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Abstract

Large-scale multi-layer networks with large numbers of nodes, edges, and layers

arise across various domains, which poses a great computational challenge for the

downstream analysis. In this paper, we develop an efficient randomized spectral clus-

tering algorithm for community detection of multi-layer networks. We first utilize

the random sampling strategy to sparsify the adjacency matrix of each layer. Then

we use the random projection strategy to accelerate the eigen-decomposition of the

sum-of-squared sparsified adjacency matrices of all layers. The communities are fi-

nally obtained via the k-means of the eigenvectors. The algorithm not only has low

time complexity but also saves the storage space. Theoretically, we study the mis-

classification error rate of the proposed algorithm under the multi-layer stochastic

block models, which shows that the randomization does not deteriorate the error

bound under certain conditions. Numerical studies on multi-layer networks with mil-

lions of nodes show the superior efficiency of the proposed algorithm, which achieves

clustering results rapidly. A new R package called MLRclust is developed and made

available to the public.

Keywords: Community detection, Stochastic block models, Randomization, Computational

efficiency.
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1 Introduction

Multi-layer networks have gained considerable attention in modern data analysis due to

their ability to incorporate multiple relationships among the same set of entities, where

the nodes are the entities of interest and each layer represents a different type of relation-

ship. The multi-layer networks provide more information and insights than the single-layer

network does (Kivelä et al., 2014; Boccaletti et al., 2014; Bianconi, 2018), and they have

been widely studied and analyzed in various scientific fields including gene co-expression

(Liu et al., 2018), social science (Omodei et al., 2015), and neuroimaging (Paul and Chen,

2020a), among others. Due to the advancements in computing and measurement tech-

nologies, the size of the multi-layer networks—nodes, edges and layers—are all increasing,

making the analysis of multi-layer networks more challenging.

Community detection is a fundamental task in multi-layer network analysis and has

seen rapid developments in recent years (Han et al., 2015; Matias and Miele, 2017; Pensky,

2019; Paul and Chen, 2020b; Lei et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2021; Arroyo et al., 2021; Jing

et al., 2021; Lei and Lin, 2023), especially within the framework of multi-layer Stochastic

Block Models (SBMs) (Han et al., 2015). Unless otherwise specified, the communities are

assumed to be consensus across layers. Specifically, the spectral clustering-based methods

become popular due to the computational tractability. Paul and Chen (2020b) consid-

ered several spectral clustering-based methods including the spectral clustering of average

adjacency matrices corresponding to all layers and the co-regularized spectral clustering.

Arroyo et al. (2021) developed a joint spectral embedding method of adjacency matrices,

where the eigenspace of each network layer is properly aggregated to obtain the common

eigenspace. Jing et al. (2021) developed a tensor-based spectral clustering method to detect

the communities where there exist several classes of communities among layers. Lei and Lin

(2023) proposed a spectral clustering method based on the bias-adjusted sum of squared

adjacency matrices. Other spectral clustering-based methods include Bhattacharyya and

Chatterjee (2018); Pensky and Zhang (2019); Noroozi and Pensky (2024); Su et al. (2024),

among others. Despite the tractability of the aforementioned methods, they are compu-

tationally expensive when the network size increases. Take the simple spectral clustering
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method of the average adjacency matrices as an example. The partial eigen-decomposition

is burdensome when the number of nodes or the number of non-zero entries in the average

adjacency matrices is large, where the latter would happen even if every single network is

sparse. In this regard, the computational issues in multi-layer networks are more severe

than those in single networks.

Randomization has been a useful probabilistic technique for solving large-scale linear

algebra problems with high precision, beyond the computational capabilities of classical

methods (Mahoney and Drineas, 2009; Woodruff, 2014; Martinsson and Tropp, 2020). Gen-

erally, it utilizes a certain degree of randomness, such as random projection and random

sampling, to construct a sketch of the full dataset, which retains the main information

of the original dataset but has a much lower dimensionality or increased sparsity. Hence,

by using the sketched dataset, the computational cost is largely reduced. Randomization

techniques have been thoroughly studied in linear regression and low rank matrix approx-

imation problems; see Drineas et al. (2012); Raskutti and Mahoney (2016); Ahfock et al.

(2021); Halko et al. (2011), among others. In the context of community detection, several

works study randomized algorithms in the single network set-up; see Zhang et al. (2022);

Guo et al. (2023); Deng et al. (2024), for example. However, as mentioned earlier, the

computational issues in multi-layer networks are much more severe. For the community

detection of multi-layer networks, an efficient algorithm using randomization techniques is

imminent and essential.

In this paper, we study the efficient community detection of large-scale multi-layer net-

works via randomization. We use the method in Lei and Lin (2023), i.e., spectral clustering

of the debiased sum of squared adjacency matrices, as the basis of our algorithm. The rea-

son for choosing this method lies in the following aspects. First, in the real multi-layer

networks, some layers are assortative mixing (nodes in the same community are more likely

to link than nodes from distinct communities) and others are disassortative mixing (the

opposite of assortative mixing), the squaring operator in the method of Lei and Lin (2023)

is well accommodated to this unknown layer identity problem. By contrast, aggregating

the adjacency matrix without squaring can result in community cancellation. Second, the
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method is theoretically sound. It nearly attains optimal network density threshold when

restricted to polynomial-time algorithms in terms of community recovery and detection

(Lei et al., 2023).

The main contributions of this paper are three-folds. First, we propose an efficient ran-

domized spectral algorithm for detecting the communities of multi-layer networks. In par-

ticular, we first use the random sampling strategy to sparsify the adjacency matrices of all

layers. Then, we use the random projection strategy to accelerate the eigen-decomposition

of the sum of squared sparsified adjacency matrices. Notably, we utilize the randomized

block Krylov subspace (Musco and Musco, 2015) in the approximation of eigenspace, which

can attain better accuracy under the same number of power iterations than the subspace

method (Halko et al., 2011) used in Guo et al. (2023); Zhang et al. (2022). The proposed

randomized algorithm greatly reduces both the time complexity and space complexity

compared to non-randomized methods. Second, we study the clustering performance of

the resulting algorithms under the multi-layer SBM. It turns out that under certain condi-

tions, the misclassification rate is the same as that of the corresponding algorithm without

randomization. The algorithm and theory are both extended to the co-clustering (Rohe

et al., 2016) of multi-layer directed networks. Last but not least, to facilitate the implemen-

tation of the algorithm, we develop an R package called MLRClust1. It turns out that the

proposed algorithm is capable of processing large-scale multi-layer networks with millions

of nodes in less than one minute. By contrast, the non-randomized counterpart algorithm,

where the partial eigen-decomposition of the sum of squared original adjacency matrix is

implemented by the fast iterative method (Baglama and Reichel, 2005), fails when the

number of nodes exceeds approximately twenty thousand in our experiment.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides the preliminaries.

