 0, then we are in the case when S1 = S2, T1 = T2, and

V (S1) ∩ V (S2) = {i}, i.e., f1(S1, S2, T1, T2) = 0, so (S1, S2, T1, T2) /∈ Λii. As a result, Λ
(0)
ii = ∪kα=1Λ

(0,α)
ii .

With the number of edges shared by all four graphs fixed to α for (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ
(0,α)
ii , the structure of the

union graph is clear to us. By the fact that |Eu(S1)| = |Eu(T1)| = k, we know that for any (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ
(0,α)
ii ,
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i

Attributes in S1, S2

Attributes in T1, T2

Ports in S1, S2

Ports in T1, T2

Ports in S1, S2, T1, T2

Fig. 4: Structure of union graph of (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ
(0,2)
ii . In this example, the number of attribute in each

subgraph is k = 4. The black solid lines represent user-user edges shared by S1, S2, the blue solid lines represent

user-user edges shared by T1, T2, the red solid lines represent user-user edges shared by S1, S2, T1, T2, the black

dotted lines represent user-attribute edges shared by S1, S2 and the blue dotted lines represent user-attribute edges

shared by T1, T2.

out of the user-user edges in H , there are k − α edges shared by S1, S2, k − α edges shared by T1, T2, and α
edges shared by S1, S2, T1, T2. This suggests that |Ku

11| = 2k − 2α, |Ku
02| = |Ku

20| = 0, |Ku
12| = |Ku

21| = 0 and

|Ku
22| = α. Thus, we have

Θu(S1, S2, T2, T2) = ρu
2k−2αcα max{1, ρu

α

quα } (44)

By equations Plugging (42) and (44) into (41) yields

Γ
(0)
ii = σ4k

u σ4k
a

k
∑

α=1

∑

(S1,S2,T1,T2)∈Λ
(0,α)
ii

ρa
2kρu

2k−2αcα max{1, ρu
α

quα }

= σ4k
u σ4k

a

k
∑

α=1

|Λ(0,α)
ii |ρa2kρu2k−2αcα max{1, ρu

α

quα }. (45)

Now, we consider the carnality of the set Λ
(0,α)
ii . To count the number of 4-tuples (S1, S2, T1, T2), it suffices to

count the possible union graph H of the four graphs and the belonging of each edge in H to the four graphs

S1, S2, T1, T2. Note in the union graph H there are k attributes from S1, S2 and and k attributes from T1, T2. The

way of choosing those two disjoint attribute subset is given by
(

m
k

)(

m−k
k

)

. For the user vertices in H , recall that

there are in k−α edges shared by S1, S2, k−α edges shared by T1, T2, and α edges shared by S1, S2, T1, T2, and

all of them are incident to the root i. Therefore, we have the flexibility to choose α users shared by S1, S2, T1, T2,

k−α users shared by S1, S2 and k−α users shared by T1, T2 from n−1 users. The number of choices is given by
(

n−1
α

)(

n−1−α
k−α

)(

n−1−k
k−α

)

. Finally, the number of ways wiring the edges between the 2k attributes and 2k − α users

is given by (k!)2. This is because each attribute chosen for S1, S2 need to connect to one of the k users chosen to

be shared by S1, S2 or S1, S2, T1, T2, and each attribute chosen for T1, T2 need to connect to one of the k users

chosen to be shared by T1, T2 or S1, S2, T1, T2. As a result, we have

∣

∣

∣Λ
(0,α)
ii

∣

∣

∣ =

(

m

k

)(

m− k

k

)(

n− 1

α

)(

n− 1− α

k − α

)(

n− 1− k

k − α

)

(k!)2. (46)
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Because k = Θ(1) and 1 ≤ α ≤ k, we have
∣

∣

∣Λ
(0,α)
ii

∣

∣

∣ ≤ Cm2kn2k−α,

for some constant C. By Proposition 1, we have

Γ
(0)
ii

E[Φii]2
≤

σ4k
u σ4k

a

∑k
α=1 Cm2kn2k−αρa

2kρu
2k−2αcα max{1, ρu

α

quα }
((

m
k

)(

n−1
k

)

k!(σ2
uρu)

k(σ2
aρa)

k
)2

≤ C′
k
∑

α=1

max{1, ρu
α

quα }
nαρu2α

,

for some constant C′, because k = Θ(1) and 1 ≤ α ≤ k. Finally, to see that
Γ
(0)
ii

E[Φii]2
= o(1), we observe that

max{1, ρu
α

quα }
nαρu2α

=
1

min{nαρu2α, nαρuαquα}
.

Because we assume nρ2u = ω(1) and nρuqu = ω(1), it follows that

Γ
(0)
ii

E[Φii]2
≤ C′

k
∑

α=1

1

min{nαρu2α, nαρuαquα}
=

C′(1 + o(1))

min{nρu2, nρuqu}
= o(1),

which completes the proof for the case of M = 0.

Case 2: 1 ≤ M ≤ k. In this case, there are some overlaps in the attribute sets of S1 and T1. In the following

lemma, we restrict the edge connection configuration of those common attributes of S1 and T1 in the union graph

H .

Lemma 3. Let (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ
(M)
ij for some 1 ≤ M ≤ k. Let H denote the union graph S1 ∪ S2 ∪ T1 ∪ T2.

For any shared attribute a ∈ Va(S1) ∩ Va(T1), exactly one of the following claims holds true:

1) a is incident to two edges in H . Moreover, one of the edges is shared by S1, S2 and the other one is shared

by T1, T2;

2) a is incident to two edges in H . Moreover, one of the edges is shared by S1, T1 and the other one is shared

by S2, T2;

3) a is incident to two edges in H . Moreover, one of the edges is shared by S1, T2 and the other one is shared

by S2, T1;

4) a is incident to one edge in H , which is shared by all four graphs S1, S2, T1, T2.

Remark 8. Although we state Lemma 3 in the proof of Proposition 2, where we are considering correct pairs

(i, i), the lemma actually also applies to the case of (i, j) with i 6= j. The lemma will also be used in the proof of

Proposition 3.

Proof of Lemma 3.. Consider a shared attributed a ∈ Va(S1) ∩ Va(T1). We claim that a is incident to one or two

edges in H . Notice that in each of S1, S2, T1, T2, there exists exactly one edge incident to a. Therefore, there must

be at least one edge incident to a in H . Moreover, suppose there are three edge incident to a in H . By the pigeon

hole principle, there must be at least one of them that appear in only one graph out of S1, S2, T1, T2, which is not

allowed. If a is incident to one edge in H , the edge must be shared by all four graphs, which is exactly case 4 in

the lemma. If a is incident to two edges, one of the edges must be shared by two graphs out of S1, S2, T1, T2 and

the other one must be shared by the left two graphs, otherwise there exists an edge in H only appearing in one of

S1, S2, T1, T2. This would lead to cases 1-3 in the lemma.
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S1, S2 T1, T2

type-1

S1, T1 S2, T2

type-2

S1, T2 S2, T1

type-3 type-4

S1, S2, T1, T2

Fig. 5: Illustration of the four types of shared attributes in the union graph. In this figure, the red nodes represent

the attributes and black nodes represent users. The labels beside the edges represent their belonging to graphs

S1, S2, T1, T2.

Given Lemma 3, we can partition those shared attributes in H into 4 types as visualized in Figure 5. A shared

attribute satisfying ith claim in Lemma 3 is called a type-i attribute. Given a union graph H , we denote the number

of type-i attribute in H as Yi(H). With the 4 types of attributes defined, we further define the set of 4-tuples

Λ
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ii

, {(S1, S2, S3, S4) ∈ Λ
(M)
ii : Y1(H) = M1, Y2(H) = M2, Y3(H) = M3, Y4(H) = M4}, (47)

and

Γ
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ii , σ4k

u σ4k
a

∑

(S1,S2,T1,T2)∈Λ
(M1,M2,M3,M4)

ii

Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2)Θ
a(S1, S2, T1, T2) (48)

By these definitions, it follows that

Λ
(M)
ii =

⋃

M1+M2+M3+M4=M

Λ
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ii , (49)

and

Γ
(M)
ii =

∑

M1+M2+M3+M4=M

Γ
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ii . (50)

To show that Γ
(M)
ii = o(E[Φii]

2), it suffices to show that

max
M1+M2+M3+M4=M

Γ
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ii = o(E[Φii]

2).

This is because M ≤ k is a constant and hence, the number of ways of partitioning M into four integers is also a

constant.

