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Abstract

Community detection, which focuses on recovering the group structure within networks, is
a crucial and fundamental task in network analysis. However, the detection process can be
quite challenging and unstable when community signals are weak. Motivated by a newly
collected large-scale academic network dataset from the Web of Science, which includes
multi-layer network information, we propose a Bipartite Assisted Spectral-clustering ap-
proach for Identifying Communities (BASIC), which incorporates the bipartite network
information into the community structure learning of the primary network. The accuracy
and stability enhancement of BASIC is validated theoretically on the basis of the degree-
corrected stochastic block model framework, as well as numerically through extensive simu-
lation studies. We rigorously study the convergence rate of BASIC even under weak signal
scenarios and prove that BASIC yields a tighter upper error bound than that based on the
primary network information alone. We utilize the proposed BASIC method to analyze
the newly collected large-scale academic network dataset from statistical papers. During
the author collaboration network structure learning, we incorporate the bipartite network
information from author-paper, author-institution, and author-region relationships. From
both statistical and interpretative perspectives, these bipartite networks greatly aid in
identifying communities within the primary collaboration network.
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1 Introduction

In recent years, network analysis, which focuses primarily on depicting intricate relationships
and interactions between entities in complex systems, has attracted substantial interest in
various disciplines, such as physics (Newman, 2008), biology (Dong et al., 2023), sociology
(Newman, 2001; Ji et al., 2022), transportation science (Tian et al., 2016), among many
other fields (Wu et al., 2023; Miething et al., 2016). An extensively used modeling strat-
egy for network analysis is the stochastic block model (SBM) where the edge probabilities
depend only on the communities to which the correponding nodes belong (Holland et al.,
1983) and its variants, such as degree-corrected block model (DCBM) (Karrer and New-
man, 2011), mixed membership stochastic block model (MMSB) (Airoldi et al., 2008; Zhang
et al., 2020), degree-corrected mixed membership model (DCMM) (Jin et al., 2017), bipar-
tite stochastic block model (BiSBM) (Larremore et al., 2014; Yen and Larremore, 2020),
superimposed stochastic block model (SupSBM) (Huang et al., 2020; Paul et al., 2023),
motif tensor block model (MoTBM) (Yu and Zhu, 2024), and so forth.

During network analysis, community detection is a crucial tool that focuses on iden-
tifying closely connected groups within networks (Girvan and Newman, 2002; Newman,
2012; Jin, 2015). Jin (2015) proposed a spectral clustering method on ratios-of-eigenvectors
(SCORE) for DCBM that utilizes eigenvectors to correct for degree heterogeneity in com-
munity detection via spectral clustering. Ji and Jin (2016) and Ji et al. (2022) further
extended SCORE to directed-DCBM and DCMM. Recently, Xu et al. (2023) introduced an
additional layer of nodal covariates to the adjacency matrix, in order to improve accuracy of
clustering. Paul et al. (2023) defined motif adjacency matrices and proposed a higher-order
spectral clustering method for SupSBM.

However, community detection can be quite challenging when the signal-to-noise ra-
tio of the network structure is weak, where the probability that the edges within certain
communities are close to that between communities; thus, community structures might be
masked by noises. Many practical networks, including the collaboration network studied
in this work, are typical weak-signal networks. To address weak signals, Jin et al. (2021)
proposed a SCORE+ method that applies pre-PCA normalization and Laplacian transfor-
mation to the adjacency matrix and considered an additional eigenvector for clustering.
Furthermore, Jin et al. (2023) suggested estimating the number of communities using a
stepwise goodness-of-fit test for the adjacency matrix. These methods mainly focus on ex-
tracting key information from the network itself to address the challenges posed by weak
signals.

In real practice, in addition to the single network of primary interest (referred to as
the primary network hereafter), there may be additional bipartite networks available for
analysis. In this study, we collect and construct a multi-layer academic network. The pri-
mary network of interest is the collaboration network, which is constructed on the basis
of collaborative relationships among authors. Additionally, we also obtain the author-
paper network through publication linkages, as well as author-institution and author-region
networks through affiliation associations. These bipartite networks contain valuable in-
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formation about author communities from diverse perspectives. Figure 1 presents part of
these networks mentioned above. Then, taking into account the institutional and regional
affiliations between authors can be fairly helpful for learning the structural information of
author collaboration. Intuitively, researchers from the same institution are more likely to
collaborate and thus belong to the same community. Consequently, the issue brought about
by weak signals in collaboration networks can be effectively addressed by incorporating ad-
ditional information about community structure.
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Figure 1: Schematic diagram of the collaboration network, author-institution network, and
author-region network. The structural information of author nodes within these
bipartite networks can be leveraged to aid in detecting communities within the
collaboration network.