Sections 3 and 4 develop the randomized spectral clustering algorithm and provide its

theoretical property, respectively. Sections 5 and 6 include the simulation and real data

experiments, respectively. Section 7 concludes the paper. In the Appendix, we provide the

technical proofs. The extension of the method and theory to multi-layer stochastic co-block

models for co-clustering is also included.

1https://github.com/WenqingSu/MLRClust
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2 Preliminaries

In this section, we introduce the widely used multi-layer SBMs and the spectral clustering

algorithm for the purpose of developing the randomized algorithm. The following notation

is used throughout the paper.

Notation: We use [n] to denote the set {1, ..., n}. For a matrix A ∈ Rn×n, ∥A∥0 and

∥A∥F denote the number of its non-zero elements and its Frobenius norm, respectively.

∥ · ∥2 denotes the spectral norm of a matrix or the Euclidean norm of a vector. ∥A∥2,∞
denotes the maximum row-wise l2 norm. For two sequences fn and gn, fn = o(gn) denotes

that fn/gn → 0 as n goes to infinity. We write fn ≲ gn or fn = O(gn) if there exists some

constant c > 0 such that fn ≤ cgn, and write fn ≍ gn if both gn ≲ fn and fn ≲ gn hold.

We consider the following multi-layer SBM (Han et al., 2015; Paul and Chen, 2016;

Barbillon et al., 2017) for generating the multi-layer network data. Suppose the multi-layer

network has L layers and n nodes. For l ∈ [L], Al ∈ {0, 1}n×n corresponds to the network

adjacency matrix of layer l, which is a symmetric matrix. We assume that each layer of

network shares common community structure but has possibly different link probabilities.

Specifically, for each l, Al is generated independently as follows,

Al,ij ∼i.i.d. Bernoulli(Bl,gigj) if i < j and Al,ij = 0 if i = j, (1)

where gi ∈ {1, ..., K} denotes the community assignments of node i for i ∈ [n], and

Bl ∈ [0, 1]K×K denotes the block probability matrix of layer l. Here, K is the number

of communities, for which we assume to be fixed throughout the paper. The population

of Al can be formulated as Pl := ΘBlΘ, where Θ ∈ {0, 1}n×K is the membership matrix

whose ith row corresponds to node i and has exactly one 1 on the gi’s column and K − 1

0’s elsewhere.

To estimate the communities in the multi-layer SBM, the spectral clustering method

performed on the following aggregated matrix M has become popular and studied by Lei
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and Lin (2023); Lei et al. (2023); Su et al. (2024); Xie (2024) among others,

M :=
1

Ln

L∑
l=1

(A2
l −Dl), (2)

where Dl is a diagonal matrix consisting of the degree of Al with Dl,ii =
∑n

j=1 Al,ij. Instead

of summing the matrices Al directly, squaring each Al before the summation could adapt to

the heterogeneity that some layers of networks may be densely connected within communi-

ties while other layers may be densely connected across communities. Subtracting Dl is to

reduce the statistical bias caused by squaring. The spectral clustering on M consists of two

steps, the eigen-decomposition is first performed on M to obtain the top K eigenvectors of

M , and then the k-means clustering is conducted on them to estimate the communities. It

turns out that M can well-approximate its population counterpart

Π :=
1

L

L∑
l=1

P 2
l

n
:=

1

L

L∑
l=1

Πl. (3)

Though the spectral clustering algorithm is conceptually easy, it is actually compu-

tationally inefficient from the following aspects. First, squaring all Al generally requires

O(Lnmaxl ∥Al∥0) time, which is costly when some of L, n and ∥A∥0 are large. Second, after

the summation of A2
l in (2), M would be a dense matrix. The full eigen-decomposition

of M would thus generally takes O(n3) time. The iterative algorithm for partial eigen-

decomposition takes O(n2T ) time, which is also time costly when n is large, where T

denotes the number of iterations. We will see in the next section how the randomized

sketching techniques could be used to speed up the spectral clustering algorithm.

3 Randomized spectral clustering for multi-layer SBMs

In this section, we introduce random sampling and random projection strategies, and pro-

vide the randomized spectral clustering algorithm designed for multi-layer SBMs.
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3.1 Randomization

Random sampling. To reduce the computational burden of squaring Al, we employ the

following random sampling strategy to construct sparsified matrices Ãl. Specifically, for

each pair 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n,

Ãl,ij =


Al,ij

p
, if (i, j) is selected,

0, if (i, j) is not selected,

(4)

and Ãl,ij = Ãl,ji for each i > j. Here, Al,ij is divided by p in order to satisfy that E(Ãl) =

E(Al). Hopefully, when the sampling probability p is not too small, the characteristics of

Ãl would be close to those of Al without sacrificing too much accuracy.

Time complexity. The time complexity of
∑L

l=1 Ã
2

l would generally be reduced to

O(Lnmaxl ∥Ãl∥0), which can be even smaller in practice, depending on the structure of

Ãl’s. The time complexity for random sampling is only O(Lmaxl ∥Al∥0).

Random projection. One can imagine that
∑L

l=1A
2
l is biased from its population coun-

terpart
∑L

l=1 P
2
l . But before carefully calculating the bias, for the moment, we assume

that we have obtained a bias-corrected counterpart of 1
Ln

∑L
l=1 Ã

2

l , denoted by M . We

now focus on illustrating how we can use the random projection strategy to accelerate

the eigen-decomposition of M . The general idea is to use the following randomized block

Krylov methods (Musco and Musco, 2015; Li and Zhu, 2021) developed by the computer

science community. First, an orthogonal basis Q ∈ Rn×(q+1)K is obtained via the QR

decomposition of a compressed matrix

G := [M1Ω,M3Ω, . . . ,M2q+1Ω],

where Ω is an n ×K random test matrix whose entries could be i.i.d. standard Gaussian

and Rademacher, among others. Then the eigenvectors of M could be approximated by

QUK , where UK consists of the top K eigenvector of the small matrix QTMQ. In essence,
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the random projection here aims to identify an orthogonal basis Q that facilitates the

construction of a low-rank approximation of M such that

M ≈ QQTMQQT .

Time complexity. The time complexity of the whole procedure is dominated by the

matrix multiplications for forming G, which is O((2q+1)n2K). And thus the computational

burden of the eigen-decomposition of M is largely reduced.

Discussions. The practical time complexity of the random projection procedure is much

lower, as we do not need to compute the dense matrix M when forming G. Instead,

the matrix multiplications for forming G are accomplished by left-multiplying the ran-

dom test matrix Ω by the sparsified adjacency matrices, which have a time complexity of

O(LqKmaxl ∥Ãl∥0). Notably, Ãl is relatively sparse, and the number of layers L is typi-

cally much less than n in large-scale multi-layer networks, thus this complexity is less than

in cases where M is computed directly, which takes O((2q + 1)n2K) time.

More importantly, this methodology not only avoids the extensive computational re-

quirements associated with computing M but also mitigates the challenges of space com-

plexity. This is crucial because the space complexity of a dense matrix is O(n2), potentially

leading to memory overflows in scenarios where n is relatively large, say networks with mil-

lions of nodes.

