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Abstract

We study the problem of learning a hidden hypergraph G = (V,E) by making a single batch of queries
(non-adaptively). We consider the hyperedge detection model, in which every query must be of the form:
“Does this set S ⊆ V contain at least one full hyperedge?” In this model, it is known (Abasi and Nader,
2019) that there is no algorithm that allows to non-adaptively learn arbitrary hypergraphs by making
fewer than Ω(min{m2 log n, n2}) even when the hypergraph is constrained to be 2-uniform (i.e. the
hypergraph is simply a graph). Recently, Li et al. (2019) overcame this lower bound in the setting in
which G is a graph by assuming that the graph learned is sampled from an Erdős-Rényi model. We
generalize the result of Li et al. to the setting of random k-uniform hypergraphs. To achieve this result,
we leverage a novel equivalence between the problem of learning a single hyperedge and the standard
group testing problem. This latter result may also be of independent interest.

1 INTRODUCTION

The problem of learning graphs through edge-detecting queries has been extensively studied due to its many
applications, ranging from learning pairwise chemical reactions to genome sequencing problems (Alon and Asodi,
2005; Alon et al., 2004; Angluin and Chen, 2008; Grebinski and Kucherov, 1998; Reyzin and Srivastava,
2007). While significant progress has been made in this area, less is known about efficiently learning
hypergraphs, which have now become the de facto standard to model higher-order network interactions
(Battiston et al., 2020; Benson et al., 2016; Lotito et al., 2022). In this paper, we take another step toward
bridging this gap in the literature.

We study the problem of learning a hypergraph by making hyperedge-detecting queries. In particular,
we focus on the non-adaptive setting (in which every query needs to be submitted in advance), that is more
suited for bioinformatics applications.

A lower bound of Abasi and Nader (2019) shows that it is impossible in general to design algorithms that
achieve a query complexity nearly linear in the number of (hyper)edges, even for graphs. A recent paper
by Li et al. (2019) shows that this lower bound can be beaten for graphs that are generated from a known
Erdős-Rényi model. We extend their results by providing algorithms for learning random hypergraphs that
have nearly linear query complexity in the number of hyperedges.

1.1 Background and Related Work

From Group Testing to Hypergraph Query Learning In the standard group testing model Aldridge et al.
(2019); Dorfman (1943); Du and Hwang (1999), one is given a finite set, containing a(n unknown) set of faulty
elements. The main task of interest is to recover the set of faulty elements exclusively by repeatedly asking
questions of the form:

“Does this subset contain at least one faulty element?”
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At its core, the problem of learning a hypergraph via hyperedge-detection queries is a constrained group
testing problem. Here, the role of the faulty item is taken by the hyperedges of an unknown k-uniform
hypergraph G supported on a known set of vertices V . Note that, if one was allowed to ask whether an
arbitrary collection S of elements of

(
V
k

)
contains a hyperedge, then the problem would be entirely analogous

to the standard group testing problem. Instead, we require that the collection of hyperedges queried is of
the form S =

(
S
k

)
for some subset S ⊆ V . Intuitively, the fact that the queries must be specified by a subset

of V , as opposed to a subset of
(
V
k

)
, renders the problem more difficult.

Recent advances in this model focus on algorithms that achieve low decoding time, and in this paper, we
make use of a result of Cheraghchi and Ribeiro (2019) within a reduction used by one of our algorithms.

Learning Hypergraphs Torney (1999) was the first to generalize group testing to the problem of learning
hypergraphs via hyperedge-detection queries, a problem he refers to as testing for positive subsets. The prob-
lem has since come under different names including group testing for complexes (Chodoriwsky and Moura,
2015; Macula et al., 2004) and the monotone DNF query learning problem (Angluin, 1988; Gao et al., 2006;
Abasi et al., 2014).

Angluin and Chen (2008) show that learning arbitrary (non-uniform) hypergraphs of rank k with m hy-

peredges requires at least Ω
((

2m
k

)k/2)
queries.1 The same authors (Angluin et al., 2006) showed that an ar-

bitrary k-uniform hypergraph can be learned with high probability by making at most O(24km poly(m, log n))
hyperedge-detection queries. Their algorithm makes use of O(min{2k(logm + k)2, (logm + k)3}) adaptive
rounds. They also relax the uniformity condition by giving algorithms that perform well when the hypergraph
is nearly uniform.

Abasi et al. (2014) designed randomized adaptive algorithms for learning arbitrary hypergraphs with
hyperedge-detecting queries. They also provide lower bounds for the problem they consider.

Gao et al. (2006) gave the first explicit non-adaptive algorithm for learning k-uniform hypergraphs (ex-
actly and with probability one) from hyperedge-detection queries. Abasi et al. (2018) then give non-adaptive
algorithms for learning arbitrary hypergraphs of rank (at most) k in the same setting that run in polynomial
time in the optimal query complexity for their version of the problem. This, in general, may not be polyno-
mial in the size of the hypergraph. Abasi (2018) considers the same problem in the presence of errors. In
particular, they focus on a model in which up to an α-fraction of the queries made may return the incorrect
answer.

Balkanski et al. (2022) study algorithms for learning restricted classes of hypergraphs. They give an
O(log3 n)-adaptive algorithm for learning an arbitrary hypermatching (a hypergraph with maximum degree
1) which makes O(n log5 n) hyperedge-detection queries and returns the correct answer with high probability.

1.2 Our Results

In this paper, we generalize the results of Li et al. (2019) to Erdős-Rényi hypergraphs.
In Section 3, we discuss a class of typical instances and use it to derive unconditional lower bounds on the

learning problem. In Section 4, we give an algorithm which solves the problem with low query complexity
and decoding time. In particular, we prove the following:

Theorem 1. There exists an algorithm (Algorithm 1) that on input a hyperedge-detection oracle for an
Erdős-Rényi hypergraph, makes O(km̄ log2 m̄ + k2m̄ log m̄ log2 n) non-adaptive queries to the oracle, and
outputs the correct answer with probability Ω(1). Here, the probability is taken over the randomness in both
the algorithm and in the hypergraph. The algorithm requires O(km̄ log2 m̄+ k3m̄ log m̄ log2 n) decoding time.