Now, consider an arbitrary 1 ≤ M ≤ k, and fix some M1 +M2 +M3 +M4 = M . To bound Γ
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ii ,

first consider the user-attribute edges in the union graph H of some (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ii . By the

definition of the four types of shared attributes, we know that each type-1 attributes is incident to two edges in

Ka
11, each type-2 attributes is incident to one edge in Ka

20 and one edge in Ka
02, each type-3 attributes is incident

to two edges in Ka
11 and each type-4 attributes is incident to one edge in Ka

22. Moreover, apart from the M shared

attributes, there are 2k− 2M attributes in Va(S1)△Va(T1). Each of those attributes is incident to exactly one edge

in Ka
11. Therefore, we get

|Ka
11| = (2k − 2M) + 2M1 + 2M3 = 2k − 2M2 − 2M4, (51)
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|Ka
12| = |Ka

21| = 0, (52)

and

|Ka
22| = M4. (53)

It follows that for any (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ii , we have

Θa(S1, S2, T1, T2) = ρa
2k−2M2−2M4cM4 max{1, ρa

M4

qaM4
}. (54)

Next, we move on to bound Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2). Similarity to the case of M = 0, we separately consider the

4-tuples in the set Λ
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ii according to the number of user-user edges shared by all 4 graphs:

Λ
(M1,M2,M3,M4,α)
ii

, {(S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ii : |Eu(S1)| ∩ |Eu(S2)| ∩ |Eu(T1)| ∩ |Eu(T2)| = α.} (55)

We claim that Λ
(M1,M2,M3,M4,α)
ii 6= ∅ only if M4 ≤ α ≤ k. The upper bound α ≤ k is easy to see. To see the

lower bound α ≥ M4. We notice that each type-4 attribute in H is connected to a port vertex that is shared by

all four graphs. Therefore, there must be a user-user edge between root i and this port vertex. As a result, we can

rewrite Γ
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ii as

Γ
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ii

= σ4k
u σ4k

a

k
∑

α=M4

∑

(S1,S2,T1,T2)∈Λ
(M1,M2,M3,M4,α)

ii

Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2)Θ
a(S1, S2, T1, T2)

≤ σ4k
u σ4k

a k max
M4≤α≤k

∑

(S1,S2,T1,T2)∈Λ
(M1 ,M2,M3,M4,α)
ii

Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2)Θ
a(S1, S2, T1, T2). (56)

Now, it suffice to show that

σ4k
u σ4k

a max
M4≤α≤k

∑

(S1,S2,T1,T2)∈Λ
(M1 ,M2,M3,M4,α)

ii

Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2)Θ
a(S1, S2, T1, T2) = o(E[Φii]

2). (57)

We have already found Θa(S1, S2, T1, T2) in (54) for any (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ii . Now, we focus the

user-user part on a 4-tuple (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ
(M1,M2,M3,M4,α)
ii . By our definition of Λ

(M1,M2,M3,M4,α)
ii , we know

that Ku
22 = α. Here we show that |Ku

12| = |Ku
21| = 0 and that |Ku

11| ≥ 2k− 2α− 2M2. To see |Ku
12| = |Ku

21| = 0,

towards contradiction, suppose there exists such a user-user edge (i, u∗). Then u∗ is a user shared by three graphs.

Thus, in H , u∗ must be incident to an user-attribute edges that is shared by three graphs, otherwise it is connected

to an edge that only appear in one of S1, S2, T1, T2, which is not allowed. However, this leads to a contradiction,

because such a user-attribute edge shared by three graphs does not exist by Lemma 3. This shows that |Ku
12| =

|Ku
21| = 0. To see that |Ku

11| ≥ 2k − 2α − 2M2, we notice there are 2k − 2α user-user edges shared by two

graphs out of S1, S2, T1, T2 because there are α edges shared by S1, S2, T1, T2. Out of these edges shared by two

graphs, only edges shared by S1, T1 or S2, T2 do not belong to Ku
11. We claim that the number of such edges is

upper bounded by 2M2. To see the claim, we note that each user-user edge shared by S1, T1 or S2, T2 is connected

between root i and a port vertex shared by S1, T1 or S2, T2. In the union graph H , each of these port vertex must

be incident to a user-attribute edge that is shared by S1, T1 or S2, T2. However, by the definition of our 5 types of

attributes in H , there are at most 2M3 user-attribute edges shared by S1, T1 or S2, T2. This implies that we have

at most 2M3 user-user edges shared by S1, T1 or S2, T2.

Now, we have that for any (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ
(M1,M2,M3,M4,α)
ii

Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2) ≤ ρu
2k−2α−2M2cα max{1, ρu

α

quα
}. (58)

Plugging (54) and (58) into the left-hand side of (57) gives

σ4k
u σ4k

a max
M4≤α≤k

|Λ(M1,M2,M3,M4,α)
ii |ρa2k−2M2−2M4cM4 max{1, ρa

M4

qaM4
}ρu2k−2α−2M2cα max{1, ρu

α

quα
}. (59)
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Now, we want to bound the size of the set Λ
(M1,M2,M3,M4,α)
ii . To count the number of 4-tuples inside, it suffices

to count the ways of forming union graphs H and the belonging of each edge in H to S1, S2, T1, T2. The way of

forming the user-user part of H is upper bounded by
(

n− 1

α

)(

n− 1− α

2k − 2α

)

62k−2α. (60)

To see this, recall that there are α user-user edges shared by all four graphs and 2k− 2α edges shared by two out

of S1, S2, T1, T2. In (60),
(

n−1
α

)

represents the number of ways to choose α port vertices shared by four graphs

and
(

n−1−α
2k−2α

)

represents the number of ways to choose the other 2k − 2α port vertices. But because each port

vertices shared by two graphs could belong to S1, S2 or T1, T2 or S1, T2 or S2, T1 or S1, T1 or S2, T2, we have

the additional term 62k−2α bounding the total number of configurations.

The way of forming the user-attribute part of H is upper bounded by
(

m

M1

)(

m

M2

)(

m

M3

)(

m

M4

)(

m

2k − 2M

)

(2k − α)2(2k−M). (61)

To see this, we note that
(

m
M1

)(

m
M2

)(

m
M3

)(

m
M4

)(

m
2k−2M

)

upper bounds the way of choosing the five types of attributes

from a total of m attribute. The term (2k−α)2(2k−M) upper bounds the ways of wiring between the 2k−α ports

and M1 +M2 +M3 +M4 + 2k − 2M = 2k −M attributes.

As a result, we have

|Λ(M1,M2,M3,M4,α)
ii |

≤
(

n− 1

α

)(

n− 1− α

2k − 2α

)

62k−2α

(

m

M1

)(

m

M2

)(

m

M3

)(

m

M4

)(

m

2k − 2M

)

(2k − α)2(2k−M)

= Cn2k−αm2k−M , (62)

for some large enough constant C because of the fact that k, α,M are all constants.

Plugging (62) into (59) gives

σ4k
u σ4k

a max
M4≤α≤k

Cn2k−αm2k−Mρa
2k−2M2−2M4cM4 max{1, ρa

M4

qaM4
}ρu2k−2α−2M2cα max{1, ρu

α

quα }

= σ4k
u σ4k

a Cn2km2k−Mρa
2k−2M2−2M4cM4 max{1, ρa

M4

qaM4
}ρu2k−2M2

· max
M4≤α≤k

n−αρu
−2αcα max{1, ρu

α

quα } (63)

Because it is assumed that nρuqu = ω(1) and nρ2u = ω(1), the maximum

max
M4≤α≤k

n−αρu
−2αcα max{1, ρu

α

quα }

is attained at α = M4. Therefore, it suffices to show that

σ4k
u σ4k

a n2k−M4m2k−Mρa
2k−2M2−2M4 max{1, ρa

M4

qaM4
}ρu2k−2M2−2M4 max{1, ρu

M4

quM4
} = o(E[Φii]

2), (64)

since C, c and M4 are all constants. Notice that the left-hand side of (64) involves two maximum. We prove (64)

by considering all 4 combinations of the two maximum values.

Suppose ρu < qu and ρa < qa. Then we have max{1, ρu
M4

quM4
} = 1 and max{1, ρa

M4

qaM4
} = 1. Dividing left-hand

side of (64) by E[Φii]
2 yields

σ4k
u σ4k

a n2k−M4m2k−Mρa
2k−2M2−2M4ρu

2k−2M2−2M4

E[Φii]2

=
σ4k
u σ4k

a n2k−M4m2k−Mρa
2k−2M2−2M4ρu

2k−2M2−2M4

((

m
k

)

(ρuσ2
u)

k(ρaσ2
a)

k
(

n−1
k

)

k!
)2

≤ C′

mMnM4ρa2M2+2M4ρu2M2+2M4
,
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for some constant C′. To see (64) in this case, we notice

mMnM4ρa
2M2+2M4ρu

2M2+2M4
(a)

≥ mMnM4ρa
2Mρu

2M

= nM4(mρ2aρ
2
u)

M

(b)
= ω(1),

where (a) follows because M2 +M4 ≤M and (b) follows by the assumption mρ2aρ
2
u = ω(1) and M ≥ 1.

Suppose ρu ≥ qu and ρa ≥ qa. Then we have max{1, ρu
M4

quM4
} = ρu

M4

quM4
and max{1, ρa

M4

qaM4
} = ρa

M4

qaM4
. Dividing

left-hand side of (64) by E[Φii]
2 yields

σ4k
u σ4k

a n2k−M4m2k−Mρa
2k−2M2−M4ρu

2k−2M2−M4qa
−M4qu

−M4

E[Φii]2

=
σ4k
u σ4k

a n2k−M4m2k−Mρa
2k−2M2−M4ρu

2k−2M2−M4qa
−M4qu

−M4

((

m
k

)

(ρuσ2
u)

k(ρaσ2
a)

k
(

n−1
k

)

k!
)2

≤ C′

mMnM4ρa2M2+M4ρu2M2+M4qaM4quM4
,

for some constant C′. To see (64) in this case, we notice

mMnM4ρa
2M2+M4ρu

2M2+M4qa
M4qu

M4 = (mqaρanquρu)
M4(mρ2uρ

2
a)

M2mM−M2−M4 = ω(1),

where the last equality follows because mqaρanquρu = ω(1), mρ2uρ
2
a = ω(1), and at least one of M2,M4 and

M −M2 −M4 is strictly positive.