It is worth mentioning that the random projection can be made more efficient with

parallel and distributed computing and it has low communication costs due to requiring

only a few passes over the input matrix.

Remark 1 There have been several prior works on spectral clustering using randomized

methods, see Yan et al. (2009); Sakai and Imiya (2009); Sinha (2018); Tremblay et al.

(2016); Wang et al. (2019); Tremblay and Loukas (2020), among others. These works

focus on general dataset and convergence theory. Different from these works, we develop

a randomization method for clustering multi-layer network data. The statistical theory

explains how randomization influences the misclassification error rate. On the other hand,
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the randomization has also been studied under single statistical network models (Li et al.,

2020; Zhang et al., 2022; Deng et al., 2024). In this work, we turn to focus on the multi-

layer networks, which are more computationally challenging than single networks. We tailor

the randomization techniques for the spectral clustering on the sum of squared matrix and

study the misclassification rate of the proposed algorithm under the multi-layer SBM and

its directed variant.

3.2 Bias-adjustment

As mentioned earlier,
∑L

l=1 Ã
2

l would introduce bias compared to its population counterpart∑L
l=1 P

2
l . We now proceed to debias.

It is easy to see that, ignoring the diagonal elements, Ãl is an unbiased estimator for

Pl. Our main effort is to show how the diagonal elements of Ã
2

l would cause bias for P 2
l .

Denote the non-diagonal part of Pl by P̄l := Pl − diag(Pl) and let Xl := Ãl − P̄l. Then,

Ã
2

l = (Xl + P̄l)
2 = X2

l + P̄ 2
l +XlP̄l + P̄lXl.

By plugging in P̄ 2
l = (Pl − diag(Pl))

2, we further have

Ã
2

l − P 2
l = El,0 + El,1 + El,2 + El,3 (5)

with

El,0 := −Pldiag(Pl)− diag(Pl) · Pl + (diag(Pl))
2,

El,1 := Xl(Pl − diag(Pl)) + (Pl − diag(Pl))Xl,

El,2 := X2
l − diag(X2

l ),

El,3 := diag(X2
l ).

The first three terms El,0, El,1, and El,2 turn out to be small. We thus focus on the fourth
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term El,3. Note that

(El,3)ii =
n∑

j=1

X2
l,ij =

n∑
j=1,j ̸=i

(Ãl,ij − Pl,ij)
2

=
n∑

j=1

I(Ãl,ij = 0)P 2
l,ij +

n∑
j=1

I(Ãl,ij = 1/p)(1/p− Pl,ij)
2

≤ n ·max
l,ij

P 2
l,ij + d̃l,i ·

1

p2
, (6)

where d̃l,i :=
∑n

j=1 I(Ãl,ij = 1/p) denotes the number of edges of node i in the l-th network.

Simple calculation shows that the expectation of the second term in (6) is E(d̃l,i)/p2 =∑n
j=1 Pl,ij/p ≤ nmaxl,ij Pl,ij/p. Hence, d̃l,i/p

2 dominates n ·maxl,ij P
2
l,ij since 1/p > 1.

In light of the above calculation, we derive the following debiased estimator M ,

M :=
1

L

L∑
l=1

Ml

with

Ml :=
Ã

2

l

n
− D̃l

np2
, (7)

where D̃l is a diagonal matrix with D̃l,ii = d̃l,i. M can then be used as the input of the

random projection strategy for fast eigen-decomposition.

Remark 2 Note that the bias-adjustment for the sum of squared original adjacency ma-

trices is first developed in Lei and Lin (2023) and further refined by Xie (2024). Equation

(7) is in a similar spirit of Lei and Lin (2023) except that we deal with the matrix after

random sampling.

3.3 Algorithm

Based on the above discussions, we propose the randomized spectral clustering algorithm

(RSC) for multi-layer SBMs, summarized in Algorithm 1.

For clarity, we retain the step of forming the matrix M in the algorithm; however, as

mentioned earlier, this step can be omitted in practical implementations. Typically, matrix
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G can be efficiently constructed directly by left-multiplying the random test matrix Ω by

the sparsified adjacency matrices, offering significant computational savings in both time

and space complexity.

Algorithm 1 Randomized spectral clustering for multi-layer SBMs (RSC)

1: Input: Multi-layer network adjacency matrices {Al}Ll=1, number of clusters K, sampling
probability p, and power parameter q.

2: for l = 1 to L do
3: Random sampling: Randomly sample Al’s elements to obtain a sparsified matrix Ãl

according to (4);
4: Bias-correction: Squaring Ãl’s and construct the debiased estimator Ml according to (7).
5: end for
6: Random-projection-based eigen-decomposition:
7: Form M by M :=

∑L
l=1Ml/L;

8: Draw an n×K random test matrix Ω;
9: Form the matrix G = [M1Ω,M3Ω, . . . ,M2q+1Ω];
10: Construct Q ∈ Rn×(q+1)K via QR decomposition of G, G =: QR;
11: Form C = QTMQ ∈ R(q+1)K×(q+1)K ;
12: Set Û := QUK with UK being the top K eigenvectors of the small matrix C.
13: Clustering: Conduct k-means clustering on Û with cluster number being K. The resulting

clusters are formalized as the membership matrix Θ̂.
14: Output: The estimated membership matrix Θ̂.

4 Consistency

In this section, we study how the randomization affects the clustering performance of RSC.

We measure the clustering performance using the misclassification rate defined as

L(Θ, Θ̂) = min
Ψ∈ΨK

1

n
∥Θ̂Ψ−Θ∥0,

where Θ̂ ∈ {0, 1}n×K and Θ correspond to the estimated and true membership matrices,

and ΨK is the set of all K ×K permutation matrices.

The following assumptions are needed to bound the misclassification rate of RSC.

Assumption 1 (Balanced communities) For k ∈ [K], nk denotes the number of nodes

within the k-th community. The community is balanced such that for any k ∈ [K] and some
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constants c and C,

c
n

K
≤ nk ≤ C

n

K
.

Assumption 2 (Eigen-gap and full rank)
∑L

l=1 B
2
l,0 has full rank K with

σmin(
L∑
l=1

B2
l,0) ≥ cL,

where σmin(·) denotes the minimum eigenvalue of a matrix.

Assumption 1 requires that the communities are balanced, which is a common assump-

tion for notational simplicity in the derived misclassification rate. Assumption 2 requires

the linear growth of the aggregated squared block probability matrices in terms of its min-

imum eigenvalue; similar conditions are also imposed in Lei and Lin (2023). Note that

when Bl’s are identical and positive-definite across layers with two parameters (i.e., all the

diagonal and non-diagonal entries are the same, respectively), Assumption 2 holds nat-

urally. For analytical simplicity, we assume that
∑L

l=1 B
2
l,0 is of full rank, this condition

can be relaxed to a rank-deficient scenario, where only a linear growth of the minimum

non-zero eigenvalue of the aggregated squared block probability matrices is required (Su

et al., 2024).