In Section 5, we will go over hypergraph adaptions of popular group testing algorithms. Specifically,
we adapt the COMP, DD and SSS algorithms (see, e.g. Aldridge et al. (2019)), and establish that they all
output the correct hypergraph with probability Ω(1) with Ω(m̄ logn) queries, thus achieving a better query
complexity than the algorithm in Theorem 1 at the price of a higher decoding time.

1We note that in general, one must require the hypergraph to be a Sperner hypergraph, i.e. one in which no hyperedge is a
subset of another, since otherwise the learning problem is not identifiable (See, e.g. Abasi et al. (2018)).
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2 PRELIMINARIES

Erdős-Rényi Hypergraphs. A k-uniform hypergraph is a tuple G = (V,E) where V is a finite set and
E ⊆

(
V
k

)
is a collection of k-element subsets of V , called hyperedges. We refer to the elements of V as

nodes or vertices and denote by n the number |V | of vertices in G, and by m the number |E| of hyperedges.
Whenever the hypergraph G is not clear from context, we may use m(G) to refer to the number of hyperedges
in G. We refer to the cardinality k of the hyperedges of G as the rank or the arity of G. While our guarantees
have an explicit dependence on k, we will focus on the regime in which k does not grow with n, i.e. k = O(1).

For any hypergraph G, we define its maximum degree as:

∆(G) := max
v∈V
|{h ∈ E | v ∈ h}|.

We will consider hypergraphs generated according to the Erdős-Rényi model G(k)(n, q) in which every
k-subset of V is present with probability q. We denote by m the expected number of hyperedges in G under
this generative model, i.e.:

m = q

(
n

k

)
.

Note that, under this generative model, m is a random variable, while m, n and k are deterministic quantities.

Problem Setup. This paper aims to build on the structure of Li et al. (2019), generalizing their results to
hypergraphs. With that in mind, we briefly go over the setting; learning an unknown hypergraph generated
via the Erdős-Rényi model. We note that after generation, our hypergraph, G, remains fixed, and we try to
uncover G through a series of queries to an oracle. Where we ask if a set of vertices contains an edge.

Upon completion of querying, the results create a decoder that forms an estimate of G, Ĝ. The focus
of this paper is to find algorithms minimizing the amount of queries, while maintaining the probability the
decoder recovers G be arbitrarily close to one.

Sparsity Level. As Li et al. (2019) limit their results to sparse graphs, we limit the scope of this paper
to the standard notion of sparse hypergraphs in the following sense. We assume that q = o(1) as n → ∞,
and throughout this paper we will set q = Θ

(
n−k(1−θ)

)
for some θ ∈ (0, 1), so that the average number of

hyperedges m̄ =
(
n
k

)
q behaves as Θ

(
nkθ
)
. For efficient decoding results pertaining to Algorithm 1, we use

a stronger notion of sparsity, where a superlinear number of edges are still allowed, but we further assume

that m = o(n
k

k−1 ). We leave the question of tackling less sparse hypergraphs open.

Bernoulli Random Queries. We will often make use of Bernoulli queries, also known as Bernoulli tests. A
Bernoulli query on a hypergraph G = (V,E) is one in which the query is selected at random, by including each
vertex v ∈ V to be queried with a fixed probability p, independently of all other vertices. Following Li et al.

(2019), we set p = k

√
kν
qnk for some constant ν > 0, and we note that this choice of p gives pk = ν

m (1 + o(1)),

since m̄ = 1
k qn

k(1+o(1)). Given a fixed hypergraph G we will denote by PG the probability that a Bernoulli
test with parameter p as above is positive.

3 TYPICAL INSTANCES

In this section, we identify a set of typical instance arising from the random hypergraph model. This will
allow us to make assumptions about the structure of the specific instance we are learning. We then use
this to derive an information-theoretic lower bound on the query complexity of non-adaptively learning
hypergraphs.

Definition 1 (ε-typical Hypergraph Set). For any ε > 0, we define the ε-typical hypergraph set as the set
T (ε) of hypergraphs G satisfying both of the following conditions:

1. (1− ε) m̄ ≤ m(G) ≤ (1 + ε) m̄,

3



2. ∆(G) ≤ dmax,

3. (1− ε) (1− e−ν) ≤ PG ≤ (1 + ε) (1− e−ν).

where:

dmax =

{
knk−1q θ > 1

k

logn θ ≤ 1
k .

We now show that, for any ε > 0, Pr[G ∈ T (ε)]→ 1 as n → ∞, where the probability is taken over the
random choice of G from G(k)(n, q). This key result is a hypergraph analogue of a similar result appearing
in the paper of Li et al. (2019).

Lemma 2. For any ε > 0, we have:
Pr[G ∈ T (ε)]→ 1

as n→∞.

Proof. We begin by noting that the set T (ε) can be written as T (ε) = T (1)(ε) ∩ T (2)(ε) ∩ T (3)(ε), where:

T (1) = {G : (1− ε) m̄ ≤ m(G) ≤ (1 + ε) m̄}
T (2) = {G : ∆(G) ≤ dmax}
T (3) = {G : (1− ε)

(
1− e−ν

)
≤ PG ≤ (1 + ε)

(
1− e−ν

)
}

It is then sufficient to show that Pr[G ∈ T (i)]→ 1 for every i = 1, 2, 3.
Since m(G) follows a binomial distribution with parameters

(
n
k

)
and q, we have:

Pr[(1− ε)m̄ ≤ m(G) ≤ (1 + ε)m̄]→ 1

as
(
n
k

)
→∞. This yields Pr[G ∈ T (1)]→ 1.