Suppose ρu < qu and ρa ≥ qa. Then we have max{1, ρu
M4

quM4
} = 1 and max{1, ρa

M4

qaM4
} = ρa

M4

qaM4
. Dividing left-hand

side of (64) by E[Φii]
2 yields

σ4k
u σ4k

a n2k−M4m2k−Mρa
2k−2M2−M4ρu

2k−2M2−2M4qa
−M4

E[Φii]2

=
σ4k
u σ4k

a n2k−M4m2k−Mρa
2k−2M2−M4ρu

2k−2M2−2M4qa
−M4

((

m
k

)

(ρuσ2
u)

k(ρaσ2
a)

k
(

n−1
k

)

k!
)2

≤ C′

mMnM4ρa2M2+M4ρu2M2+2M4qaM4
,

for some constant C′. To see (64) in this case, we notice

mMnM4ρa
2M2+M4ρu

2M2+2M4qa
M4 = (nρ2umqaρa)

M4 (mρ2aρ
2
u)

M2mM−M2−M4 = ω(1),

where the last equality follows because mqaρanρ
2
u = ω(1), mρ2uρ

2
a = ω(1), and at least one of M2,M4 and

M −M2 −M4 is strictly positive.

Suppose ρu ≥ qu and ρa < qa. Then we have max{1, ρu
M4

quM4
} = ρu

M4

quM4
and max{1, ρa

M4

qaM4
} = 1. Dividing left-hand

side of (64) by E[Φii]
2 yields

σ4k
u σ4k

a n2k−M4m2k−Mρa
2k−2M2−2M4ρu

2k−2M2−M4qu
−M4

E[Φii]2

=
σ4k
u σ4k

a n2k−M4m2k−Mρa
2k−2M2−2M4ρu

2k−2M2−M4qu
−M4

((

m
k

)

(ρuσ2
u)

k(ρaσ2
a)

k
(

n−1
k

)

k!
)2

≤ C′

mMnM4ρa2M2+2M4ρu2M2+M4quM4
,

for some constant C′. To see (64) in this case, we notice

mMnM4ρa
2M2+2M4ρu

2M2+M4qu
M4 = (nρuqumρ2a)

M4(mρ2aρ
2
u)

M2mM−M2−M4 = ω(1),

where the last equality follows because nρuqu = ω(1), mρ2uρ
2
a = ω(1), and at least one of M2,M4 and M−M2−M4

is strictly positive.
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B. Proof of Proposition 3

In this section, we prove Proposition 3 by showing that for any i 6= j,

Γij = σ4k
u σ4k

a

∑

(S1,S2,T1,T2)∈Λij

ρu
|Ku

11|Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2)Θ
a(S1, S2, T1, T2) = o(E[Φij ]

2n−2). (65)

In this proof, we exploit the property that every edge in the union graph H must appear in at least two subgraphs

of S1, S2, T1, T2 to restrict the structure of union graph. In the following, we provide a lemma capturing a key

property of the 4-tuples in Λij .

Lemma 4. For any (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λij , we have Eu(S1) = Eu(T1) and Eu(S2) = Eu(T2).

Proof of Lemma 4.. Recall that for any 4-tuple (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λij , we have Va(S1) = Va(S2), Va(T1) =
Va(T2). Moreover, S1, T1 are rooted at i and S2, T2 are rooted at j. In this proof, we argue that Eu(S1) = Eu(T1).
The proof of Eu(S2) = Eu(T2) would follow by the same argument. Towards contradiction, suppose that Eu(S1) 6=
Eu(T1). Recall that the user-user part of both S1 and T1 are k user-user edges incident to the root i. Thus, it

follows that there must exist a user-user edge (i, u∗) ∈ Eu(S1), but (i, u∗) /∈ Eu(T1), and also another user-user

edge (i, v∗) ∈ Eu(T1), but (i, v∗) /∈ Eu(S1). We observe that u∗ 6= v∗, and hence, at least one of the following

holds true:

1) u∗ 6= j;

2) v∗ 6= j.

We assume without loss of generality that u∗ 6= j holds true. This would imply that (i, u∗) /∈ Eu(S2) and (i, u∗) /∈
Eu(T2) because all the user-user edges in S2 and T2 are incident to their root j. This leads to a contradiction

because we then have edge (i, u∗) appear only in the graph S1.

To prove (65), we separately consider two subcases of Λij . We define:

Λ̄ij , {(S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λij : (i, j) /∈ Eu(H)}, (66)

Λ̃ij , {(S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λij : (i, j) ∈ Eu(H)}. (67)

In other words, Λ̄ij includes the cases when the edge (i, j) is excluded from the union graph H , while Λ̃ij includes

the cases when the edge (i, j) is included in the union graph H . Following the above definitions, we further define

Γ̄ij , σ4k
u σ4k

a

∑

(S1,S2,T1,T2)∈Λ̄ij

Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2)Θ
a(S1, S2, T1, T2), (68)

Γ̃ij , σ4k
u σ4k

a

∑

(S1,S2,T1,T2)∈Λ̃ij

Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2)Θ
a(S1, S2, T1, T2). (69)

Because the two sets Λ̄ij and Λ̃ij partition the set Λij , it follows that Γij = Γ̄ij + Γ̃ij . Therefore, it suffices to

show that

Γ̄ij = o(E[Φij ]
2n−2), (70)

and

Γ̃ij = o(E[Φij ]
2n−2). (71)

We first prove (70), and then prove (71) by showing that Γ̃ij = O(Γ̄ij).
Consider the user-user edges in H for some (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ̄ij . We note that all the user-user edges in H

are shared either by S1, T1 or S2, T2. This follows by the fact that Eu(S1) = Eu(T1), Eu(S2) = Eu(T2), and

Eu(S1) ∩ Eu(T1) = ∅ since (i, j) /∈ Eu(H). As a result, we have |Ku
11| = |Ku

21| = |Ku
12| = |Ku

22| = 0. Therefore,

for any (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ̄ij ,

Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2) = 1. (72)

Now, we consider the user-attribute part of the union graph H . By Lemma 3, the attributes in Va(S1) ∩ Va(T1)
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i j

Ports in S1, T1

Ports in S1, S2, T1, T2

Ports in S2, T2

Fig. 6: Illustration of the user-user part structure of the union graph of (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ̄ij . In this example, we

set k = 4. The two green nodes are the two roots i and j. The black lines represents user-user edges from S1, T1,

and the blue lines represents user-user edges from S2, T2.

can be separated in four types in the same way as we have done in the proof of Proposition 2. We partition the set

Λ̄ij according the number of each type of shared attributes:

Λ̄
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij

, {(S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ̄ij : Y1(H) = M1, Y2(H) = M2, Y3(H) = M3, Y4(H) = M4}, (73)

where Yt denotes the number of type-t attributes in H . Let

Γ̄
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij , σ4k

u σ4k
a

∑

(S1,S2,T1,T2)∈Λ̄
(M1,M2,M3,M4)

ij

ρu
|Ku

11|ρa
|Ka

11|qu
−2k+Eu(H)qa

−2k+Ea(H). (74)

Therefore,

Γ̄ij =
∑

0≤M1+M2+M3+M4≤k

Γ̄
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij . (75)

Because k = Θ(1), it suffices to show that Γ̄
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij = o(E[Φij ]

2n−2) for any 0 ≤M1+M2+M3+M4 ≤ k.

Now, we consider the user-attribute edge connections in H of some (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ̄
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij . By a

similar argument as for (51), (52) and (53) in the proof of Proposition 2, we still have |Ka
11| = 2k− 2M2− 2M4,

and |Ka
12| = |Ka

21| = 0 and |Ka
22| = M4. Therefore, for any (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ̄

(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij ,

Θa(S1, S2, T1, T2) = ρa
2k−2M2−2M4cM4 max{1, ρa

M4

qaM4
}. (76)

Plugging (72) and (76) into (74) yields

Γ̄
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij = σ4k

u σ4k
a |Λ̄(M1,M2,M3,M4)

ij |ρa2k−2M2−2M4cM4 max{1, ρa
M4

qaM4
}. (77)

Now, we need to bound |Λ̄(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij |. To bound the size of this set, we bound the number of possible ways

of forming union graph H of four graphs S1, S2, T1, T2, and the belonging of each edge in H . We first consider

the user-user part of the union graph H . Remember that Eu(S1) = Eu(T1) and Eu(S2) = Eu(T2). It follows that

all user vertices in H are shared by S1, T1 or S2, T2 or all four graphs S1, T1, S2, T2. Let β denote the number of

users shared by all graphs S1, T1, S2, T2. Then it follows that except for i and j, there are k − β users in H that

are shared by S1, T1 and k − β users in H that are shared by S2, T2. Moreover, we claim that k −M2 ≤ β ≤ k.