The next theorem provides the bound for the misclassification rate of RSC under two

sparsity regimes.

Theorem 1 Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold and the power parameter q ≍ log n, the

following results hold respectively for two sparsity regimes.

(i) If
log(L+ n)

pnL1/2
≲ ρ ≲

1

pn
, (8)

then with probability larger than 1−O((L+n)−c1)−2e−c2K for some positive constants

c1 and c2,

L(Θ, Θ̂) ≲ max{ log
2(L+ n)

p3Ln2ρ2
,

1

n2
}. (9)
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(ii) If

ρ ≳
log(L+ n)

pn
, (10)

then with probability larger than 1−O((L+n)−c3)−2e−c4K for some positive constants

c3 and c4,

L(Θ, Θ̂) ≲ max{ log(L+ n)

pLnρ
,

1

n2
}. (11)

Remark 3 In the regime (8), the lower bound of ρ depends on L−1/2, which means that

the sparsity level ρ in each single layer can be small provided that the number of layers L

is large, indicating the benefit of combining L layers. This situation (i.e., lower bound of

ρ inversely proportional to L) is generally more challenging in the statistical estimation of

multi-layer SBMs (e.g., Lei and Lin (2023); Jing et al. (2021)). In this work, we address

not only the statistical estimation but also the computational challenges associated with

large-scale SBMs. Therefore, we also examine the regime (10) with a higher sparsity level,

which is more challenging than (8) from the computational aspect.

Remark 4 Under the regime that log1/2(L+ n)/(L1/2n) ≲ ρ ≲ 1/n, which corresponds to

our regime (8) for fixed p up to log terms, Lei and Lin (2023) derived the bound max{log(L+

n)/(Ln2ρ2), n−2} for misclassification rate. Hence, (9) is of the same order with their

bound for fixed p up to log terms, though (9) is generally not better than theirs due to the

information loss of random sampling.

Under the regime nρ ≳ log n, which corresponds to our regime (10) for fixed p up to log

terms, Arroyo et al. (2021) derived the bound max{1/(Lnρ), n−2ρ−2} for misclassification

rate. Under Lnρ ≳ log4 n, Jing et al. (2021) derived the bound log n/(Lnρ). Hence, our

bound under the regime (10) is of the same order as their bounds (under the sparsity regime

(10)) for a fixed p up to logarithmic terms. Note that Jing et al. (2021) utilized tensor-

based methods for clustering, which yields tighter bounds compared to (9) obtained with the

summary statistics-based approach in this work.

Remark 5 We make use of the randomization results (Musco and Musco, 2015) and decou-

pling techniques (de la Peña and Montgomery-Smith, 1995) to derive the bound in Theorem
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1. Note that due to randomization, directly applying the concentration tools developed in

Lei and Lin (2023) does not yield a sharp bound in the sparse regime.

It is worth mentioning that the method and theory can be extended to the co-clustering

of multi-layer directed networks under the multi-layer Stochastic co-Block Models (ScBMs);

see the Appendix for details. For simplicity, we will still refer to the randomized spectral

co-clustering for multi-layer ScBMs as RSC.

5 Simulations

In this section, we compare the finite sample performance of the proposed algorithm RSC

with that of the original spectral clustering (SC) through simulations, to show that the

accuracy of RSC is not much worse than SC. We consider four model set-ups for the multi-

layer networks: the first three models are based on the multi-layer SBM under three different

scenarios; the fourth model corresponds to the multi-layer ScBM.

Model 1. Consider the n-node multi-layer SBM with K = 3 communities. The pro-

portions of nodes in three communities are (0.3, 0.4, 0.3). We set Bl = ρB(1) for l ∈

{1, . . . , L/2} and Bl = ρB(2) for l ∈ {L/2 + 1, . . . , L}, with

B(1) = U


1.5 0 0

0 0.2 0

0 0 0.4

UT ≈


0.62 0.22 0.46

0.22 0.62 0.46

0.46 0.46 0.85


and

B(2) = U


1.5 0 0

0 0.2 0

0 0 −0.4

UT ≈


0.22 0.62 0.46

0.62 0.12 0.46

0.46 0.46 0.85

 ,

where

U =


1/2 1/2 −

√
2/2

1/2 1/2
√
2/2

√
2/2 −

√
2/2 0

 . (12)
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It is easy to see that
∑L

l=1 B
2
l is of full rank. The networks are then generated from the

multi-layer SBM given in (1). This model was also studied in Lei and Lin (2023).

Model 2. In this model, we consider the case where
∑L

l=1B
2
l is rank-deficient. The basic

set-up is identical to Model 1 except that we use the following matrix to define the block

probability matrices.

B(1) = U


1.5 0 0

0 0.4 0

0 0 0

UT ≈


0.66 0.22 0.44

0.22 0.46 0.58

0.44 0.58 0.78


and

B(2) = U


1.5 0 0

0 −0.4 0

0 0 0

UT ≈


0.09 0.53 0.62

0.53 0.29 0.48

0.62 0.48 0.72

 ,

where

U =


0.5 0.84 −0.19

0.5 −0.46 −0.73

0.71 −0.27 0.65

 .

It is easy to see that
∑L

l=1B
2
l is rank-deficient and the rank is 2. We generate the adjacency

matrices using the multi-layer SBM defined in (1).

Model 3. In previous models, we considered scenarios where direct summation of Bl

matrices would lead to the cancellation of some communities. We now consider a multi-

layer SBM without this constraint. The model set-up is identical to Model 1, with the

exception of

B(2) = U


1 0 0

0 0.4 0

0 0 0.2

UT ≈


0.45 0.25 0.21

0.25 0.45 0.21

0.21 0.21 0.7

 .

The matrices B(1) and U remain the same as those specified in Model 1. In this set-up, the

direct sum does not lead to community cancellation.
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Model 4. In this model, we consider the multi-layer ScBM (see Appendix A), which is

used for generating multi-layer directed networks. We set Bl = ρB(1) for l ∈ {1, . . . , L/2},

and Bl = ρB(2) for l ∈ {L/2 + 1, . . . , L}, with

B(1) = U


1.5 0 0

0 0.2 0

0 0 0.4

V T ≈


0.46 0.625 0.225

0.46 0.225 0.625

0.85 0.46 0.46


and

B(2) = U


1.5 0 0

0 0.2 0

0 0 −0.4

V T ≈


0.46 0.225 0.625

0.46 0.625 0.225

0.85 0.46 0.46

 ,

where U is as defined in (12) and

V =


√
2/2 −

√
2/2 0

1/2 1/2 −
√
2/2

1/2 1/2
√
2/2

 .

We consider the n-node ScBM with Ky = 3 row communities and Kz = 3 column commu-

nities. The proportions of nodes in three row (resp. column) communities are (0.3, 0.4, 0.3)

(resp. (0.4, 0.3, 0.3).