We now establish that Pr[G ∈ T (2)]→ 1:

1. If θ > 1
k , then the combinatorial degree of each vertex follows a binomial distribution with mean(

n−1
k−1

)
q = Θ(nc) for some c > 0. We can then follow the work Li et al. (2019), using the Chernoff

bound to show the probability of any degree exceeding knk−1q goes to zero.

2. If θ ≤ 1
k , we note that we need only consider the case θ = 1

k , as this is when the probability for
exceeding logn degree is highest. Here, we have that the combinatorial degree for a vertex follows a
binomial distribution with

(
n−1
k−1

)
trials and success probability Θ( 1

nk−1 ), so the mean is Θ(1). From
here we can once again follow the argument of Li et al. (2019), using the standard Chernoff bound to
show that the probability of any vertex exceeding logn degree vanishes.

The last and most intensive argument is to establish T (3)(ε). However, the hypergraph extension of this
result is straightforward, we simply adapt the proof in the paper of Li et al. (2019), making note that the
constant, two, used in the graph case becomes k in our new hypergraph setting.

A simple consequence of Lemma 2 is that the algorithm-independent lower bound for the number of
tests needed to obtain asymptotically vanishing probability provided in Li et al. (2019) holds for general
hypergraphs.

Theorem 3. Under the typical instance setting discussed above, with q = o(1) and an arbitrary non-adaptive

test design, to have vanishing error probability we must have at least
(
m̄ log2

1
q

)
(1−η) queries, for arbitrarily

small η > 0.

For completeness, we include the full proof of Theorem 3 in Section A of the Supplementary Materials.
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4 THE HYPERGRAPH-GROTESQUE ALGORITHM

In this section we give a sublinear-time decoding algorithm for the problem of learning hypergraphs with
hyperedge detection queries. As in the previous sections, we assume that the hypergraph is sampled according
to the Erdős-Rényi model, and the probabilistic guarantees of the algorithm will depend on the randomness
in both the algorithm and the hypergraph generative process.

We prove the main theorem:

Theorem 1. There exists an algorithm (Algorithm 1) that on input a hyperedge-detection oracle for an
Erdős-Rényi hypergraph, makes O(km̄ log2 m̄ + k2m̄ log m̄ log2 n) non-adaptive queries to the oracle, and
outputs the correct answer with probability Ω(1). Here, the probability is taken over the randomness in both
the algorithm and in the hypergraph. The algorithm requires O(km̄ log2 m̄+ k3m̄ log m̄ log2 n) decoding time.

Algorithm 1 HYPERGRAPH-GROTESQUE

Input: A hyperedge-detection oracle for a hypergraph G.
Output: A hypergraph Ĝ = (V, Ê).

Let b = Θ(m̄ log m̄) be given as in Section 4.1.
Form bundles B1, ..., Bb by independently including each vertex v in each bundle Bi with probability
rinc =

1
k
√
2m

.

Let δ∗ ← O( 1
m̄ log m̄ )

Initialize Ê = ∅.
for i = 1, ..., b do

if Multiplicity_Test(Bi, δ
∗) returns 1 then

Perform a location test (Section 4.3) on Bi, and add the resulting hyperedge h to Ê.
end if

end for

Return Ĝ = (V, Ê)

Algorithm 2 Multiplicity Test

Input: A bundle B ⊆ V , an error probability δ.
Output: An outcome in {0, 1} indicating whether B contains a single hyperedge.

Let M = 1
e (1− 1

k
√
e
).

Perform tmul = 2 log(2/δ)/M2 edge detection queries on B chosen according to a Bernoulli design with
parameter rmul = 1/ k

√
e. Let p̂ be the fraction of queries that return a positive outcome (i.e. the ones for

which the set being queried contains a full hyperedge).
if p̂ ∈ (0, 1/e+M/2) then

Return 1
else

Return 0
end if

Similarly to the algorithm of Li et al. (2019), our algorithm is inspired by the GROTESQUE procedure
first introduced by Cai et al. (2017). In particular, the algorithm is structured according to the following
high-level framework:

1. In the first step, the algorithm produces random sets of vertices (bundles), obtained by including each
vertex in each set independently with a fixed probability. This step is successful if each hyperedge is
the unique hyperedge in at least one of the bundles. By a coupon-collector argument, one can bound
from below the probability of this step succeeding when the number of bundles is sufficiently large
(Section 4.1).
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2. Then, the algorithm performs multiplicity tests on each of the sets to identify the ones that contain a
unique hyperedge. This works by estimating the probability of a Bernoulli test detecting a hyperedge
within a bundle B, and then using this estimate to determine whether the bundle really contains a
single hyperedge. This step is successful if every multiplicity test correctly identifies whether a bundle
contains a single hyperedge. By applying standard sampling results, it can be shown that, if sufficiently
many Bernoulli tests are made, this step is successful with high probability (Section 4.2).

3. Finally, the algorithm performs a location test on the sets that passed the multiplicity test, which
identifies the unique hyperedge the set contains. This step is successful if every location test correctly
identifies the unique hyperedge in a bundle. We show that this step can be performed by leveraging a
reduction to the standard group testing problem (Section 4.3).

It is not hard to see that if all three steps are successful, one can reconstruct the hypergraph G correctly
from the result of the queries.

We note that, while the procedure above is described sequentially, all of the tests needed to carry it out
can be performed non-adaptively.

We will now analyze each step in detail. After that, we complete the proof of Theorem 1.

4.1 Bundles of Tests

Recall that Algorithm 1 forms a number b = Θ(m̄ log m̄) of bundles of vertices, where each node is placed
independently in each bundle with probability rinc := 1/ k

√
2m.