To this end, we step outside the framework that relies only on the primary network. We
propose an algorithm called Bipartite Assisted Spectral-clustering for Identifying Communi-
ties (BASIC) under DCBM and its bipartite modification BiDCBM. We handily integrate
the adjacency matrices of both the primary and bipartite networks, then conduct an eigen-
value decomposition toward the aggregated matrix, and apply the SCORE normalization to
obtain a new ratio matrix. This crucial step automatically corrects for degree heterogeneity.
Finally, we perform clustering on the ratio matrix to obtain the community labels. Using
the side information from bipartite networks, the learning performance of the community
structures of the primary network can be substantially improved.

The contributions of this paper are threefold. First, to the best of our knowledge, this
is the first study to leverage bipartite network information to improve community detection
performance. In contrast, existing research focuses primarily on extracting additional in-
sights from the primary network itself, such as nodal covariates or higher-order structures.
It is important to note that the proposed BASIC can readily be integrated with existing
methods to further tackle weak network signals. It can also be extended to other network
models and community detection approaches. Second, we rigorously establish the theoreti-
cal guarantee of BASIC by deriving its convergence rate even under extremely weak signals
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of the primary network. More importantly, we prove that BASIC has a tighter upper bound
of the number of error nodes compared to merely using the primary network for community
detection, and hence indeed enhances detection power. Third, we collect a large-scale aca-
demic network dataset, including collaboration network, author-paper, author-institution,
and author-region networks. These datasets serve as valuable resources for investigating
community structures in collaborative networks, leading to numerous intriguing and mean-
ingful findings via the proposed BASIC method.

This section ends with some notation. For a vector v and a fixed integer q > 0, v(i)
or vi stands for its i-th component, ∥v∥q represents its ℓq norm; when q = 2, we simplify
it as ∥v∥. When referring to a matrix M, M(i, j) denotes its (i, j)-th entry, Mī represents
its i-th row, Mi∼j refers to the sub-matrix by removing the i-th to j-th columns of M.
Furthermore, ∥M∥F represents its Frobenius norm, defined as the square root of the sum
of the squares of all its elements. Define σmax(M), σmin(M) and σi(M) as the largest,
smallest, and i-th leading absolute singular value of M, respectively. If M is a square
matrix, denote λmax(M), λmin(M) and λi(M) to be its largest, smallest, and i-th leading
eigenvalue in absolute values. If further M is symmetric, ∥M∥op represents its operator
norm which equals the largest absolute value of its eigenvalues. For a set V, |V| denotes
its cardinality. When we have two positive sequences {an}∞n=1 and {bn}∞n=1, use an ≍ bn to
indicate the existence of a constant C such that for large enough n, bn/C ≤ an ≤ Cbn, i.e.,
an and bn are of the same order. Denote an ≫ bn if an/bn → ∞. Finally, define I(A) to be
the indicator function of event A.

2 Methodology of BASIC

2.1 DCBM and BiDCBM for primary and bipartite networks

Denote Gt = (Vt, Et) to be the primary network of interest, where Vt and Et represent
the set of primary nodes and edges, respectively. That is, Vt = {1, . . . , n}, with n being
the number of primary nodes in Gt, and Et collects the node pairs (i, j) if node i and
node j are connected. Define the adjacency matrix of Gt as A = (A(i1, i2)) ∈ Rn×n,
where i1, i2 = 1, . . . , n, that is, A(i1, i2) = I((i1, i2) ∈ Et). Without loss of generality,
set A(i, i) = 0 for i = 1, . . . , n, indicating the absence of self-connections, although the
proposed BASIC method can be easily extended to self-connected networks. We utilize
the DCBM as the generating model for Gt, so that the probability of an edge between two
nodes depends only on the communities to which they belong and the degree heterogeneity
parameters. Assume that the primary nodes are partitioned into K distinct communities,

where K is fixed. For k = 1, . . . ,K, denote V(k)
t , with cardinality nk = |V(k)