Results. For each model, we examine the misclassification rates as the number of nodes

n, the number of layers L, and the sparsity ρ vary, respectively, as shown below.

(i) Effect of n. L = 20, ρ = 0.1 and n ranges from 200 to 2000.

(ii) Effect of L. n = 1000, ρ = 0.1 and L ranges from 2 to 50.

(iii) Effect of ρ. n = 1000, L = 20 and ρ ranges from 0.02 to 0.18.

For each of the above three set-ups, we test different combinations of the sampling rate

p ∈ {0.5, 0.7, 0.9} and the power parameter q ∈ {2, 4, 6}.
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The average results over 50 replications corresponding to Models 1 to 4 are shown in

Figures 1 to 4, respectively. It is evident that for all parameter settings, the proposed RSC

performs closely to the performance of the SC as n, L and ρ increase, which is consistent

with the theoretical results. Moreover, as expected, the performance of RSC improves

with increasing the sampling rate and the power parameter. The above observation, along

with the significantly reduced computational complexity achieved by RSC, demonstrates its

effectiveness in handling large-scale multi-layer networks.
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Figure 1: The misclassification rates of two methods under Model 1 with different param-
eters and hyperparameters.

6 Real data analysis

In this section, we evaluate the proposed algorithm RSC on seven real datasets in terms of

the computational efficiency and clustering accuracy.

The seven datasets consist of both directed and undirected multi-layer networks, with

the number of nodes ranging from one thousand to three million. The detailed information

is as follows.
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Figure 2: The misclassification rates of two methods under Model 2 with different param-
eters and hyperparameters.
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Figure 3: The misclassification rates of two methods under Model 3 with different param-
eters and hyperparameters.
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Figure 4: The misclassification rates of two methods under Model 4 with different param-
eters and hyperparameters.
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(i) European email network (Paranjape et al., 2017). A collection of emails exchanged

among members of a European research institution, with layers representing different

time periods.

(ii) Yeast landscape network (Costanzo et al., 2010). The multilayer genetic interaction

of the Saccharomyces Cerevisiae, a species of yeast.

(iii) Home genetic network (Stark et al., 2006). The multilayer genetic and protein inter-

actions of the Homo Sapiens.

(iv) MoscowAthletics 2013 social network (Omodei et al., 2015). Various types of social

relationships among Twitter users during 2013 World Championships in Athletics,

with layers corresponding to retweet, mentions, and replies observed between.

(v) Cannes2013 social network (Omodei et al., 2015). Similar to the previous network,

this dataset focuses on social interactions during the 2013 Cannes Film Festival.

(vi) YouTube social network (Mislove et al., 2007). A social network of YouTube users

and their friendship connections, with layers representing different time periods.

(vii) Stack overflow network (Paranjape et al., 2017). A network of interactions on the

stack exchange website Stack Overflow, with layers representing different types of

interactions.

The basic statistics of these real multi-layer networks are presented in Table 1.

To examine the computational efficiency of our method, we run RSC on all seven real

multi-layer networks and report the computational times. Table 2 presents the average

computational time (seconds) of our method over 50 replications, where all computations

are performed on a machine with an Apple M2 processor and 16GB of memory, using R

version 4.2.0. For comparison, we include the computational time of the original spectral

clustering algorithm (denoted by SC), namely, the non-randomized counterpart of RSC, on

two small-scale multi-layer networks, the European email network and the Yeast landscape

network. The number of clusters in Table 2 is determined by the scree plot of the approxi-

mated eigenvalues of the aggregated matrix M for undirected networks, and MR and MC
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Table 1: Basis statistics of the seven real multi-layer networks, including the number of
nodes, the number of layers, the number of edges and the directness.

Networks Nodes Layers Edges Directness

European email network 986 6 56,440 Directed
Yeast landscape network 4,458 4 8,450,408 Undirected
Home genetic network 18,222 7 170,899 Directed
MoscowAthletics 2013 social network 88,804 3 210,250 Directed
Cannes 2013 social network 438,537 3 991,854 Directed
Youtube social network 3,223,589 6 20,621,018 Undirected
Stack overflow network 2,601,977 3 37,619,132 Undirected

for directed networks. When the number of nodes is four thousand, our RSC proved to

be nearly thirty times faster than SC. As the number of nodes increased to ten thousand,

SC failed due to memory constraints, while RSC continued to perform rapid clustering, ef-

ficiently handling networks with up to millions of nodes. This demonstrates the robust

efficiency of our randomized algorithm across various network sizes and types.

Table 2: Average time (seconds) for clustering seven real multi-layer networks using RSC

and SC. A dash ‘-’ indicates that the clustering could not proceed due to memory overflow.

Networks Clusters Time of RSC Time of SC

European email network 2, 2 0.092 0.112
Yeast landscape network 5 1.4 38
Home genetic network 3, 2 0.363 -
MoscowAthletics 2013 social network 3, 2 0.886 -
Cannes 2013 social network 5, 3 7.425 -
Youtube social network 4 53.523 -
Stack overflow network 5 51.225 -

To evaluate the clustering accuracy of the proposed algorithm RSC, we compare RSC

with SC. We use the Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) and Adjusted Mutual Information (AMI)

to measure the similarity between the clusters obtained by two methods. A higher ARI

or AMI indicates greater similarity, with both metrics reaching a value of 1 when the

clusters are identical. The numbers of clusters for both methods are determined by the

scree plot of the approximated eigenvalues (in absolute value) of the aggregated matrix M
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for undirected networks, and MR and MC for directed networks. The scree plot typically

shows an eigen-gap between the eigenvalues corresponding to the target clusters and the

subsequent smaller eigenvalues, which suggests the number of clusters. We set the sampling

rate p = 0.7 and the power parameter q = 2 in RSC. We only compare the two methods on

two relatively smaller-scale networks, the European email network and the Yeast landscape

network, which is because when the number of nodes reaches tens of thousands, SC becomes

impractical due to the high memory demands required for directly computing the square

of the adjacency matrix, which can lead to memory exhaustion. The average results over

50 replications are presented in Table 3. It is evident from the results that the proposed

algorithm performs similarly with the non-randomized counterpart in clustering, indicated

by the large ARI and AMI.

Table 3: The similarity of the clustering results between RSC and SC is measured by ARI
and AMI. Larger ARI and AMI indicate more similarity.

Networks ARI AMI

European email network (row) 0.965 0.904
European email network (column) 0.974 0.924
Yeast landscape network 0.929 0.902

7 Conclusion

In this paper, our goal was to develop an efficient algorithm for community detection of

large-scale multi-layer networks. To this end, we proposed a randomized spectral cluster-

ing algorithm, where we utilized the random sampling to reduce the time complexity of

squaring the adjacency matrices and used the random projection to accelerate the eigen-

decomposition of the sum of squared sparsified adjacency matrices. The algorithm reduces

both the time complexity and space complexity. In theory, we studied the misclassification

error rates of the proposed algorithm under the multi-layer SBMs. The results showed that

under certain conditions, the randomization did not substantially deteriorate the clustering

accuracy. Finally, we conducted extensive experiments to show the efficiency of proposed
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algorithm on multi-layer networks with millions of nodes. In the future, it would be inter-

esting to generalize the methodology and theory to other community detection methods,

say the tensor-based methods, for multi-layer networks.