To see the claim, we note that each port vertex in H shared by S1, T1 or S2, T2 is incident to a user-attribute edge

shared by S1, T1 or S2, T2 respectively. However, by the definition of attribute types, we know that there are in

total 2M2 such user-attribute edges in H . This implies that 2(k − β) ≤ 2M2, which gives the desired bound.
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Then, we can upper bound the number of ways of forming the user-user part of H by

k
∑

β=k−M2

(

n

β

)(

n

k − β

)(

n

k − β

)

. (78)

In this upper bound, the term in the summation upper bounds the number of the ways of choosing β users shared

by S1, S2, T1, T2, k − β users shared by S1, T1 and k − β users shared by S2, T2 from n− 2 users.

For the user-attribute connections, the number of choices is upper bounded by
(

m

M1

)(

m

M2

)(

m

M3

)(

m

M4

)(

m

2k − 2M

)

(2k)2(2k−M), (79)

where M , M1 +M2 +M3 +M4. The term
(

m
M1

)(

m
M2

)(

m
M3

)(

m
M4

)(

m
2k−2M

)

upper bounds the number of ways of

choosing the attributes in H from m attributes, and the term (2k)2(2k−M) upper bounds the number of ways of

edge connections between those 2k −M chosen attributes and at most 2k users.

Because k,M, β = Θ(1), we have

|Λ̄(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij |

≤
(

m

M1

)(

m

M2

)(

m

M3

)(

m

M4

)(

m

2k − 2M

)

(2k)2(2k−M)
k
∑

β=k−M2

(

n

β

)(

n

k − β

)(

n

k − β

)

≤ C̄m2k−M
k
∑

β=k−M2

n2k−β

= (1 + o(1))C̄m2k−Mnk+M2 , (80)

for some large enough constant C̄. Finally, to see Γ̄
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij = o(E[Φij ]

2n−2), we divide (77) by E[Φii]
2:

Γ̄
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij

E[Φii]2
≤

σ4k
u σ4k

a (1 + o(1))C̄m2k−Mnk+M2ρa
2k−2M2−2M4cM4 max{1, ρa

M4

qaM4
}

((

m
k

)

(ρuσ2
u)

k(ρaσ2
a)

k
(

n−1
k

)

k!
)2

≤
C̄′ max{1, ρa

M4

qaM4
}

mMnk−M2ρa2M2+2M4ρu2k
, (81)

for some constant C′. To show that
Γ̄
(M1,M2,M3,M4)

ij

E[Φii]2
= o(1/n2), it suffices to show that

mMnk−M2ρa
2M2+2M4ρu

2k = ω(n2), (82)

and

mMnk−M2ρa
2M2+M4qa

M4ρu
2k = ω(n2). (83)

To see (82), we notice that

mMnk−M2ρa
2M2+2M4ρu

2k
(a)

≥ mMnk−Mρa
2Mρu

2k

= (mρ2aρ
2
u)

M (nρ2u)
k−M

≥ (min{mρ2aρ
2
u, nρ

2
u})k

(b)
= ω(n2),

where (a) follows because M2 +M4 ≤M and (b) follows by assumptions mρ2aρ
2
u = ω(n2/k) and nρ2u = ω(n2/k).

To see (83), we observe that

mMnk−M2ρa
2M2+M4qa

M4ρu
2k = mM−M2−M4mM2+M4nk−M2ρa

2M2+M4qa
M4ρu

2k

= mM−M2−M4(mρ2aρ
2
u)

M2(mqaρa)
M4(nρ2u)

k−M2 .
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Suppose mqaρa ≥ 1, then we have

mM−M2−M4(mρ2aρ
2
u)

M2(mqaρa)
M4(nρ2u)

k−M2 ≥ mM−M2−M4(mρ2aρ
2
u)

M2(nρ2u)
k−M2

≥ mM−M2−M4(min{mρ2aρ
2
u, nρ

2
u})k

(c)
= ω(n2),

where (c) follows because mρ2aρ
2
u = ω(n2/k) and nρ2u = ω(n2/k).

Suppose mqaρa < 1. Because M4 ≤ k −M2, we have

mM−M2−M4(mρ2aρ
2
u)

M2(mqaρa)
M4(nρ2u)

k−M2 ≥ mM−M2−M4(mρ2aρ
2
u)

M2 (mqaρanρ
2
u)

k−M2

≥ mM−M2−M4(min{mρ2aρ
2
u,mqaρanρ

2
u})k

(d)
= ω(n2),

where (d) follows by assumptions mρ2aρ
2
u = ω(n2/k) and mqaρanρ

2
u = ω(n2/k).

Next, we show that Γ̃ij = O(Γ̄ij). The key idea in this part of the proof is that since we already fixed an edge

(i, j) in the union graph of the four tuples in Λ̃ij , the choices of the 4-tuples is greatly restricted, and hence, it

become a dominated case comparing to Λ̄ij .

Firstly, we further partition Λ̃ij into three subsets

Λ̃ij = Λ̃ij(1) ∪ Λ̃ij(2) ∪ Λ̃ij(3), (84)

where

Λ̃ij(1) , {(S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ̃ij : (i, j) ∈ (Eu(S1) ∩ Eu(T1)) ∩ (Eu(S2) ∪ Eu(T2))
c}

Λ̃ij(2) , {(S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ̃ij : (i, j) ∈ (Eu(S1) ∪ Eu(T1))
c ∩ (Eu(S2) ∩ Eu(T2))}

Λ̃ij(3) , {(S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ̃ij : (i, j) ∈ Eu(S1) ∩ Eu(T2) ∩ Eu(S2) ∩ Eu(T2)}.

In other words, Λ̃ij(1) includes the cases that (i, j) is shared only by S1, T1, Λ̃ij(2) includes the cases that

(i, j) is shared only by S2, T2 and Λ̃ij(3) includes the cases that (i, j) is shared all four graphs. We notice that

Λ̃ij(1), Λ̃ij(2), Λ̃ij(3) indeed partition the set Λ̃ij because of Eu(S1) = Eu(T1) and Eu(S2) = Eu(T2). Following

this definition, we define

Γ̃ij(t) , σ4k
u σ4k

a

∑

(S1,S2,T1,T2)∈Λ̃ij(t)

Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2)Θ
a(S1, S2, T1, T2).

for each t ∈ [3]. Thus, to show that Γ̃ij = O(Γ̄ij), it suffices to show that Γ̃ij(t) = O(Γ̄ij) for each t ∈ [3].
Firstly, we show that Γ̃ij(1) = o(Γ̄ij). Similarly to our analysis for Γ̄ij , we can partition Λ̃ij(1) as

Λ̃ij(1) =
⋃

0≤M1+M2+M3+M4≤k

Λ̃
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij (1),

according to the number of the four types of shared attributes in the union graph H , and define

Γ̃
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij (1) , σ4k

u σ4k
a

∑

(S1,S2,T1,T2)∈Λ̃
(M1,M2,M3,M4)

ij (1)

Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2)Θ
a(S1, S2, T1, T2).

For each (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ̃
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij (1), it is easy to check that

Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2) = 1,

and

Θa(S1, S2, T1, T2) = ρa
2k−2M2−2M4cM4 max{1, ρa

M4

qaM4
},
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which are the same as a 4-tuple (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ̄
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij . However, the cardinality of Λ̃

(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij (1)

is much smaller than the cardinality of Λ̄
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij . To see that, we observe that number of choices of the user-

attribute part of the union graph in Λ̃
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij (1) is the same as the number of choices in Λ̄

(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij .

However, the number of ways of choosing the user-user part in Λ̃
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij (1) is upper bounded by

k
∑

β=k−M2

(

n

β

)(

n

k − 1− β

)(

n

k − β

)

. (85)

This is because we can choose β users shared by S1, S2, T1, T2, k− β users shared by T1, T2 and k− β− 1 users

other than j that are shared by S1, T1. If we compare (85) to (78), we can observe that there is a factor n missing

in (85). This is because one of the users in S1 and T1 are already fixed to j, so we have one less user to choose.

This implies that Γ̃
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij (1) = O(Γ̄

(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij /n) for any 0 ≤ M1 + M2 + M3 + M4 ≤ k, and it

follows that Γ̃ij(1) = o(Γ̄ij). The proof of Γ̃ij(2) = o(Γ̄ij) follows similarly as the proof of Γ̃ij(1) = o(Γ̄ij).
Finally, we show that Γ̃ij(3) = O(Γ̄ij). We perform the similar partition again:

Λ̃ij(3) =
⋃

0≤M1+M2+M3+M4≤k

Λ̃
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij (3),

according to the number of the four types of shared attributes in the union graph H , and define

Γ̃
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij (3) , σ4k

u σ4k
a

∑

(S1,S2,T1,T2)∈Λ̃
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij (3)

Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2)Θ
a(S1, S2, T1, T2).

For each (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ̃
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij (3), in the user-attribute part of the union graph, we still have

Θa(S1, S2, T1, T2) = ρa
2k−2M2−2M4cM4 max{1, ρa

M4

qaM4
}.