t |, as the set

of node indices in the k-th community such that Vt =
⋃K

k=1 V
(k)
t and V(k1)

t ∩ V(k2)
t = ∅

for k1 ̸= k2, hence
∑K

k=1 nk = n. Let l = (l1, . . . , ln)
⊤ be the vector of node membership

labels, whose elements take values in {1, . . . ,K}. The DCBM assumes that the probability
of an edge between two nodes is P (A(i1, i2) = 1) = θi1θi2E(li1 , li2), where E ∈ RK×K is a
symmetric probability transition matrix between communities with elements in [0, 1], and
0 ≤ θi ≤ 1 is the degree heterogeneity parameter associated with primary node i. A node
with a larger θi value is more likely to connect with other nodes.
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In addition, consider Q bipartite networks that are related to the primary network Gt,

denoted as G(q)
t,s = (Vt,V(q)

s , E(q)
t,s ) with q = 1, . . . , Q. Specifically, the target nodes set Vt still

refers to the set of nodes from the original primary network, while the bipartite nodes set

V(q)
s represents the q-th set of bipartite nodes. We write V(q)

s =
{
1, . . . ,m(q)

}
, where m(q) is

the number of bipartite nodes in q-th bipartite network. Additionally, E(q)
t,s collects the edges

in q-th bipartite network, which varies among different bipartite networks. For a specific

bipartite network G(q)
t,s , we can construct a bipartite adjacency matrix B(q) =

(
B(q)(i, j)

)
∈

Rn×m(q)
, where B(q)(i, j) = I((i, j) ∈ E(q)

t,s ), for i = 1, . . . , n and j = 1, . . . ,m(q). We assume

that the bipartite nodes can be partitioned into K(q) distinct communities. Let r(q) =(
r
(q)
1 , . . . , r

(q)
m

)⊤
be the corresponding membership label vector, where r

(q)
j takes values in

{1, . . . ,K(q)}. To characterize the generative mechanism of bipartite networks, we modify
the BiSBM (Yen and Larremore, 2020) by introducing the degree heterogeneity parameters,
and the resulting model is named bipartite degree-corrected block model (BiDCBM). Thus,

the probability of an edge between two nodes is P
(
B(q)(i, j) = 1

)
= θiδ

(q)
j F(q)(li, r

(q)
j ),

where F(q) ∈ RK×K(q)
is an asymmetric probability transition matrix whose elements are

in [0, 1], and 0 ≤ θi, δ
(q)
j ≤ 1 represent the degree heterogeneity parameters associated with

primary node i and bipartite node j in q-th bipartite network, respectively.

2.2 BASIC: Bipartite Assisted Spectral-clustering for Identifying
Communities

Based on the primary network Gt and Q bipartite networks defined in section 2.1, the target
is to identify the community structure of primary network, hence, it is important to find an
efficient way to aggregate information from the primary and all bipartite networks, even if
its signal strength is weak. Solving this problem is not straightforward. For instance, how
to tackle the different dimensions among the primary and all bipartite networks? How to
extract the community structure information of the bipartite nodes? How to effectively in-
tegrate the bipartite information while avoiding the “negative knowledge transfer”? Facing
these challenges, we propose a Bipartite Assisted Spectral-clustering method for Identifying
Communities, abbreviated as BASIC, by constructing an aggregated square matrix

M = AA⊤ +

Q∑
q=1

B(q)B(q)⊤. (1)

The subsequent procedures are applied to this aggregated square matrix M ∈ Rn×n

rather than the original scale of adjacency matrices. The formulation of (1) is automat-
ically adapted to different dimensions of individual adjacency matrices from primary and
bipartite networks. Moreover, as elaborated in Lemma 2, we prove that this aggregation
formulation does not disrupt the community structure of the primary network. This is of
utmost importance when integrating side information into the primary objective, which en-
sures no negative transfer, meaning that the aggregated method performs at least as well as
solely using the primary information. Last but not least, this formulation indeed guarantees
information enhancement and effectively increases detection power, as shown in Theorem 1.
Thus, even if the signal from the primary network, represented by its smallest singular
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value, is extremely weak, the only requirement for successful community identification is
the presence of at least one auxiliary bipartite network with a moderately strong signal.
Under these conditions, the convergence rate of community identification is strictly faster
than that relying solely on the primary network. All these provide a solid foundation for
leveraging diverse data sources to enhance the accuracy and effectiveness of the primary
network analyses.