We say a hyperedge is fully contained in a bundle B if all of the vertices in the hyperedge have been
placed in B. Intuitively, the random process of forming the bundles is successful if, for every hyperedge h,
there exists a bundle Bi such that h is the unique hyperedge that is fully contained in Bi. We prove the
following lemma:

Lemma 4. Let G be any k-uniform hypergraph. Suppose that the vertices of G are placed into bundles
according to the procedure described in Algorithm 1. For any fixed hyperedge h ∈ G and any fixed bundle Bi,
let Eh,i be the event that h is the only hyperedge fully contained in Bi. Then:

Pr[Eh,i] ≥
(
1− rinck∆(G)−m(G)rk

)
rkinc.

Proof. We consider three events A0, A1 and A2 defined as follows:

• A0 is the event that the hyperedge h is fully contained in Bi,

• A1 is the event that there exists some hyperedge h′ 6= h satisfying h′ ∩ h 6= ∅ that is fully contained in
Bi,

• A2 is the event that there exists some hyperedge h′ satisfying h′ ∩ h = ∅ that is fully contained within
Bi.

By definition, we have Eh,i = A0 ∩ A1 ∩ A2. Note that:

Pr[A0] = rkinc,

while by the union bound, we have:

Pr[A1 | A0] ≤
∑

h′∈E\{h}
h′∩h 6=∅

rinc ≤ rinck∆(G),

and:
Pr[A2 | A0] = Pr[A2] ≤

∑

h′∈E
h′∩h=∅

rkinc = m(G)rkinc.

We then have:

Pr[Eh,i] = Pr[A0 ∩ Ā1 ∩ Ā2] = Pr[Ā1 ∩ Ā2 | A0] Pr[A0]

6



= (1− Pr[A1 ∪ A2 | A0]) r
k
inc

≥ (1− Pr[A1 | A0]− Pr[A2 | A0]) r
k
inc

=
(
1− rinck∆(G)−m(G)rk

)
rkinc.

This in turn gives the following result.

Lemma 5. When the HYPERGRAPH-GROTESQUE algorithm is run on a hypergraph G sampled according to
an Erdős-Rényi model for sufficiently large values of n, the probability that every hyperedge h is the unique
hyperedge in some bundle of tests satisfies:

Pr



⋂

h∈E

⋃

i∈[b]

Eh,i


 ≥ 1− δ.

Proof. Let m = m(G). For every fixed h and i, by Lemma 4:

Pr[Eh,i] ≥
(
1− rinck∆(G)−mrkinc

)
rkinc

=

(
1− rinc

k2m

n
− 1

2

)
1

2m

=
1

4m
(1 + o(1)), (1)

where we are using the fact that n = ω(m1− 1
k ). Hence:

Pr


⋂

h∈E

⋃

i∈[b]

Eh,i


 = Pr


⋃

h∈E

⋂

i∈[b]

Eh,i




≤
∑

h∈E

Pr


⋂

i∈[b]

Eh,i




=
∑

h∈E

∏

i∈[b]

Pr
[
Eh,i

]

≤
∑

h∈E

∏

i∈[b]

(
1− 1

4m
(1 + o(1))

)

= m

(
1− 1

4m
(1 + o(1))

)b

≤ me−
b

4m
(1+o(1)),

where we first applied De Morgan’s law, then the union bound, then the fact that for every h the random
variables {Eh,i}i∈[b] are mutually independent, then Equation (1). The result then follows.

4.2 Multiplicity Test

We now discuss the guarantees of the multiplicity test.

Definition 2. Given a set B ⊆ V , a (rmul, tmul)-multiplicity test for B is a collection of tmul tests on the
elements of B chosen according to a Bernoulli design with parameter rmul. The test returns 1 if the fraction
of positive tests suggests that a single hyperedge is present in the bundle and 0 otherwise.

In order to analyze the multiplicity test (Algorithm 2), we use the following lemma, which we prove in
Section B of the Supplementary Materials.
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A
SQuery set

B

Hyperedge
Detection

Oracle

SQuery set

Get Response

r ∈ {0, 1}

Return 1 − r

Figure 1: The structure of the reduction in the proof of Lemma 9. Here, the algorithm B is given access to
a hyperedge-detection oracle. B simulates algorithm A and converts A’s queries into hyperedge detection
queries.

Lemma 6. Suppose that a set B ⊆ V contains multiple hyperedges. Let S be a subset chosen according to
a Bernoulli design with parameter 1/ k

√
e (i.e. by including each v ∈ B into S independently with probability

1/ k
√
e). Then the probability that S contains a full hyperedge is at least: 2/e− 1/e(k+1)/k.

This then yields the following guarantee on correctness, also proved in Section B:

Lemma 7. Suppose we run a multiplicity test on a bundle B with error probability parameter δ. Then:

1. if B contains no hyperedge, the answer is always 0,

2. if B contains a single hyperedge, the test returns 1 with probability at least 1− δ,

3. and if B contains more than one hyperedge, the test returns 0 with probability at least 1− δ.

In the same section, we also obtain the following guarantee on the efficiency of the multiplicity tests:

Lemma 8. The number of queries made by a multiplicity test with error parameter δ is at most e3k log 2
δ ,

and the decoding time for each multiplicity test is O(k log 1
δ ).

4.3 Location Test via Reduction to Group Testing

Once the algorithm has performed all the multiplicity tests, it runs location tests on the bundles that passed
the multiplicity tests. Executing a location test on a bundle that contains a single hyperedge h allows the
algorithm to discover h and add it to the estimate hypergraph Ĥ .

We obtain a location test by highlighting an equivalence between the problem of learning a single hyper-
edge of arity k using a hyperedge-detection oracle, and that of group testing with k defective items.

Lemma 9. Any algorithm for the group testing problem with k faulty items yields an algorithm for the
problem of learning a hypergraph known to have a single hyperedge of arity k by making edge-detection
queries. Conversely, any algorithm for the latter problem yields an algorithm for the former.