However, in the user-attribute part, we have |Ku
22| = 1 instead of |Ku

22| = 0 in the previous case. This is because

we have the edge (i, j) shared by all four graphs. It is easy to check that we still have |Ku
11| = |Ku

12| = |Ku
21| = 0.

Thus, we have

Θu(S1, S2, T1, T2) = cmax{1, ρu

qu
} ≤ c

qu
.

Moreover, if we compare |Λ̃(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij (3)| to |Λ̄(M1,M2,M3,M4)

ij |, we observe that

|Λ̃(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij (3)|
|Λ̄(M1,M2,M3,M4)

ij |
= O(1/n2).

This is because in the union graph of a 4-tuple (S1, S2, T1, T2) ∈ Λ̃
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij (3), we have two less users to

choose, since one of the ports in S1, T1 is fixed to j and one of the ports in S2, T2 is fixed to i. As a result, for

any 0 ≤M1 +M2 +M3 +M4 ≤ k, we have

Γ̃
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij (3)

Γ̄
(M1,M2,M3,M4)
ij

= O

(

c

n2qu

)

= O(1),

because of assumption n2qu = Ω(1). This further implies that Γ̃ij(3) = O(Γ̄ij), which completes the proof.

APPENDIX C

PROOF OF THEOREM 2

In this section, we prove the theoretical performance guarantee for exact alignment. Recall that Theorem 1

ensures that Algorithm 1 outputs a set of users I with |I| = n− o(n) and a mapping Π̂ with Π̂(i) = Π̂∗(i), ∀i ∈ I .

Therefore, to prove Theorem 2, it suffices to show that Algorithms 2 and 3 can exactly recover Π∗ with input

I, Π̂ under the ATTRSPARSE regime and ATTRRICH regime respectively. In the following two propositions, we
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provide performance guarantee for the two refinement algorithms respectively. To state the two propositions, we

define function

f(x) , x log x− x+ 1.

Note that f(x) is a function monotonically decreasing in (0, 1), and monotonically increasing in (1,∞).

Proposition 4 (Feasible region of Algorithm 2 in ATTRSPARSE regime). Suppose (G1, G
′
2) ∼ G(n, qu, ρu;m, qa, ρa),

where

nρ2u = ω(logn), (86)

nqu(qu + ρu(1 − qu)) ≥ (1 + ǫ) logn (87)

and
ρu(1− qu)

qu
≥ ǫ (88)

for some arbitrarily small constant ǫ. Let π̂ ≡ π̂(G1, G
′
2) be a mapping I → [n] such that π̂ = π∗|I and

|I| ≥ (1− ǫ/16)n. Let γ1 denote the unique solution in (1,∞) to f(γ1) =
3 log n

(n−2)q2u
. Then there exists an algorithm,

namely Algorithm 2 with inputs γ1, I and π̂, that outputs π̃ = π∗ with high probability.

Proposition 5 (Feasible region of Algorithm 3 in ATTRRICH regime). Suppose (G1, G
′
2) ∼ G (n, qu, ρu;m, qa, ρa),

where

nρ2u = ω(logn), (89)

mρ2a = ω(logn), (90)

nqu(qu + ρu(1− qu)) +mqa(qa + ρa(1− qu)) ≥ (1 + ǫ) logn (91)

nqu(qu + ρu(1− qu)) = Ω(logn), (92)

mqa(qa + ρa(1 − qu)) = Ω(logn), (93)

ρu(1 − qu)

qu
≥ ǫ, (94)

and
ρa(1 − qa)

qa
≥ ǫ, (95)

for some arbitrarily small constant ǫ. Let π̂ ≡ π̂(G1, G
′
2) be a mapping I → [n] such that π̂ = π∗|I and

|I| ≥ (1 − ǫ/16)n. Let γ2 denote the unique solution in (1,∞) to f(γ2) =
3 logn

(n−2)q2u
, and let γ3 denote the unique

solution in (1,∞) to f(γ3) =
3 logn
mq2a

. Then there exists an algorithm, namely Algorithm 3 with inputs γ2, γ3, I and

π̂, that outputs π̃ = π∗ with high probability.

With Propositions 4 and 5, we are now ready to prove Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 2.. In this proof, we partition the information theoretic feasible region

nqu(qu + ρu(1− qu)) +mqa(qa + ρa(1 − qa)) ≥ (1 + ǫ) logn

into three regimes:

1) mqa(qa + ρa(1 − qa)) = o(log n), and nqu(qu + ρu(1− qu)) ≥ (1 + ǫ) logn;

2) mqa(qa + ρa(1 − qa)) = Ω(log n), and nqu(qu + ρu(1− qu)) = Ω(logn);
3) mqa(qa + ρa(1 − qa)) ≥ (1 + ǫ) logn, and nqu(qu + ρu(1− qu)) = o(logn),

and separately prove the feasibility of exact alignment in each regime.

In the first regime, by the assumptions in Theorem 2, all the conditions in Theorem 1 are satisfied, so the outputs

I and π̂ from Algorithm 1 satisfy that π̂ = π∗|I , and |I| ≥ n − o(n) with high probability. Moreover, because

condition (3) implies condition (86) and we have nqu(qu + ρu(1 − qu)) ≥ (1 + ǫ) logn in this regime, all the

conditions in Proposition 4 are satisfied. Therefore, on the event that {π̂ = π∗|I} ∩ {|I| ≥ n− o(n)}, Algorithm 2

outputs π̃ = π∗ with high probability. This completes the proof for the regime.
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In the second regime, similarly, we know that the outputs from Algorithm 1 satisfy π̂ = π∗|I , and |I| ≥ n−o(n)
with high probability. Notices that condition (2) implies condition (90), and condition (3) implies condition (89).

By assumptions mqa(qa+ρa(1−qu)) = Ω(logn), and nqu(qu+ρu(1−qu)) = Ω(log n) for the ATTRRICH regime,

we can see that all the conditions in Proposition 5 are satisfied. Thus, on the event {π̂ = π∗|I}∩{|I| ≥ n− o(n)},
Algorithm 3 outputs π̃ = π∗ with high probability. Therefore, exact recovery is achieved with high probability.

Finally, consider the third regime. In this regime, we consider a strictly harder problem where all user-user

edges are removed from the two graphs G1 and G′
2. Then both graphs reduce to bipartite graphs with edges only

between the users and the attributes. For this bipartite graph alignment problem, it is well-known that the optimal

MAP estimator can be implemented efficiently within O(n3) complexity (See for example Cullina et al. (2018)).

In Theorem 1 of Zhang et al. (2024), it is shown that the MAP estimator achieves exact recovery if

m(
√
q11q00 −

√
q01q10)

2 ≥ logn+ ω(1), (96)

where

q11 , qa(qa + ρa(1− qa)),

q00 , 1− qa(qa + ρa(1 − qa))− 2qa(1− qa − ρa(1− qa))

and

q10 = q01 , qa(1− qa − ρa(1− qa)).

To complete the proof, it suffices to show that (96) is satisfied under mqa(qa+ρa(1−qa)) ≥ (1+ ǫ) logn and other

conditions of Theorem 2. Towards the proof, we define two more quantities sa , qa + ρa(1− ρa) and q , qa/sa.

In view of condition (7), we know that q is bounded away from 1. We separately consider two regimes of q to

complete the proof.

Firstly, consider the regime q = o(1). Notice that 1
q = 1 + ρa(1−qa)

qa
, we then have ρa = ω(qa), which further

implies that sa = (1− o(1))ρa. It follows that

m(
√
q11q00 −

√
q01q10)

2 ≥ m(
√
q11q00 − qa)

2

= m(
√
qasa − qa)

2(1− o(1))

= (1 − o(1))mqasa,

where the penultimate equality follows because q = o(1) and the last equality follows because sa = (1−o(1))ρa =
ω(qa). Finally, (96) follows by the assumption that mqasa ≥ (1 + ǫ) logn.

Next, we consider the regime q = Θ(1). In this regime, by the definitions of q and sa, we have ρa = Θ(qa) and

ρa = Θ(sa). Moreover, we have

m(
√
q11q00 −

√
q01q10)

2 = (1 − q)mqasa
1

(

√

1 + q(1−sa)2

1−q +
√

q(1−sa)2

1−q

)2 = Θ(mqasa),

because q is bounded away from 1. The proof is then completed by realizing

mqasa = mqs2a = Ω(mqρ2a) = Ω(nΘ(1)),

where the last equality follows by condition (2) and the assumption that q = Θ(1).

A. Proof of Proposition 4

In this section, we show that Algorithm 2 achieves exact recovery under the conditions specified by Proposition 4.

Towards that goal, we first present a lemma in Mao et al. (2023b) that shows an Erdős–Rényi graph G ∼ G(n, p)
has good expansion property with high probability.