Next, we apply eigenvalue decomposition to M, and extract the first K leading eigen-
vectors, denoted as Û = [û1, û2, . . . , ûK ] ∈ Rn×K , which correspond to the community
structure of the primary nodes. Subsequently, we apply the SCORE normalization (Jin,
2015) to obtain the ratio matrix R̂ ∈ Rn×(K−1), which adjusts to degree heterogeneity by
taking the ratio of eigenvectors to the eigenvector corresponding to the largest eigenvalue.
Specifically, the elements of the ratio matrix R̂ are defined as

R̂(i, k) = sgn (ûk+1(i)) ·min {|ûk+1(i)/û1(i)| , Tn} , (2)

where sgn(x) stands for the sign function, i.e., sgn(x) = 1 when x > 0, sgn(0) = 0, and
sgn(x) = −1 when x < 0. In addition, Tn is a threshold, generally set to log(n). Last, we
conduct the k-means algorithm on the rows of the ratio matrix R̂ and obtain the detected
communities. Algorithm 1 summarizes the step-by-step procedure of BASIC.

Algorithm 1 The procedure of BASIC for community detection

Input: The adjacency matrix of the primary network A, the number of communities K for
the primary nodes, the adjacency matrices of bipartite networks B(q) for q = 1, . . . , Q.

Step 1: Compute the aggregated matrix M by (1).

Step 2: Apply the eigenvalue decomposition to M and obtain the first K leading eigenvectors
Û = [û1, û2, . . . , ûK ] ∈ Rn×K .

Step 3: Compute the ratio matrix R̂ ∈ Rn×(K−1) in (2).

Step 4: Apply the k-means algorithm to the columns of R̂, and solve for

N∗ = argmin
N∈Nn,K−1,K

∥N− R̂∥2F ,

where Nn,K−1,K represents the set of n× (K− 1) matrices with only K distinct rows.

Step 5: Utilize N∗ to assign the membership of primary nodes, l̂ = (l̂1, . . . , l̂n)
⊤.

Output: Community label vector l̂ = (l̂1, . . . , l̂n)
⊤.

3 Theoretical Guarantee of BASIC

3.1 Rationale of BASIC on Population Level

To establish the theoretical foundation of BASIC, we first analyze the population counter-
part of the aggregated square matrix M proposed in (1). Specifically, denote by Ω(0) =
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E[A] ∈ Rn×n the expectation of the adjacency matrix A and Ω(q) = E[B(q)] ∈ Rn×m(q)

the expectation of adjacency matrix B(q) for q = 1, . . . , Q. Then define the population
aggregated square matrix ΩM as

ΩM = Ω(0)Ω(0)⊤ +

Q∑
q=1

Ω(q)Ω(q)⊤. (3)

Then, ΩM can serve as the population counterpart of M.
Next, we discuss the rationality of BASIC, by aligning the eigenvectors of ΩM with

the original inherent community structure. Given that bipartite nodes are not the focus of
this work, for the sake of notation simplicity, we assume that all bipartite networks share
the same number of communities for bipartite nodes, the same node size, and the same
degree heterogeneity parameters. That is, for q = 1, . . . , Q, assume K(q) ≡ K ′, m(q) ≡ m,

and δ
(q)
j ≡ δj . Define the degree heterogeneity vectors for primary and bipartite nodes as

θ = (θ1, . . . , θn)
⊤ ∈ Rn and δ = (δ1, . . . , δm)⊤ ∈ Rm, respectively. Let θmin ≡ min1⩽i⩽n θi,

θmax ≡ max1⩽i⩽n θi, δmin ≡ min1⩽i⩽m δi, and δmax ≡ max1⩽i⩽m δi. In addition, define
community-specific degree heterogeneity vectors as θ(k) ∈ Rn and δ(k

′) ∈ Rm for k =

1, . . . ,K and k′ = 1, . . . ,K ′, where θ
(k)
i = θiI(li = k) and δ

(k′)
i = δiI(ri = k′), with the

membership labels li and ri defined in Section 2.1. Furthermore, define the orthonormal
membership matrices, Θθ ∈ Rn×K and Θδ ∈ Rn×K′

, as Θθ(i, k) = θi/∥θ(k)∥I(li = k) and
Θδ(i, k

′) = δi/∥δ(k
′)∥I(ri = k′), for i = 1, . . . , n, k = 1, . . . ,K, and k′ = 1, . . . ,K ′. Then the

community memberships of primary nodes can be directly reflected by matrix Θθ, since by
its definition, node i belongs to community k if Θθ(i, k) ̸= 0. Define two diagonal matrices
Ψθ ∈ RK×K and Ψδ ∈ RK′×K′

with Ψθ(k, k) = ∥θ(k)∥/∥θ∥ and Ψδ(k
′, k′) = ∥δ(k′)∥/∥δ∥.