Proof. Consider the following reduction from the latter problem to the former. Suppose A is an algorithm
that solves the group testing problem: i.e. given a finite set V which contains a subset K of defective items,
A submits queries of the form S ⊆ V to an oracle that determines whether S ∩ K 6= ∅, and based on the
answer to those queries, it recovers K.

Now, consider the problem of learning a cardinality-k hyperedge h on V by making hyperedge-detection
queries. We design an algorithm B for the latter problem as follows: B simulates A and whenever A submits
a query S ⊆ V , B instead submits the query S to the hyperedge-detection oracle, and then returns to A the
opposite (1 − r) of the answer r it receives. When A terminates, outputting a set S∗, B outputs the same
set.

8



For each query S made by A the value of 1− r is equal to 1 if and only if the set S contains at least one
element of the hidden hyperedge h. Hence, from the perspective of A, B is implementing a group testing
oracle for an instance in which K = h. In particular, if A correctly solves the group testing problem, the
output S∗ of B is equal to h.

It is easy to see that an analogous reduction can be used to reduce from the group testing problem to
that of learning a single hyperedge, and hence the two problems are entirely equivalent.

Note that this reduction preserves query complexity, adaptivity, and runtime guarantees.
The group testing problem is well-studied in the literature and in particular the following result is known.

Theorem 10 (Paraphrasing Theorem 11 from Cheraghchi and Ribeiro (2019)). Consider the standard group
testing problem on n element with k defective elements. There exists a(n explicitly constructable) collection
of O(k2 log2 n) group tests and an algorithm A which, given the results of the tests as input, outputs the set
of defective items in O(k3 log2 n) time.

The result of Cheraghchi and Ribeiro is based on a construction of linear codes with fast decoding time
described in the same paper.

By Lemma 9, the above result implies:

Corollary 11. Consider the problem of learning a hypergraph known to consist of a single hyperedge of
arity k by non-adaptively making queries to a hyperedge-detection oracle. There exists an algorithm for this
problem which makes O(k2 log2 n) queries and requires decoding time O(k3 log2 n).

The algorithm guaranteed by Corollary 11 is simply the group testing algorithm of Cheraghchi and Ribeiro
(2019) run through the reduction used in the proof of Lemma 9.

4.4 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof of Theorem 1. By Lemma 5, if we create b = Θ(m̄ log m̄) bundles of vertices, and assign each vertex
to a bundle at random with probability rinc = 1/ k

√
2m̄, every hyperedge is the unique hyperedge in some

bundle with constant probability.

The algorithm then runs a multiplicity test with error probability δ∗ = Θ
(

1
m̄ log m̄

)
on every bundle. By

Lemma 7 and the union bound, there is a constant probability that every multiplicity test succeeds.
By Lemma 8, this requires O(k log m̄) queries and O(k log m̄) decoding time for every bundle, which

amounts to a total of O(km̄ log2 m̄) queries and decoding time to establish which bundles contain a single
hyperedge. We then need to run m̄ log m̄ location tests2, each of which requires O(k2 log2 n) queries and
O(k3 log2 n) decoding time. The total then equals:

O(km̄ log2 m̄+ k2m̄ log m̄ log2 n))

queries and:
O(km̄ log2 m̄+ k3m̄ log m̄ log2 n))

decoding time as needed (Recall that m = Θ(m̄) with probability that tends to 1 as n→∞).

5 OTHER ALGORITHMIC RESULTS

This section presents hypergraph analogues of popular group testing algorithms, building upon the results
given by Li et al. (2019) in the context of graphs. We also provide formal guarantees on the query complexity
and success probability of the algorithms we describe, showing that these algorithms have a better query

2Note that prior to running a location test on a bundle B, the algorithm can check whether B contains a previously discovered
hyperedge h. If that is the case (i.e. if h ∈ B), then B could be ignored, and the algorithm would not run a location test on
it. This allows one to guarantee that in a successful run of the algorithm, no more than m location tests are run. However
performing this check comes at an extra computational cost, and it is not clear that it can be carried out efficiently. In the
paper of Li et al. (2019) the authors do not discuss this issue and rather just assume that one is able to run at most m location
tests through the run of the algorithm. By doing this, they remove the factor of logm from the second term in the above bound
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complexity (O(km̄ logn)) than Algorithm 1 (at the price of longer decoding time). We defer the proofs of
the results in this section to Section C of the Supplementary Materials.

The three algorithms we adapt are “Combinatorial Orthogonal Matching Pursuit” COMP, “Definite Defec-
tives” DD, and “Smallest Satisfying Set” SSS. The COMP algorithm for group testing simply rules out all of the
elements that have appeared in any negative tests and returns the remaining elements. The DD algorithm,
first rules out all elements that appear in any negative test, then outputs all the elements that must be
defective out of the remaining elements. SSS simply returns a satisfying assignment of minimum cardinality.
We refer the reader to the survey of Aldridge et al. (2019) for a review of how these algorithms are used in
group testing.

All three of these algorithms produce an estimate Ĝ of the hypergraph G based on the result of a single
batch of Bernoulli queries. In particular, we will assume that each algorithm takes as input a collection
{X(i)}i∈[t] of hyperedge-detection queries, where each X(i) ⊆ V is chosen according to a Bernoulli design

with parameter p = k

√
kν
qnk (for some ν to be defined). We also assume the algorithms have access to the

results {Y (i)}i∈[t] of the queries, where:

Y (i) =

{
1 if there exists h ∈ H s.t. h ⊆ X(i)

0 otherwise.

Since the algorithms themselves are deterministic, all of the probabilistic guarantees are based on the ran-
domness in both the choice of Bernoulli queries and the hypergraph generation process.

The COMP Algorithm. The first algorithm we examine is COMP (Algorithm 3). The key observation behind
this algorithm is the following: no collections h of k vertices can be a hyperedge in G if all the vertices in h
appear in some query X(i) with Y (i) = 0. The algorithm then simply assumes each hyperedge h is present
in G unless it satisfies this condition.