Appendix

Appendix A extends the method to multi-layer ScBMs and presents the corresponding

theoretical results. Appendix B provides the technical theorem and lemmas that are needed

to prove the misclassification rates. Appendix C includes the proof of the theorem in the

main text. Appendix D contains auxiliary lemmas.

A Extension to multi-layer ScBMs

We extend the RSC algorithm to the spectral co-clustering of multi-layer directed networks,

which are assumed to follow the ScBMs.

Compared to standard clustering, where only one set of clusters is obtained, co-clustering

aims to obtain two sets of clusters (i.e., co-clusters), one for the row clusters containing

nodes with similar sending patterns, and the other for the column clusters containing nodes

with similar receiving patterns.

The multi-layer ScBM is designed to capture the co-clusters in multi-layer directed

networks. Suppose there are L layers and n nodes. For each layer l ∈ [L], the multi-layer

ScBM assumes that the network adjacency matrix Al is independently generated as follows,

Al,ij ∼i.i.d. Bernoulli(Bl,gyi g
z
j
) if i ̸= j and Al,ij = 0 if i = j, (13)

where gyi ∈ {1, . . . , Ky} and gzi ∈ {1, . . . , Kz} denote the row and column community

assignments of node i, for all i ∈ [n]. The matrix Bl ∈ [0, 1]Ky×Kz represents the block

probability matrix for layer l. Here, Ky and Kz, representing the numbers of row and

column communities respectively, which can differ. The population of Al can be formulated

as Pl := Y BlZ
T , where Y ∈ {0, 1}n×Ky and Z ∈ {0, 1}n×Kz represent the row and column

membership matrices, respectively.
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As discussed in Section 2, to circumvent the potential clustering cancellation caused by

directly summing the matrices Al, utilizing the squared sum of adjacency matrices is more

reasonable. We consider the spectral co-clustering method in Su et al. (2024) as the basis

of our randomized algorithm. Specifically, define

MR :=
1

Ln

L∑
l=1

(AlA
T
l −Dout

l ) and MC :=
1

Ln

L∑
l=1

(AT
l A

l −Din
l ),

where Dout
l is a diagonal matrix consisting of the out-degree of Al with Dout

l,ii =
∑

j Al,ij

and Din
l is a diagonal matrix consisting of the in-degree of Al with Din

l,ii =
∑

j Al,ji. The

spectral co-clustering obtains the row and column communities partition by applying k-

means on the rows of the leading eigenvectors of MR and the leading eigenvectors of MC ,

respectively.

Similar to the undirected multi-layer networks set-up, we utilize the randomized sketch-

ing techniques to accelerate the spectral co-clustering algorithm for directed multi-layer

networks. The algorithm is similar to Algorithm 1 with two main modifications: First,

the random sampling step in (4) is independently performed for each pair 1 ≤ i ̸= j ≤ n.

Second, both the bias-correction step in (7) and the subsequent random-projection-based

eigen-decomposition are performed on both row and column communities. Specifically, Ml

should be replaced with MR
l and MC

l , where MR
l := ÃlÃ

T
l

n
− D̃out

l

np2
and MC

l := Ã
T
l Ãl

n
− D̃in

l

np2
.

For simplicity, we will still refer to the randomized spectral co-clustering for multi-layer

ScBMs as RSC.

Let Ŷ and Ẑ be the estimated row and column membership matrices obtained from

the RSC algorithm for multi-layer ScBMs. Analogous to Theorem 1, we can also provide

error bounds for the misclassification rates L(Y, Ŷ ) and L(Z, Ẑ). We begin by presenting

some assumptions for multi-layer ScBMs, which are counterparts of Assumptions 1 and 2

for multi-layer SBMs.

Assumption E1 For k ∈ [Ky] (k ∈ [Kz]), n
y
k (nz

k) denotes the number of nodes within

the k-th row (column) community. The community sizes are balanced such that for any

k ∈ [Ky], cn/Ky ≤ ny
k ≤ Cn/Ky, and for any k ∈ [Kz], cn/Kz ≤ nz

k ≤ Cn/Kz, where c
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and C are constants.

Assumption E2
∑L

l=1 Bl,0B
T
l,0 has full rank Ky with σmin(

∑L
l=1Bl,0B

T
l,0) ≥ cL and

∑L
l=1B

T
l,0Bl,0

has full rank Kz with σmin(
∑L

l=1B
T
l,0Bl,0) ≥ cL, where σmin denotes the minimum eigenvalue

of a matrix.

The following corollary provides upper bounds on the proportion of misclustered nodes

for the multi-layer ScBM. The proof is similar to that in Theorem 1, and is therefore

omitted.

Corollary 1 Suppose Assumptions E1 and E2 hold, the following results hold respectively

for two sparsity regimes.

(i) In regime (8), we have

max{L(Y, Ŷ ),L(Z, Ẑ)} ≲ max{ log
2(L+ n)

p3Ln2ρ2
,

1

n2
}

with probability larger than 1−O((L+n)−c1)− 2e−c2K for some positive constants c1

and c2.

(ii) In regime (10), we have

max{L(Y, Ŷ ),L(Z, Ẑ)} ≲ max{ log(L+ n)

pLnρ
,

1

n2
}

with probability larger than 1−O((L+n)−c3)− 2e−c4K for some positive constants c3

and c4.

B Technical lemmas and theorem

In this subsection, we provide the lemmas and theorem that will be used in the proof of

the main theorem.

Lemma 1 Let Al be the independent adjacency matrices generated by a multi-layer SBM

satisfying the sparsity condition (8) for all 1 ≤ l ≤ L, and let Ãl represent the sparsified
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matrices with sampling probability p. Then, the following statements hold simultaneously

with probability larger than 1−O((L+ n)−c) for some positive constant c:

(i) maxl,i d̃l,i ≲ log(L+ n).

(ii) maxi
∑L

l=1 d̃l,i ≲ Lnρp.

(iii) ∥
∑L

l=1 Ã
2

l ∥ ≲ Lnρ/p.

Proof. Recall the definition of Ãl in (4), where Ãl,ij’s are independent and bounded. The

first two statements are derived through a direct application of the standard Bernstein’s

inequality and the union bound.

The proof of the last part follows that of Lemma 8 in Lei and Lin (2023), with the main

difference being the tail conditions of the entries of Ãl. We omit it here for brevity. ■

Lemma 2 Under the same conditions as Lemma 1, let Xl := Ãl− P̄l be the noise matrices

for all 1 ≤ l ≤ L. Then N1, the off-diagonal part of 1
L

∑L
l=1 X

2
l , satisfies

∥N1∥2 ≲
nρ log(L+ n)

p3/2L1/2

with probability at least 1−O((L+ n)−c) for some constant c > 0.