The diagonal elements in Ψθ and Ψδ are indeed the community heterogeneity parameters
corresponding to the primary and bipartite nodes, respectively. Simple calculation yields

Ω(0) = ∥θ∥2ΘθS
(0)Θ⊤

θ and Ω(q) = ∥θ∥∥δ∥ΘθS
(q)Θ⊤

δ , q = 1, . . . , Q,

where S(0) = ΨθEΨ⊤
θ ∈ RK×K and S(q) = ΨθF

(q)Ψ⊤
δ ∈ RK×K′

can be viewed as the proba-
bility transition matrices with community heterogeneity. Then, ΩM can be reparameterized
as

ΩM = ∥θ∥2 ∥δ∥2ΘθS̄Θ
⊤
θ , (4)

where S̄ ≡
(
∥θ∥2 / ∥δ∥2

)
S(0)S(0)⊤ +

∑Q
q=1

(
S(q)S(q)⊤).

Based on the representation of ΩM in (4), Proposition 1 below shows that the eigen-
structure of ΩM parallels the community structure of primary nodes.

Proposition 1 Let ΩM = UΛU⊤ be the compact eigenvalue decomposition of ΩM , then
the i-th leading eigenvalue of ΩM is

λi(ΩM ) =

{
∥θ∥2 ∥δ∥2 λi(S̄) if 1 ⩽ i ⩽ K,

0 if i > K.
(5)

Further let S̄ = JΣJ⊤ be the eigenvalue decompositions of S̄. Then the i-th row of eigen-
vectors of ΩM can be expressed as

Uī =
θi

∥θ(li)∥
Jl̄i

for 1 ⩽ i ⩽ n, (6)
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and ∥Uī∥ ≍ θi/∥θ∥.

Proposition 1 implies that the rank of original aggregated matrix ΩM ∈ Rn×n is at
most K, and connects this n× n matrix with a low-dimensional matrix S̄ ∈ RK×K . It also
explains the rationale of applying the SCORE-type normalization (2) to ΩM upon spectral
clustering. Take two primary nodes i1 and i2 for instance, with Uī1 = (θi1/∥θ(li1 )∥)J ¯li1

and

Uī2 = (θi2/∥θ(li2 )∥)J ¯li2
. If nodes i1 and i2 belong to the same community, the only differ-

ence between Uī1 and Uī2 lies in their degree heterogeneity parameters θi1 and θi2 , which
can be eliminated by SCORE-normalization. Thus, clustering rows of U after SCORE-
normalization automatically recovers the original community structure.

3.2 Theoretical Guarantee of BASIC

To explore the theoretical privilege of BASIC based on the observed aggregated square
matrix M, we first impose several assumptions on the probability transition matrices and
heterogeneity parameters. Recall E and F(q) represent the K × K and K × K(q) low-
dimensional probability transition matrices among communities for the primary and the
q-th bipartite network, respectively.

Assumption 1 The matrices EE⊤ and F(q)F(q)⊤ with 1 ⩽ q ⩽ Q are irreducible.

Assumption 2 There exists at least one probability transit matrix among the primary and
bipartite networks, such that the largest singular value (or eigenvalue for primary network)
is of higher order than

√
log(n)Z/(∥θ∥∥δ∥), where Z ≡ max (θmax, δmax)max (∥θ∥1, ∥δ∥1).

Assumption 3 The degree heterogeneity parameters satisfy that ∥θ∥ ≍ ∥δ∥, ∥θ(k)∥ ≍
∥θ(l)∥, and ∥δ(k′)∥ ≍ ∥δ(l′)∥ for k, l = 1, . . . ,K and k′, l′ = 1, . . . ,K ′. In addition,
limn→∞ log(n)Z/θminδmin∥θ∥1∥δ∥1 = 0.