Algorithm 3 COMP

Input: A hyperedge-detection oracle for a hypergraph G, t hyperedge-detection queries {X(1), . . . , X(t)},
and the results {Y (1), . . . , Y (t)} of the queries.

Output: A hypergraph Ĝ = (V, Ê).

Initialize Ê to contain all
(
n
k

)
edges

for each i such that Y (i) = 0 do

Remove all h from Ê satisfying h ⊆ X(i)

end for

return Ĝ = (V, Ê)

We obtain the following guarantees on the performance of COMP.

Theorem 12. If COMP is given as input an unknown hypergraph G sampled from G(k)(n, q) that is in the
typical instance setting, where we have q = Θ

(
nk(θ−1)

)
for some θ ∈ (0, 1), as well as at least t = ke · m̄ logn

Bernoulli queries with parameter ν = 1, then it outputs Ĝ = G with probability Ω(1).

The DD Algorithm. COMP’s method of assuming edges are present until proven otherwise may be rather
inefficient since we are looking for a sparse graph The DD algorithm reverses this assumption and starts with
all edges as non-edges, making use of COMP to preclude non-edges.

Theorem 13. If we have an unknown Erdős-Rényi hypergraph that is in the typical instance setting, where
we have q = Θ

(
nk(θ−1)

)
for some θ ∈ (0, 1), and Bernoulli testing with parameter ν = 1, then with at least

kmax{θ, 1 − θ, 1 − θ/2, 1 + θ/2 − 1/k}e · m̄ logn non-adaptive queries DD outputs the correct answer with
probability Ω(1).

10



Algorithm 4 DD

Input: A hyperedge-detection oracle for a hypergraph G, t sets of vertices, {X(1), . . . , X(t)}, to be queried,
with oracle given binary responses, {Y (1), . . . , Y (t)}.
Output: A hypergraph Ĝ = (V, Ê).

Initialize Ê = ∅, and initialize a potential edge set, PE, to contain all
(
n
k

)
edges

for each i such that Y (i) = 0 do

Remove all edges from PE whose nodes are all in X(i)

end for

for each i such that Y (i) = 1 do

If the nodes from X(i) cover exactly one edge in PE, add that edge to Ê
end for

return Ĝ = (V, Ê).

Algorithm 5 SSS

Input: A hyperedge-detection oracle for a hypergraph G, t sets of vertices, {X(1), . . . , X(t)}, to be queried,
with oracle given binary responses, {Y (1), . . . , Y (t)}.
Output: A hypergraph Ĝ = (V, Ê).

Find Ê such that |Ê| is minimized while satisfying {Y (1), . . . , Y (t)}
return Ĝ = (V, Ê).

The SSS Algorithm. The SSS algorithm works by finding the smallest set of edges such that the output
is consistent with the Bernoulli test results, i.e. {Y (i)}i∈[t]. Since SSS searches for the minimal satisfying
graph, it gives a lower bound to the size of the output of any Bernoulli-queries-based decoding algorithm.

Theorem 14. If we have an unknown Erdős-Rényi hypergraph that is in the typical instance setting, where
we have q = Θ

(
nk(θ−1)

)
for some θ ∈ (0, 1), and Bernoulli testing with an arbitrary choice of ν > 0, then

with at least kθe · m̄ logn non-adaptive queries the SSS algorithm outputs the correct answer with probability
Ω(1).

6 OPEN PROBLEMS

The main open problem remains to improve the sparsity level of the low decoding time hypergraph learning
HYPERGRAPH-GROTESQUE or to show that the sparsity assumption is necessary. Another direction is to improve
its decoding time, which seems very likely to at least be possible with respect to logarithmic factors.
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A PROOFS FOR SECTION 3

Theorem 3. Under the typical instance setting discussed above, with q = o(1) and an arbitrary non-adaptive

test design, to have vanishing error probability we must have at least
(
m̄ log2

1
q

)
(1−η) queries, for arbitrarily

small η > 0.

Proof. We have the following entropy inequality from Li et al. (2019):

Pe ≥ P[A]H(G | A = true )− I(G; Ĝ | A = true )− log 2

log |GA|
,

where Pe is the probability of outputting the incorrect graph, A is the event that a graph satisfies condition
one of the ε-typical hypergraph set and GA is the set of graphs such that (1 − ε)m̄ ≤ m ≤ m̄(1 + ε). From
the typicality conditions we have:

• P[A] = 1− o(1)

• log |GA| =
(
n
k

)
H2(q)(1 + o(1))

• H(G | A = true ) =
(
n
k

)
H2(q)(1 + o(1)), where H2(q) = q log 1

q + (1 − q) log 1
1−q is the binary entropy

function.

We also have from Li et al. (2019):

• I(G; Ĝ | A = true ) ≤ I(G;Y | A = true ) ≤ t log 2, where t represents the total amount of queries.

Together, yielding:

Pe ≥
(
1− t log 2(

n
k

)
H2(q)

)
(1 + o(1)).

In our setting, q → 0, thus H2(q) =
(
q log 1

q

)
(1 + o(1)), and hence

Pe ≥
(
1− t log 2

1
k qn

k log 1
q

)
(1 + o(1)).

Since m̄ = 1
kqn

k(1 + o(1)), we conclude that to have vanishing error probability we must have at least(
m̄ log2

1
q

)
(1− η) queries, for arbitrarily small η > 0.
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B PROOFS FOR SECTION 4

In this section, we prove all the lemmas from Section 4 that are not proved in the body of the paper. We
will make use of the following version of Hoeffding’s inequality.

Lemma 15. Let X ∼ Binom(n, p). Then, for any t > 0:

Pr

[∣∣∣∣
X

n
− p

∣∣∣∣ ≥ t

]
≤ 2e−2nt2 .

Lemma 6. Suppose that a set B ⊆ V contains multiple hyperedges. Let S be a subset chosen according to
a Bernoulli design with parameter 1/ k

√
e (i.e. by including each v ∈ B into S independently with probability

1/ k
√
e). Then the probability that S contains a full hyperedge is at least: 2/e− 1/e(k+1)/k.