Lemma 5 (Lemma 13 in Mao et al. (2023b)). Suppose G ∼ G(n, p), where np ≥ (1 + ǫ) logn for an arbitrarily

small constant ǫ. Let κG(I, I
c) denote the number of edges between I ⊆ [n] and Ic, where Ic , [n] \ I . Then with
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probability at least 1−O(n−ǫ/8), for all subsets I ⊆ [n] with |I| ≤ ǫ
16n, we have κG(I, I

c) ≥ η|I||Ic|p, where η

is the unique solution in (0, 1) to f(η) = (1+ǫ/8) logn
(1−ǫ/16)np . Moreover, η satisfies lower bound

η ≥ max

{

ǫ

16
, 1−

√

2(1 + ǫ/8) logn

(1 − ǫ/16)np

}

. (97)

Now, we are ready to prove Proposition 4. We assume without generality that the true permutation π∗ is the

identity permutation. For a pair of user vertices i ∈ Vu
1 and j ∈ Vu

2 , let Nu(i, j) denote the number of user vertices

u ∈ [n] such that u is connected to i in G1 and u is connected to j in G′
2. By the definition of the attributed

Erdős–Rényi graph pair model, we have Nu(i, j) ∼ Binom(n−2, q2u) for any i 6= j. By the multiplicative Chernoff

bound (see for example Mitzenmacher and Upfal (2005, Theorem 4.4)), we have

P(Nu(i, j) ≥ γ1(n− 2)q2u) ≤ exp(−(n− 2)q2uh(γ1)) = n−3.

By a union bound over all the
(

n
2

)

pairs of users, we have that

P(∃i, j ∈ [n], i 6= j : Nu(i, j) ≥ γ1(n− 2)q2u) ≤
(

n

2

)

n−3 ≤ n−1. (98)

Now, we assume that {∄i, j ∈ [n], i 6= j : Nu(i, j) ≥ γ1(n − 2)q2u}. From this, we are going prove by induction

that π̃ = π∗|J throughout out the process of the algorithm. At the beginning of the algorithm, this certainly holds

because we set J = I and π̃ = π̂. Now we suppose π̃ = π∗|J up to l calls of the while loop in Algorithm 2.

Consider the (l + 1)-th call of the while loop. By the induction hypothesis, we have that

Nu
π̃ (i, j) ≤ Nu(i, j) < γ1(n− 2)q2u,

for all i, j ∈ [n], i 6= j. As a result, at (l+1)-th call of the while loop, we either have that Algorithm 2 terminates

or some i is added to J and π̃(i) = i. This proves that π̃ = π∗|J after l + 1 calls of the while loop.

To complete the proof, next we show that when the algorithm terminates, we have J = [n] and π̃ equals to the

identity permutation. Towards contradiction, we suppose that the algorithm ends with |J | < n. This suggests that

Nu
π̃ (i, i) < γ1(n− 2)q2u for each i ∈ Jc, which further implies that

κGu
1∩Gu

2
(J, Jc) =

∑

i∈Jc

Nu
π̃ (i, i) < γ1(n− 2)q2u|Jc|. (99)

From the attributed Erdős–Rényi graph pair model, it is not hard to see that Gu
1 ∩ G′u

2 ∼ G(n, qusu), where

su , qu + ρu(1 − qu). Because condition (87) holds, from Lemma 5, we know that with probability at least

1−O(n−ǫ/8),

κGu
1∩Gu

2
(J, Jc) ≥ η|J ||Jc|qusu

(a)

≥ η(1 − ǫ/16)n|Jc|qusu, (100)

where η is the unique solution in (0, 1) to h(η) = (1+ǫ/8) logn
(1−ǫ/16)nqusu

and (a) follows because we assume |J | ≥ (1−ǫ/16)n
at the very beginning of the algorithms. To complete the proof, it suffices to show that γ1(n − 2)q2u|Jc| ≤ η(1 −
ǫ/16)n|Jc|qusu, i.e., we want to show that

γ1 ≤ η(1− ǫ/16)
su
qu

, γ̄1.

By taking derivative, one can check that f(x) is monotone increasing on (1,∞). Thus, it suffices to show that

γ̄1 > 1 and f(γ̄1) ≥ f(γ1). We show these by considering two different cases.

Case 1: qu = o(ρu) : In view of η ≥ ǫ/16, we have

γ̄1 ≥ (1− ǫ/16)
ǫsu
16qu

= (1− ǫ/16)
ǫ

16

(

1 +
ρu(1 − qu)

qu

)

= ω(1),
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where the last equality follows because qu = o(ρu). Therefore, it follows that

f(γ̄1) > γ̄1(log γ̄1 − 1)
(b)
= ω(γ̄1)

(c)
= ω

(

su
qu

)

,

where (b) follows because γ̄1 = ω(1) and (c) follows because η ≥ ǫ/16 and ǫ = Θ(1). Finally, the proof of Case

1 is completed by realizing f(γ̄1) ≥ f(γ1) because

su/qu
f(γ̄1)

=
su/qu

3 logn/((n− 2)q2u)
=

(n− 2)qusu
3 logn

= Ω(1),

where the last equality follows by the assumption that nqusu ≥ (1 + ǫ) logn.

Case 2: qu = Ω(ρu) : Recall that we have η ≥ 1−
√

2(1+ǫ/8) logn
(1−ǫ/16)nqusu

. Notice that

nqusu ≥ nq2u = Ω(nρ2u) = ω(logn),

where the last equality follows by condition (86) in the proposition. Then it follows that η ≥ 1− ǫ/16. Therefore,

we have

γ̄1 ≥ (1 − ǫ/16)2
su
qu

(d)

≥ (1 − ǫ/16)2(1 + ǫ)

≥ 1 + ǫ/2,

where (d) follows by condition (88) in the proposition. Finally, the proof is completed by

f(γ̄1) ≥ f(1 + ǫ/2)
(e)
>

3 logn

(n− 2)q2u
= f(γ1),

where (e) follows because f(1 + ǫ/2) = Ω(1), while 3 logn
(n−2)q2u

= O( 3 logn
(n−2)ρ2

u
) = o(1) by condition (86).

B. Proof of Proposition 5

To show Proposition 5, we firstly study some expansion property of random attributed graphs. To state the

result, we need to define the attributed Erdős–Rényi graph model G(n, p;m, q), which generates random attributed

graphs. In this model, we generate an attributed graph G with n+m vertices, where Vu(G) = [n] and Va(G) =
{a1, . . . , am}. Between each pair (i, j) ∈ Vu(G)×Vu(G), i 6= j, a user-user edge is generated i.i.d. with probability

p, and between each pair (i, aj) ∈ Vu(G)× Va(G), a user-attribute edge is generated i.i.d. with probability q. We

show that attributed graphs generated from the attributed Erdős–Rényi graph model satisfies good expansion property

with high probability.

Lemma 6 (Expansion property of attributed Erdős–Rényi graph). Suppose G ∼ G(n, p;m, q). Assume np ≥
λ1(1 + ǫ) logn, mq ≥ λ2(1 + ǫ) logn for some constants ǫ, λ1, λ2 with λ1 + λ2 ≥ 1. Let κu

G(I, I
c) denote the

number of user-user edges between I ⊆ [n] and Ic, where Ic , [n]\I . Let κa
G(I,Va(G)) denote the number of user-

attribute edges between I ⊆ [n] and Va(G). Let η1 denote the unique solution in (0, 1) to f(η1) =
λ1(1+ǫ/8) logn
(1−ǫ/16)np ,

and η2 denote the unique solution in (0, 1) to f(η2) =
λ2(1+ǫ/8) logn

mq . Then with probability at least 1−O(n−ǫ/8),
for all subsets I ⊆ [n] with |I| ≤ ǫ

16n, at least one of the following two events happens:

1) κu
G(I, I

c) ≥ η1|I||Ic|p;

2) κa
G(I,Va(G)) ≥ η2|I|mq.

Moreover, η1 and η2 satisfy lower bounds

η1 ≥ max

{

ǫ/16, 1−
√

2λ1(1 + ǫ/8) logn

(1− ǫ/16)np

}

, (101)

η2 ≥ max

{

ǫ/16, 1−
√

2λ2(1 + ǫ/8) logn

mq

}

. (102)
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Proof of Lemma 6.. When |I| = ∅, both events in Lemma 6 happen. Therefore, we only consider the non-trivial

cases of 1 ≤ |I| ≤ ǫ/16. For some fixed I with 1 ≤ |I| ≤ ǫ/16, we observe that κu
G(I, I

c) ∼ Binom(|I||Ic|, p).
Notice that

f(η1) =
λ1(1 + ǫ/8) logn

(1− ǫ/16)np
≤ 1 + ǫ/8

(1− ǫ/16)(1 + ǫ)
< 1.

Therefore, there indeed exists a unique solution η1 ∈ (0, 1). By the multiplicative Chernoff bound, we have

P(κu
G(I, I

c) ≤ η1|I||Ic|p) ≤ exp(−f(η1)|I||Ic|p)

= exp

(

−λ1(1 + ǫ/8) logn

(1− ǫ/16)np
|I||Ic|p

)

(a)

≤
(

−λ1(1 + ǫ/8) logn

(1− ǫ/16)np
|I|(1 − ǫ/16)np

)

= exp (−λ1(1 + ǫ/8)|I| logn) ,
where (a) follows because |Ic| ≥ (1 − ǫ/16)n. Similarly, we observe that κa

G(I,Va(G)) ∼ Binom(|I|m, q). Note

that

f(η2) =
λ2(1 + ǫ/8) logn

mq
≤ 1 + ǫ/8

1 + ǫ
< 1.