The irreducibility condition in Assumption 1, commonly used in network analysis, im-
plies that no permutation of rows or columns can transform the matrix into a block diagonal
form. According to Perron-Frobenius Theorem (Perron, 1907; Frobenius, 1912), Assump-
tion 1 ensures that all entries in the leading eigenvector of the aggregated matrix ΩM are
strictly positive, and hence the ratio matrix in (2) is well-defined. Assumption 2 requires
at least one network possesses spike structure, meaning that the corresponding largest
eigenvalue is far larger than that of the error matrix; see the detailed discussion in (12).
Assumption 3 requires the degree heterogeneity parameters between the primary and the
bipartite networks, as well as among all communities within each network, to possess the
same order. This implies that the community sizes are not be extremely imbalanced, and no
community size approaches zero. Similar conditions can be found in consistent community
detection methods, such as Jin (2015); Wang et al. (2020).

Based on the imposed assumptions, we first derive an upper bound of the distance
between the observed aggregated matrixM and its population counterpartΩM in Lemma 1.

Lemma 1 Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, with probability at least 1− o
(
n−4

)
, we have

∥M−ΩM∥op ≲ ∥θ∥ ∥δ∥
√

log(n)Zmax

{
Q

max
q=1

σmax

(
F(q)

)
, λmax(E)

}
.
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Lemma 1 studies the estimation error for substituting the population aggregated ma-
trix ΩM with its observed counterpart M. Under mild conditions to be discussed below
Theorem 1, this bound is dominated by the maximum eigenvalue of ΩM on the asymptotic
sense, which further ensures a vanishing mis-clustering rate of BASIC in Theorem 1.

To study the mis-clustering rate of BASIC, we follow Wang et al. (2020) and define
W = {1 ⩽ i ⩽ n :

∥∥N∗
ī
−Rī

∥∥ ⩽ 1/2
}
as the set of nodes that are accurately clustered by

BASIC, and thus Vt\W consists of nodes that are mis-clustered. Theorem 1 establishes a
non-asymptotic bound for the mis-clustering rate of BASIC.

Theorem 1 Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, with probability at least 1− o
(
n−4

)
, the mis-

clustering rate of BASIC satisfies

|Vt\W|
n

≲
log(n)ZT 2

n

nθ2min ∥θ∥
4

(
SNRBASIC

)−2
,

where Tn = log(n), and

SNRBASIC =

∑Q
q=1 σ

2
min

(
F(q)

)
+ λ2

min (E)

max
{
maxQq=1 σmax

(
F(q)

)
, λmax(E)

} .
The proof of Theorem 1 is given in Appendix B.3. In Theorem 1, SNRBASIC can be under-
stood as the integrated signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of all networks involved. If SNRBASIC ≫√

log(n)ZT 2
n/nθ

2
min ∥θ∥

4, the mis-clustering rate |Vt\W|/n → 0 as n → ∞. To demon-
strate the merit of BASIC through Theorem 1, for a fair comparison, we also derive the
mis-clustering rate for the primary network alone under the same theoretical framework,
which is

|Vt\W|
n

≲
log(n)ZT 2

n

nθ2min ∥θ∥
4

(
λmax (E)

λ2
min (E)

)2

≡ log(n)ZT 2
n

nθ2min ∥θ∥
4 (SNR

Primary)−2, (7)

where SNRPrimary = λ2
min(E)/λmax(E) is the corresponding signal-to-noise ratio of primary

network solely. A similar definition of SNR has been used in Jin et al. (2021, 2023). The
above non-asymptotic bound in (7) highly relies on the minimal signal λmin (E) of the
primary network, thus it easily diverges for weak-signal primary networks where λmin (E)
goes to zero. On the other hand, according to Theorem 1, BASIC leverages the risk of
divergence by introducing the bipartite information, then the mis-clustering rate can still
vanish if only one of bipartite networks is not of weak-signal. In practice, SNRBASIC typically
enhances SNRPrimary, leading to faster convergence of the mis-clustering rate, since the
numerator of the former consists of the summation of minimal signals from all involved
networks, while its enlarged denominator only takes one of the maximum signals. Especially,
if σmax

(
F(q)

)
≍ λmax(E) for q = 1, . . . , Q, indicating all bipartite networks have spike

structure, then the asymptotic relative gain from BASIC is

SNRBASIC

SNRPrimary
≍
∑Q

q=1 σ
2
min

(
F(q)

)
+ λ2

min (E)

λ2
min(E)

.
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That is, the learning performance of the community structures of the primary network can
be substantially enhance, only if at least one of bipartite networks has non-degenerating
signal σ2

min

(
F(q)

)
.