Proof. By assumption, the set B contains at least two distinct hyperedges. Fix two distinct hyperedges h
and h′. Then let:

• D be the event that the set S contains a full hyperedge B,

• Dh be the event that S contains h, i.e. h ⊆ S

• Dh′ be the event that S contains h′, i.e. h′ ⊆ S,

• Dh∩h′ be the event that S satisfies (h ∩ h′) ⊆ S,

• a be the cardinality of the intersection of h and h′, i.e. a := |h ∩ h′|. Note that a is some integer
between 0 and k − 1.

Since each element of B is included in S independently, the events Dh and Dh′ are conditionally independent
given Dh∩h′ . We then have:

Pr[D] ≥ Pr[Dh ∪Dh′ ] = Pr[Dh ∪Dh′ | Dh∩h′ ] Pr[Dh∩h′ ]

=
(
1− Pr[Dh ∩Dh′ | Dh∩h′ ]

)
Pr[Dh∩h′ ]

=
(
1− Pr[Dh | Dh∩h′ ] · Pr[Dh′ | Dh∩h′ ]

)( 1
k
√
e

)a

=


1−

(
1−

(
1
k
√
e

)k−a
)2


(

1
k
√
e

)a

=
2

e
−
(
1

e

) 2k−a

k

≥ 2

e
−
(
1

e

) k+1

k

,

as needed.

Lemma 7. Suppose we run a multiplicity test on a bundle B with error probability parameter δ. Then:

1. if B contains no hyperedge, the answer is always 0,

2. if B contains a single hyperedge, the test returns 1 with probability at least 1− δ,

3. and if B contains more than one hyperedge, the test returns 0 with probability at least 1− δ.

Proof. If the bundle contains no hyperedge, then the fraction of positive tests will be zero and the algorithm
will return 0 every time. Otherwise, Let R0, R1 be the events that the multiplicity test returns 0 and 1
respectively. If the bundle contains a single hyperedge, the probability that any given edge-detection test
returns 1 is psingle = (e−k)k = e−1. Applying Lemma 15, we obtain:

Pr[R1] ≥ Pr

[∣∣∣∣p̂−
1

e

∣∣∣∣ <
M

2

]
≥ 1− 2e−tmulM

2/2 = 1− δ.
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On the other hand, if the bundle contains at least two hyperedges, by Lemma 6 the probability pmultiple

that any individual test detects a hyperedge satisfies:

pmultiple ≥
2

e
− 1

e(k+1)/k
. (2)

Hence, in this case:

Pr[R0] ≥ Pr [|p̂− pmultiple| < M ] ≤ e−tmulM
2/2 = 1− δ.

as needed.

Lemma 8. The number of queries made by a multiplicity test with error parameter δ is at most e3k log 2
δ ,

and the decoding time for each multiplicity test is O(k log 1
δ ).

Proof. The number of queries made is:

tmul = 2 log
2

δ
e2

e2/k

k
√
e − 1

≤ e3k log
2

δ
,

The decoding time is proportional to the number of queries.

C ALGORITHMIC UPPER BOUNDS

In this section we complete the analysis of the results in Section 5. We will make use of the assumption that
t represents the total number of tests, also referred to as queries.

Theorem 12. If COMP is given as input an unknown hypergraph G sampled from G(k)(n, q) that is in the
typical instance setting, where we have q = Θ

(
nk(θ−1)

)
for some θ ∈ (0, 1), as well as at least t = ke · m̄ logn

Bernoulli queries with parameter ν = 1, then it outputs Ĝ = G with probability Ω(1).

Proof. We will adapt the proof of Li et al. (2019) of the analogous theorem for graphs. We note that
conditioning on the random graph being in the typical set of graphs with high probability, we need only
show that using the above stated amount of tests yields error probability approaching zero. So we examine
the probability of failing to identify a non-edge, say (i1, . . . , ik) 6∈ E, in the hypergraph setting this probability
changes slightly. Recall, that there are two ways a test could fail to identify a non-edge:

1. at least one vertex in (i1, . . . , ik) isn’t present in the test

2. (i1, . . . , ik) is contained in the test, but another edge of G, our hypergraph, is also present in the test.

This results in the probability of failing to identify (i1, . . . , ik) as a non-edge as

pne = (1− pk) + pkPG[{i1, . . . , ik} ⊆ L],

where we recall that L is the set of nodes in the test and p is the probability of inclusion in the test, and
PG[{i1, . . . , ik} ⊆ L] is the probability of a positive Bernoulli test, given {i1, . . . , ik} is included in the test.
If we are to have a positive test, we have either

1. An edge e = (e1, . . . ek) ∈ E such that e ∩ (i1, . . . , ik) 6= ∅,

2. An edge e = (e1, . . . ek) ∈ E such that e ∩ (i1, . . . , ik) = ∅,
included in the test. In case 1, we can examine the situation |e∩ (i1, . . . , ik)| = 1, noting that if we examine
all possible neighbors, the rest of (i1, . . . , ik) is included in that set.

PG[{i1, . . . , ik} ⊆ L] ≤ P [e ∩ (i1, . . . , ik) = 1 | {i1, . . . , ik} ⊆ L] + P [e ∩ (i1, . . . , ik) = ∅ | {i1, . . . , ik} ⊆ L]
≤ pk−1k∆(G) + PG

In the first term, there are at most k choices of vertices to intersect with, then ∆(G) possible edges
containing that vertex. Since the second event is independent of conditioning on {i1, . . . , ik} ⊆ L, we
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get that the probability is just PG. We assumed our graph is in the typical set so we can substitute in
PG = (1− eν) (1 + o(1)), we also have that ∆(G)kpk−1 = o(1), so our probabilities in the hypergraph case
align with those in Li et al. (2019). We note that in the hypergraph case our bound changes slightly over
union-bounding over a possible

(
n
k

)
non-edges, resulting in

P[ error ] ≤ nke−
t

em
(1+o(1)).