Thus, there indeed exists a unique solution η2 ∈ (0, 1). By the multiplicative Chernoff bound, we have

P(κa
G(I,Va(G)) ≤ η2|I|Va(G)q) ≤ exp(−f(η2)|I|mq)

= exp

(

−λ2(1 + ǫ/8) logn

mq
|I|mq

)

= exp(−λ2(1 + ǫ/8)|I| logn).
Notice that κu

G(I, I
c) and κa

G(I,Va(G)) are two independent random variables because κu
G(I, I

c) only counts

user-user edges, while κa
G(I,Va(G)) only counts user-attribute edges. Hence, we have

P(κu
G(I, I

c) ≤ η1|I||Ic|p and κa
G(I,Va(G)) ≤ η2|I|Va(G)q)

≤ exp(−(λ1 + λ2)(1 + ǫ/8)|I| logn)
≤ n−(1+ǫ/8)|I|,

where the last inequality follows because λ1 + λ2 ≥ 1. Applying a union bound over all
(

n
k

)

choices of |I| = l
yields

P(∃I ⊆ [n] : |I| = l, κu
G(I, I

c) ≤ η1|I||Ic|p and κa
G(I,Va(G)) ≤ η2|I|Va(G)q)

≤
(

n

l

)

n−(1+ǫ/8)l ≤ n−ǫl/8.

Finally, applying a union bounder over 1 ≤ l ≤ ⌊ǫn/16⌉ yields

P(∃I ⊆ [n] : 1 ≤ |I| ≤ ⌊ǫn/16⌉, κu
G(I, I

c) ≤ η1|I||Ic|p and κa
G(I,Va(G)) ≤ η2|I|Va(G)q)

≤
⌊ǫn/16⌉
∑

l=1

n−ǫl/8 = O(n−ǫ/8).

To complete the proof, we still need show the two lower bounds for η1 and η2. For η1, we notice that

f(η1) =
λ1(1 + ǫ/8) logn

(1− ǫ/16)np
≤ 1 + ǫ/8

(1− ǫ/16)(1 + ǫ)
≤ f(ǫ/16). (103)

Because f(x) is monotone decreasing on x ∈ (0, 1), we know that η1 ≥ ǫ/16. Moreover, because f(x) ≥ (1−x)2/2
for any x ∈ (0, 1), it follows that

λ1(1 + ǫ/8) logn

(1− ǫ/16)np
≥ (1 − η1)

2

2
.
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This proves that

η1 ≥ 1−
√

2λ1(1 + ǫ/8) logn

(1 − ǫ/16)np
.

For η2, similarly, we have

f(η2) =
λ2(1 + ǫ/8) logn

mq
≤ 1 + ǫ/8

1 + ǫ
≤ f(ǫ/16), (104)

which implies that η2 ≥ ǫ/16. Finally, we have

η2 ≥ 1−
√

2λ2(1 + ǫ/8) logn

mq
,

because
λ2(1 + ǫ/8) logn

mq
≥ (1 − η2)

2

2
.

Now, we can proceed to prove Proposition 5. We assume without generality that the true permutation π∗ is the

identity permutation. For a pair of user vertices i ∈ Vu
1 and j ∈ Vu

2 , let Nu(i, j) denote the number of user vertices

u ∈ [n] such that u is connected to i in G1 and u is connected to j in G′
2, and let Na(i, j) denote the number

of attribute vertices a ∈ {a1, . . . , am} such that a is connected to i in G1 and a is connected to j in G′
2. By the

definition of Erdős–Rényi graph pair model, we have Nu(i, j) ∼ Binom(n− 2, q2u) and Na(i, j) ∼ Binom(m, q2a)
for any i 6= j. By the multiplicative Chernoff bound, we have

P(Nu(i, j) ≥ γ2(n− 2)q2u) ≤ exp(−(n− 2)q2uf(γ2)) = n−3,

and

P(Na(i, j) ≥ γ3mq2a) ≤ exp(−mq2af(γ3)) = n−3.

By the union bound, for a fixed pair (i, j),

P(Nu(i, j) ≥ γ2(n− 2)q2u or Na(i, j) ≥ γ3mq2a) ≤ 2n−3.

Moreover, by a union bound over all
(

n
2

)

pairs, we have

P(∃i, j ∈ [n], i 6= j : Nu(i, j) ≥ γ2(n− 2)q2u or Na(i, j) ≥ γ3mq2a) ≤
(

n

2

)

2n−3 ≤ 2n−1. (105)

Now, we assume that {∄i, j ∈ [n], i 6= j : Nu(i, j) ≥ γ2(n − 2)q2u or Na(i, j) ≥ γ3mq2a}. By a similar induction

as in the proof of Proposition 4, we have that π̃ = π∗|J throughout out the process of the algorithm. Therefore, it

suffices to show that when the algorithm terminates, we have J = [n]. Towards contradiction, we suppose that the

algorithm ends with |J | < n. This suggests that for each i ∈ Jc, Nu
π̃ (i, i) < γ2(n − 2)q2u and Na(i, i) < γ3mq2a .

These further imply that

κu
G1∩G2

(Jc, J) =
∑

i∈Jc

Nu
π̃ (i, i) < γ2(n− 2)q2u|Jc|, (106)

and

κa
G1∩G2

(Jc,Va(G1)) =
∑

i∈Jc

Na(i, i) < γ3mq2a |Jc|. (107)

From the attributed Erdős–Rényi graph pair model, it is not hard to see that G1 ∩ G′
2 ∼ G(n, qusu;m, qasa),

where su , qu + ρu(1 − qu) and sa , qa + ρa(1 − qa). By conditions (91), (92) and (93), we know that there

exists constants λ1, λ2, ǫ with λ1 + λ2 ≥ 1 such that nqusu ≥ λ1(1 + ǫ) logn and mqasa ≥ λ2(1 + ǫ) logn. Let

η1 denote the unique solution in (0, 1) to f(η1) =
λ1(1+ǫ/8) log n
(1−ǫ/16)nqusu

, and η2 denote the unique solution in (0, 1) to

f(η2) =
λ2(1+ǫ/8) logn

mqasa
. By Lemma 6, with probability at least 1−O(n−ǫ/8), we have at least one of

κu
G1∩G2

(Jc, J) ≥ η1|J ||Jc|qusu ≥ η1(1− ǫ/16)n|Jc|qusu,
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or

κa
G1∩G2

(Jc,Va(G1)) ≥ η2|Jc|mqasa.

To complete the proof, it suffices to show that

γ̄2 , η1(1− ǫ/16)
su
qu
≥ γ2, (108)

and

γ̄3 , η2
sa
qa
≥ γ3. (109)

We firstly show (108) by considering two different cases.

Case 1: qu = o(ρu) : Because η1 ≥ ǫ/16, we have

γ̄2 ≥ (1− ǫ/16)
ǫsu
16qu

=
ǫ

16
(1− ǫ/16)

(

1 +
ρu(1 − qu)

qu

)

= ω(1),

where the last equality follows because qu = o(ρu). Therefore,

f(γ̄2) > γ̄2(log γ̄2 − 1)

= ω(γ̄2)

= ω(su/qu), (110)

where the penultimate equality follows because γ̄2 = ω(1) and the last equality follows because ǫ = Θ(1). Notice

that (110) further implies that f(γ̄2) >
3 logn

(n−2)q2u
= f(γ2) because

su(n−2)qu
3 log n = Ω(1) by condition (92). Therefore,

we have γ̄2 > γ2.

Case 2: qu = Ω(ρu) : By Lemma 6, we have η1 ≥ 1 −
√

2(1+ǫ/8) lognλ1

(1−ǫ/16)nqusu
. Because nqusu ≥ nq2u = Ω(nρ2u) =

ω(logn) by (89), we have η1 ≥ 1− ǫ/16. Hence, we have

γ̄2 ≥ (1− ǫ/16)2
su
qu

= (1− ǫ/16)2
(

1 +
ρu(1− qu)

qu

)

≥ (1− ǫ/16)2(1 + ǫ)

≥ 1 +
ǫ

2
,

where the penultimate inequality follows by assumption (94). Finally, we have

f(γ̄2) ≥ f(1 + ǫ) ≥ 3 logn

(n− 2)q2u
,

where the last inequality follows because f(1+ǫ) = Θ(1) and (n−2)q2u = Ω(nρ2u) = ω(logn) by assumption (89).

To show (109), we again consider two cases.

Case 1: qa = o(ρa) : By Lemma 6, we have η2 ≥ ǫ/16. Therefore, we have

γ̄3 ≥
ǫ

16

(

1 +
ρa(1− qa)

qa

)

= ω(1),

where the last equality follows because qa = o(ρa). It follows that

f(γ̄3) > γ̄3(log γ̄3 − 1) = ω(γ̄3) = ω

(

ǫsa
16qa

)

.