Proof. We use the decoupling techniques outlined in Lei and Lin (2023) and Su et al. (2024)

to establish the proof. To use the decoupling argument, define

Ñ1 =
1

L

L∑
l=1

∑
(i, j)̸=(i′, j′)

Xl,ijX
ic
l,i′j′eie

T
i′I{j=j′},

Ñ2 =
1

L

L∑
l=1

∑
(i, j)

Xl,ijX
ic
l,ijeie

T
i ,

and

Ñ =
1

L

L∑
l=1

XlX
ic
l = Ñ1 + Ñ2.

where Ñ1 is the zero mean off-diagonal part and Ñ2 is the diagonal part. Here, ei is the

standard basis vector in Rn and pairs (i, j), (i′, j′) ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}2. X ic
l is an independent
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copy of Xl for all 1 ≤ l ≤ L. Note that ∥Ñ1∥2 ≤ ∥Ñ∥2 + ∥Ñ2∥2, we separately control the

spectral norms of Ñ and Ñ2 .

Recall that X ic
l = Ã

ic

l − P̄l, where Ã
ic

l is an independent copy of Ãl, we reformulate Ñ

as

LÑ =
L∑
l=1

XlX
ic
l =

L∑
l=1

XlÃ
ic

l −
L∑
l=1

XlP̄l.

We first apply Lemma 1 and 3 to control ∥
∑L

l=1XlÃ
ic

l ∥2 conditioning on Ã
ic

1 , . . . , Ã
ic

L. Note

that maxl ∥Ã
ic

l ∥2,∞ ≤ maxl,i d̃l,i/p ≲ log(L + n)/p and n∥
∑L

l=1 Ã
ic

l Ã
ic

l ∥2 ≲ Ln2ρ/p with

high probability, we have ∥∥∥∥∥
L∑
l=1

XlÃ
ic

l

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ cL1/2nρ log(L+ n)/p2

with probability larger than 1 − O((L + n)−c) for some constant c > 0. Combining this

with (16), it follows that with probability at least 1−O((L+ n)−c),

∥Ñ∥2 ≲
nρ log(L+ n)

L1/2p3/2
.

Recall that Ñ2 is a diagonal matrix whose ith diagonal element is 1
L

∑L
l=1

∑n
j=1 Xl,ijX

ic
l,ij.

Using standard Bernstein’s inequality and the union bound, we have with probability at

least 1−O((L+ n)−c),

∥Ñ2∥2 ≲
n1/2ρ log1/2(L+ n)

L1/2p3/2
.

The claim follows by combining the bounds on ∥Ñ∥2 and ∥Ñ2∥2 together with the

decoupling inequality (Theorem 1 in de la Peña and Montgomery-Smith (1995)). ■

Theorem 2 The following results hold respectively for two sparsity regimes.

(i) In regime (8), we have

∥M − Π∥2 ≲ max{ρ log(L+ n)

p3/2L1/2
, ρ2}

with probability larger than 1−O((L+ n)−c1) for some constant c1 > 0.
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(ii) In regime (10), we have

∥M − Π∥2 ≲ max{n
1/2ρ3/2 log1/2(L+ n)

p1/2L1/2
, ρ2}

with probability larger than 1−O((L+ n)−c2) for some constant c2 > 0.

Proof. We utilize the concentration tools developed in Lei and Lin (2023) to prove. Recall-

ing the decomposition outlined in Section 3.2, we obtain the following decomposition,

nM − nΠ =
1

L

L∑
l=1

(nMl − nΠl) := E0 + E1 + E2 + E3 −
1

L

L∑
l=1

D̃l

p2
,

with Ei :=
1
L

∑L
l=1El,i, where El,i is the same as those in (5). We proceed to bound these

error terms, respectively.

For E0 :=
1
L

∑L
l=1 (−Pl · diag(Pl)− diag(Pl) · Pl + (diag(Pl))

2), it is easy to see that

∥E0∥2 ≤ 2max
l

∥diag(Pl)∥2max
l

∥Pl∥F +max
l

∥diag(Pl)∥22 ≤ Cnρ2.

For E1 :=
1
L

∑L
l=1 (Xl(Pl − diag(Pl)) + (Pl − diag(Pl))Xl), we will make use of the con-

centration inequality of Lei and Lin (2023) (see also Lemma 3). For that, we now show

that each entry of pXl satisfies the Bernstein condition (see Definition 1). With a slight

abuse of notation, for i ̸= j, we define Fl := pXl,ij = p(Ãl,ij − Pl,ij). Specifically,

Fl =

1− pPl,ij , with probability pPl,ij,

−pPl,ij , with probability 1− pPl,ij,

and for α ≥ 2, we have

E|Fα
l | ≤ |1− pPl,ij|αpPl,ij + |pPl,ij|α(1− pPl,ij)

≤ (1− pPl,ij)pPl,ij + pPl,ij(1− pPl,ij)

≤ 2pPl,ij ≤
v1
2
α!Rα−2

1 , (14)
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where v1 := 4pρ and R1 := 1. Thus, pXl,ij’s are (v1, R1)-Bernstein. We also have

∥
∑L

l=1(Pl − diag(Pl))
2∥2 ≤

∑L
l=1 ∥Pl − diag(Pl)∥2F ≤ Ln2ρ2 and maxl ∥Pl − diag(Pl)∥2,∞ ≤

√
nρ. By using Lemma 3, we have

P(pL∥E1∥2 ≥ t) ≤ 4n · exp
{

−t2/2

4pLn3ρ3 +
√
nρt

}
. (15)

Choosing t = p1/2ρ3/2n3/2L1/2 log1/2(L+ n), it follows that

√
nρt ≲ pLn3ρ3,

which requires ρ ≳ log1/2(L + n)/(pn2L) and the latter is automatically met for both of

our regimes (8) and (10). As a result, (15) implies that

∥E1∥2 ≲
n3/2ρ3/2 log1/2(L+ n)

p1/2L1/2
(16)

with probability larger than 1−O((L+ n)−c) for some constant c > 0.

For E2 :=
1
L

∑L
l=1 (X

2
l − diag(X2

l )), we discuss the upper bounds respectively under the

sparse regime (8) and dense regime (10).

Under the sparse regime (8), Lemma 2 implies that

∥E2∥2 ≲
nρ log(L+ n)

p3/2L1/2
(17)

with probability at least 1−O((L+ n)−c) for some constant c > 0.

Under the dense regime (10), we will make use of Lemma 4. Given an independent copy

pX ic
l of pXl, and similar to the derivation of (14), we can show that p2Xl,ijX

ic
l,ij is (v

′
2, R

′
2)-

Bernstein with v′2 = 8p2ρ2 and R′
2 = 1. Then by Lemma 4, we obtain with probability

larger than 1−O((L+ n)−c) that

∥Lp2E2∥2 ≲ pρn log(L+ n)
√
L+

√
pρ
√
Ln log3/2(L+ n) + pρ

√
Ln log(L+ n) + log2(L+ n).
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Under (10), we have with probability at least 1−O((L+ n)−c) for some constant c > 0,

∥E2∥2 ≲
nρ log(L+ n)√

Lp
. (18)

For E3 − 1
L

∑L
l=1

D̃l

p2
, we have derived in (6) that

∥E3 −
1

L

∑
l

D̃l

p2
∥2 ≤ Cnρ2.