After re-arranging we have that P[ error ]→ 0 as long as

t ≥ kem logn(1 + η)

for arbitrarily small η > 0. Since m = m̄(1 + o(1)) for all typical graphs, and the probability that G is
typical tends to one, we obtain the condition in our statement.

Theorem 13. If we have an unknown Erdős-Rényi hypergraph that is in the typical instance setting, where
we have q = Θ

(
nk(θ−1)

)
for some θ ∈ (0, 1), and Bernoulli testing with parameter ν = 1, then with at least

kmax{θ, 1 − θ, 1 − θ/2, 1 + θ/2 − 1/k}e · m̄ logn non-adaptive queries DD outputs the correct answer with
probability Ω(1).

Proof. We again adapt the proof in Li et al. (2019) of an analogous theorem for graphs. Once again, we
have a hypergraph in the typical set, so we need only show that with the stated number of queries our error
probability goes to zero.

There are two steps to the DD algorithm, the first in which we find a set of ’potential’ edges, this set
could include non-edges. Then the second where we find the set of edges from our set of potential edges.
The argument examines how large t, the number of queries, must be for each of these events to occur with
high probability. We adapt slightly the two events in the first step of the proof in Li et al. (2019).

• H0 is the total number of non-edges in the potential edge set, PE

• H1 is the number of non-edges in PE such that at least one of its vertices form a part of at least one
true edge.

We have that the amount of non-edges must be less than nk, and then utilizing the probability of failing to
identify a non-edge recorded in the COMP algorithm proof above, we have

E [H0] ≤ nke−
t

em
(1+o(1)).

The amount of non-edges sharing a vertex with an edge is upper-bounded by mknk−1, but still must be less
than nk, so we have

E [H1] ≤ min
{
mknk−1, nk

}
e−

t

em
(1+o(1)).

Applying Markov’s inequality, we have for any ξ0 > 0 and ξ1 > 0 that

P
[
H0 ≥ nkξ0

]
≤ nk(1−ξ0)e−

t

em
(1+o(1)) (3)

P
[
H1 ≥ nkξ1

]
≤ min

{
mknk−1, nk

}
n−kξ1e−

t

em
(1+o(1)). (4)

After re-arranging we find that these two probabilities go to zero as n→∞ as long as

t ≥ (k (1− ξ0) em logn) (1 + η),

t ≥ (1 + η)em logn×
{
k (1− ξ1)

1
k ≤ θ < 1

k (1 + θ − ξ1)− 1 0 < θ ≤ 1
k

for arbitrarily small η > 0. The first case uses the nk term in the min{·} term in 4. The second case uses
the mkd term in the min{·} term and that m = Θ(nkθ) and when θ > 1

k , dmax ≤ knk−1q = knkθ−1, the last
case we look at when theta ≤ 1

k , so dmax = O(log n).
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We show that H0 = o(m) and H1 = o(
√
m) (with high probability). By setting ξ0 to be arbitrarily close

to (but still less than) θ, and similarly ξ1 arbitrarily close to θ/2, the above requirements simplify to

t ≥ (k(1 − θ)em logn)(1 + η),

t ≥ (1 + η)em logn×
{
k − kθ/2 1

k ≤ θ < 1

k + kθ/2− 1 0 < θ ≤ 1
k

for arbitrarily small η > 0.
The second step of the algorithm can be shown to succeed as long as

t ≥ (kθem logn)(1 + η)

for arbitrarily small η > 0. This follows directly from the proof of the second step written by Li et al. (2019).

Theorem 14. If we have an unknown Erdős-Rényi hypergraph that is in the typical instance setting, where
we have q = Θ

(
nk(θ−1)

)
for some θ ∈ (0, 1), and Bernoulli testing with an arbitrary choice of ν > 0, then

with at least kθe · m̄ logn non-adaptive queries the SSS algorithm outputs the correct answer with probability
Ω(1).

Proof. The proof of the SSS algorithm bound in the hypergraph case follows extremely closely to the graph
case, where the main difference is simply replacing the number of vertices with general arity term k. We
will just verify assumptions hold that are slightly altered in our setup. In the hypergraph case, event A1

is just the event that another hyperedge intersects with the hyperedge we’re seeking to find, say (i1, . . . ik),
and masking it. Therefore,

P

[
A

(i1,...ik)
1 | {i1, . . . ik} ⊆ L

]
≤ ∆(G)(1 + p)k

and defines ξ′ = ∆(G)(1 + p)k. We recall that the converse bound we are trying to prove is t = Ω(m logn),
so we can assume without loss of generality that t = Θ(m logn), as additional tests only improve the SSS

algorithm. From Li et al. (2019) we can assume without loss of generality that pk = Θ
(

1
m

)
, since if pk

behaves as o
(

1
m

)
or ω

(
1
m

)
then the probability of a positive test tends to 0 or 1 as n → ∞, and it follows

from a standard entropy-based argument that ω(m logn) tests are needed. We claim that these conditions
imply that

e−2t(pkξ+O(p2k))

e2tpkξ′
→ 1

We note that ξ′ still behaves as O (n−c) for sufficiently small c. We also note that we have the same
behavior for ξ = (1 + k∆(G))pk. This is seen by noting that tpk = Θ(logn) by the above-mentioned
behavior of t and pk. This behavior fall inline with the O

(
tp2k

)
term by the above-mentioned behavior

of t and pk, and is seen to also hold for ξ and ξ′ by noting that ∆(G)pk−1 = Θ
(

∆(G) k
√
m

m

)
, along with

∆(G) = O(max{logn, nk−1q}), m = Θ(nkq), and the behavior of q. Thus, nothing of consequence changes
when generalizing to hypergraphs.
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