From here, we conclude that f(γ̄3) > 3 log n
mq2a

= f(γ3) because mqasa = Ω(logn). This completes the proof for

γ̄3 > γ3.
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Case 2: qa = Ω(ρa) : By Lemma 6, we have η2 ≥ 1−
√

2λ2(1+ǫ/8) logn
mqasa

. It follows that η2 ≥ 1− ǫ/16 because

mqasa ≥ mq2a = Ω(mρ2a) = ω(logn). Then by assumption (95), we have

γ̄3 ≥ (1− ǫ/16)
sa
qa

= (1− ǫ/16)

(

1 +
ρa(1− qa)

qa

)

≥ (1− ǫ/16)(1 + ǫ) ≥ 1 + ǫ/2.

Finally, we have

f(γ̄3) ≥ f(1 + ǫ/2) >
3 logn

mq2a
= f(γ3),

where the penultimate inequality follows because f(1 + ǫ/2) = Ω(1) and mq2a = Ω(mρ2a) = ω(logn). This shows

that γ̄3 > γ3 and completes the proof.

APPENDIX D

COMPARISON TO EXISTING WORKS FOR SEEDED GRAPH ALIGNMENT

In this section, we compare the feasible region of the proposed algorithms to the best-known feasible region under

the context of seeded graph alignment. In the seeded Erdős–Rényi graph pair model G(N,α, p, s) by Mossel and Xu

(2020), the graph generation process is described as follows: First, a base graph G is sampled from Erdős–Rényi

model G(N, p). Next, two correlated graphs G1 and G2 are produced by independently retaining each edge from G
with a probability s. The graph G′

2 is then generated by applying a random permutation Π∗ to G2. Let V1 and V2
denote the sets of vertices in G1 and G′

2 respectively. A subset Vs ⊂ V1 of size ⌊Nα⌋ is then selected uniformly

at random, and the vertex pairs I0 = {(v,Π∗(v)) : v ∈ Vs} are identified as the seed set. The graph pair (G1, G
′
2)

and the seed set I0 are provided, and the goal is to recover the vertex correspondence for all the remaining vertices.

In the attributed Erdős–Rényi graph pair model G(n, qu, ρu;m, qa, ρa), when we set qu = qa and ρu = ρa, the m
attributes can be viewed as seeds, and graph pair can be viewed as generated from the seeded Erdős–Rényi graph

pair model G(n + m, m
n+m , qu

qu+ρu(1−qu)
, qu + ρu(1 − qu)) except that the edges between the seeds are removed.

Therefore, the feasible region of the proposed algorithms for attributed graph alignment directly implies feasible

region for seeded graph alignment. In the following, we compare the feasible region of the proposed algorithms to

that of the algorithms by Mossel and Xu (2020), and demonstrate that the implied feasible region covers certain

parameter regimes that are unknown from the literature. For simplicity, we denote N , n + m, α , m
m+n ,

p ,
qu

qu+ρu(1−qu)
and s , qu+ ρu(1− qu). Firstly, the feasible region by Mossel and Xu (2020) requires a constant

correlation s = Θ(1), while our feasible region includes both cases of s = o(1) and s = Θ(1). In the rest of

the comparison, we consider constant correlation regime s = Θ(1). In this regime, we demonstrate that the seed

fraction α required by the proposed algorithms is strictly smaller in the following two cases:

Case 1: np = nc for some constant 1/2 < c < 1. In this case, one can check that conditions (1), (3) and (4)

in Theorem 1, and conditions (6) and (7) in Theorem 2 are satisfied without any further assumptions. To satisfy

condition (2), we need to set m = ω(nǫ) for an arbitrarily small ǫ. This is equivalent as α = ω(nǫ−1). In contrast,

Theorem 4 in Mossel and Xu (2020) requires at least α = Ω( logn
nc ).

Case 2: np = nc for some constant 1/3 < c < 1/2. In this case, one can check that conditions (1) and (3) in

Theorem 1, and conditions (6) and (7) in Theorem 2 are satisfied without any further assumptions. For conditions (2)

and (4), we need to set m = ω(n1−2c). This is equivalent as α = ω(n−2c). In contrast, Theorem 4 in Mossel and Xu

(2020) requires at least α = Ω( log n
n2c ).

To provide a fair comparison, we point to that when np = nc for some c = 1/2 or c ≤ 1/3 or c = o(1), the

algorithms by Mossel and Xu (2020) requires strictly less seeds to achieve exact recovery.
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APPENDIX E

TIGHTNESS OF PROPOSITIONS 2 AND 3

The conditions presented in Propositions 2 and 3 are not only sufficient, but also necessary for the variance lower

bounds under the assumption that k = Θ(1). By the definition of Φij , we can expand its variance expression as

Var(Φij) = Var





∑

A⊆Va:|A|=k

Wi,A(G1)Wj,A(G
′
2)





=
∑

A,B⊆Va:|A|=|B|=k

∑

S1∈Gi,A

∑

S2∈Gi,A

∑

T1∈Gi,B

∑

T2∈Gi,B

Cov(ω1(S1)ω2(S2), ω1(T1)ω2(T2)).

By considering specific overlapping patterns of the four subgraphs S1, S2, T1, T2 satisfying the conditions in the

summation, we can obtain lower bounds on the variance. For a true pair of matched users, we have

Var(Φii)

E[Φii]2
= Ω

(

max

(

1

nquρu
,

1

nρ2u

)

+
1

mρ2uρ
2
a

+max

(

1

nquρumqaρa
,

1

nρ2umqaρa

))

. (111)

To see the first term, consider the overlapping pattern shown in Figure 7a. In this case, we have S1 = S2, T1 = T2

S1, S2

S1, S2

T1, T2
T1, T2

S1, S2, T1, T2

i

(a)

S1, S2S1, S2

T1, T2
T1, T2

i S1, S2, T1, T2

S1, T1

S2, T2

(b)

S1, S2 S1, S2

T1, T2T1, T2

S1, S2, T1, T2

i S1, S2, T1, T2

(c)

Fig. 7: Three overlapping patterns of (S1, S2, T1, T2) for a correct pair of users (i, i): In these figures we assume

k = 3. The black nodes represent users and the red nodes represent attributes. The solid lines represent user-

user edges and the dotted lines represent user-attribute edges. The subgraph names in the figures indicate which

subgraphs do the vertices belong to.

and S1, T1 overlap at only 1 user-user edge. We can show that

Cov(ω1(S1)ω2(S2), ω1(T1)ω2(T2)) = Ω(σ4k
u σ4k

a ρ2k−2
u ρ2ka max(ρu/qu, 1)),

and there are in total Ω(n2k−1m2k) copies of (S1, S2, T1, T2) satisfying this pattern. Together with the first moment

expression (15), we have
Var(Φii)
E[Φii]2

= Ω
(

max
(

1
nquρu

, 1
nρ2

u

))

.

For the second term in the lower bound, we consider the overlapping pattern shown in Figure 7b. In this case,

we can show that

Cov(ω1(S1)ω2(S2), ω1(T1)ω2(T2)) = Ω(σ4k
u σ4k

a ρ2k−2
u ρ2k−2

a ),

and Ω(n2km2k−1) copies of (S1, S2, T1, T2) follow this pattern. This would lead to the lower bound
Var(Φii)
E[Φii]2

=

Ω
(

1
mρ2

uρ
2
a

)

.

The third term in (111) comes from the overlapping pattern shown in Figure 7c. In this case, we can show that

Cov(ω1(S1)ω2(S2), ω1(T1)ω2(T2)) = Ω

(

σ4k
u σ4k

a ρ2k−2
u ρ2k−2

a

ρa
qa

max(ρu/qu, 1)

)

,
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and there are Ω(n2k−1m2k−1) copies of (S1, S2, T1, T2) following this pattern. With the first moment expres-

sion (15), we can get the lower bound
Var(Φii)
E[Φii]2

= Ω
(

max
(

1
nquρumqaρa

, 1
nρ2

umqaρa

))

.

S1, T1

S2, T2

i

j
S1, S2, T1, T2

(a)

S1, S2

S1, S2

i

j

S1, S2, T1, T2

(b)

i

j

S1, S2, T1, T2 S1, S2, T1, T2

(c)

Fig. 8: Three overlapping patterns of (S1, S2, T1, T2) for a wrong pair of users (i, j): In these figures we assume

k = 3. The black nodes represent users and the red nodes represent attributes. The solid lines represent user-

user edges and the dotted lines represent user-attribute edges. The subgraph names in the figures indicate which

subgraphs do the vertices belong to.

For a wrong pair of matching (i, j), we can similarly show that

Var(Φij)

E[Φii]2
= Ω

(

1

(mρ2uρ
2
a)

k
+

1

(nρ2u)
k
+

1

(nρ2umqaρa)k

)

, (112)

where the three terms in the lower bound come from the three overlapping patterns shown in Figure 8 respectively.

Note the condition n2qu = Ω(1) in Propositions 3 is not shown to be necessary by (112). However, n2qu = Ω(1) is

a mild condition ensuring the existence of at least one user-user edge in graphs G1 and G′
2. Moreover, it is implied

by condition nquρu = ω(1) in Proposition 2, so it does not affect the overall feasible region of the algorithm.
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