Finally, we need to compare the three terms E1, E2 and E3 (E0 is of the same order

with E3). The following results can be observed.

(i) Under the regime (8), the bound for E1 is smaller than the bound (17) for E2 and

thus

∥M − Π∥2 ≲ max{ρ log(L+ n)

p3/2L1/2
, ρ2}.

(ii) Under the regime (10), the bound (18) for E2 is smaller than that for E1 and thus

∥M − Π∥2 ≲ max{n
1/2ρ3/2 log1/2(L+ n)

p1/2L1/2
, ρ2}.

■

C Proof of main theorem

Proof of Theorem 1

Consider that the approximated eigenspace Û used for k-means clustering in Algorithm 1

is actually the eigenvector of M̂ := QQTMQQT . We first use the concentration bound

of M around the population matrix Π and the argument about the low-rank randomized

approximation in Musco and Musco (2015) to bound the deviation of M̂ from Π, recalling
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the definition of Π in (3). We begin by noting that

∥M̂ − Π∥2 = ∥QQTMQQT − Π∥2

≤ ∥M − Π∥2 + ∥QQTMQQT −M∥2

≤ ∥M − Π∥2 + ∥QQTM(QQT −M)∥2 + ∥QQTM −M∥2

≤ ∥M − Π∥2 + 2∥M −QQTM∥2. (19)

For the second term ∥M − QQTM∥2, by the Theorem 1 of Musco and Musco (2015),

when q ≍ log n/
√
ε, the following inequality holds with probability at least 1− 2e−cK ,

∥M −QQTM∥2 ≤ (1 + ε)∥M −MK∥2,

where MK is M projected onto the space spanned by its top K singular vectors, ϵ ∈ (0, 1)

is the error, and c is some positive constant. Note that ∥M −MK∥2 = σK+1(M) and Π is

of rank K, then we have

∥M −QQTM∥2 ≤ (1 + ε)σK+1(M) = (1 + ε)
(
σK+1(M)− σK+1(Π)

)
≤ (1 + ε)∥M − Π∥2,

where σK+1(·) denotes the K + 1th largest eigenvalue of a symmetric matrix.

As a result, we have with high probability

∥M̂ − Π∥2 ≤ (3 + 2ε)∥M − Π∥2.

The upper bound of ∥M − Π∥2 is provided in Theorem 2.

Then, by the Davis-Kahan sinΘ theorem (Lemma 5), there exists a K ×K orthogonal

matrix O such that

∥Û − UO∥F ≤ 2
√
2K∥M − Π∥2
σK(Π)

≤ 2
√
2K∥M − Π∥2

cnρ2
.

Here, the last inequality comes from the given assumptions that the community sizes are

balanced and the minimum eigenvalue of
∑L

l=1B
2
l,0 is at least cL, ensuring that σK(Π) ≥
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cnρ2 for some constant c > 0. Finally, by using Lemmas 6 and 7, we are able to obtain the

desired bound for the misclassification rate. ■

D Auxiliary lemmas

This subsection includes the auxiliary lemmas used to prove the theorems in the paper.

Definition 1 (Bernstein condition) A zero-mean random variable X with Var(X) = v

is said to be (v,R)-Bernstein if there exists a constant R such that for all α ≥ 2, the α-th

moment satisfies E[|X|α] ≤ 1
2
vα!Rα−2.

Lemma 3 (Theorem 3 in Lei and Lin (2023)) Let X1, ..., XL be a sequence of inde-

pendent n×r random matrices with zero-mean independent entries being (v1, R1)-Bernstein.

Let H1, ...HL be any sequence of r × n non-random matrices. Then for all t > 0,

P(∥
L∑
l=1

XlHl∥2 ≥ t) ≤ 4n exp

(
− t2/2

v1n∥
∑L

l=1 H
T
l Hl∥2 +R1maxl ∥Hl∥2,∞t

)
.

Lemma 4 (Theorem 4 in Lei and Lin (2023)) Let X1, X2, ..., XL be independent n×

n random symmetric matrices with independent diagonal and upper diagonal entries. For

any l ∈ [L] and any pair (i, j) where i ≤ j, Xl,ij is (v1, R1)-Bernstein, and Xl,ijX̃l,ij is

(v′2, R
′
2)-Bernstein where X̃l,ij is an independent copy of Xl,ij. Then with probability larger

than 1−O((n+ L)−1),

∥
L∑
l=1

X2
l − diag(

L∑
l=1

X2
l )∥2 ≤ C

[
v1n log(L+ n)

√
L+

√
v1R1

√
Ln log3/2(L+ n)

+
√

v′2
√
Ln log(L+ n) + (R2

1 +R′
2) log

2(L+ n)
]
.

Moreover, if the squared entry X2
l,ij is (v2, R2)-Bernstein, then with probability larger than

1−O((n+ L)−1),

∥diag(
L∑
l=1

X2
l )− E(diag(

L∑
l=1

X2
l ))∥2 ≤ C

[√
v2 log(L+ n)

√
Ln+R2 log(L+ n)

]
.
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Lemma 5 (Davis-Kahan theorem) Let Q ∈ Rn×n be a rank K symmetric matrix with

the smallest nonzero singular value γn. Let M be any symmetric matrix and Û, U ∈ Rn×K be

the K leading eigenvectors of M and Q, respectively. Then there exists a K×K orthogonal

matrix O such that

∥Û − UO∥F ≤ 2
√
2K∥M −Q∥2

γn
.

Proof. See Lei and Rinaldo (2015); Chen et al. (2021), among others. ■

Lemma 6 (Lemma 5.3 in Lei and Rinaldo (2015)) Let U be an n×d matrix with K

distinct rows with minimum pairwise Euclidean norm separation γ > 0. Let Û be another

n × d matrix and Θ̂ be a solution to k-means problem with input Û , then the number of

errors in Θ̂ as an estimate of the row clusters of U is no larger than c∥Û − U∥2Fγ−2 for

some constant c > 0.

Lemma 7 Define the population matrix Q = ΘB̄Θ⊺. Suppose B̄ is of full rank and denote

the eigen-decomposition of Q by Vn×KΣK×KV
⊺
K×n. Then, V = ΘX for some given matrix

X. Specifically, for Θi∗ = Θj∗, we have Vi∗ = Vj∗; while for Θi∗ ̸= Θj∗, we have ∥Vi∗ −

Vj∗∥2 =
√

(ngi)
−1 + (ngj)

−1.

Proof. See Lei and Rinaldo (2015); Guo et al. (2023); Zhang et al. (2022), among others.

■
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