Furthermore, even if all bipartite networks are in fact pure noise, with σmin(F
(q)) ≪√

log(n)Z/(∥θ∥∥δ∥), q = 1, . . . , Q, but the primary network contains relatively strong sig-

nals. We can obtain max
{
maxQq=1 σmax

(
F(q)

)
, λmax(E)

}
= λmax(E) and

∑Q
q=1 σ

2
min

(
F(q)

)
+

λ2
min (E) ≍ λ2

min (E). Hence, we have

SNRBASIC ≍ λ2
min (E)

λmax(E)
,

which matches SNRPrimary. This indicates that BASIC naturally prevents negative knowl-
edge transfer when incorporating bipartite information.

4 Simulation

In this section, we assess the performance of the proposed BASIC method under the DCBM
for the primary network and the BiDCBM for bipartite networks, under both weak and
strong signal conditions of the primary network. We investigate how bipartite networks
with varying signal strengths can indeed enhance community detection, and verify that the
clustering performance is not degraded even if the added bipartite information is weak. We
consider various combinations of node sizes and the number of communities, addressing
both balanced and imbalanced community structures. To evaluate the clustering accuracy
of BASIC, we calculate the Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) (Hubert and Arabie, 1985) that
reflects the consistency between the clustering results and the inherent true labels, ranging
from -1 to 1. A higher ARI value indicates higher clustering accuracy. The SCORE method
(Jin, 2015) applied to the primary network is treated as baseline.

4.1 Simulation Setup

We generate the mean matrices Ω(0) and Ω(q), q = 1, . . . , Q, for the primary and bipartite
networks, respectively, following Li et al. (2020). We take three combinations of {n,m,K}:
{600, 300, 3}, {600, 300, 5}, and {1200, 600, 5}. For the community structure of our pri-
mary interest, both balanced and imbalanced community sizes are considered. In balanced
cases, all communities have the same sizes n/K. In imbalanced cases, the community
sizes of the primary nodes are respectively set to {100, 200, 300}, {50, 100, 100, 150, 200}
and {100, 200, 200, 300, 400}. Then assign the node membership labels l = (l1, . . . , ln)

⊤

and r(q) = (r
(q)
1 , . . . , r

(q)
m )⊤, without loss of generality, in a sequential manner. Taking the

balanced case for instance,

l = (1, . . . , 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
n/K

, 2, . . . , 2︸ ︷︷ ︸
n/K

, . . . ,K, . . . ,K︸ ︷︷ ︸
n/K

)⊤.

Given l, further define the community membership matrix X ∈ Rn×K for the primary
network, where X(i, k) = I(li = k) for i = 1, . . . , n and k = 1, . . . ,K. In addition, take
Π = (1− β)IK + β1K1⊤K , where IK is a K ×K identity matrix and 1K denotes a column
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vector of length K with every entry being 1, and β represents the common out-in ratio,
i.e., the ratio of between-block and within-block probability of edges. The values of β
will be specified later in different scenarios. As β increases, the communities become less
distinguishable, resulting in weak-signal networks. Last, we draw a vector of node degree
parameter d = (d1, . . . , dn)

⊤ from a power-law distribution with lower bound 1 and scaling
parameter 5. When normalized to the range between 0 and 1, d corresponds to the vector
of degree heterogeneity parameter θ in Section 3.1. Given all the above quantities, we can
define the mean matrix Ω(0) ∝ diag(d)XΠX⊤diag(d)⊤ according to the DCBM, so that
the probability of an edge between nodes only depends on the community structure X and
the node degree parameter d. We can specify a normalizing factor when generating Ω(0) to
adjust the average node degree in the network, aiming to prevent the network from being
too dense or sparse. In our simulation, we set the average degree to be 40. In the same
fashion, we can generate the mean matrices Ω(q), q = 1, . . . , Q for the bipartite networks.
Here we take Q = 5. All simulation results are based on 200 replications.

4.2 Simulation Results

We evaluate the performance of BASIC under various signal conditions of primary and
bipartite networks. Firstly, we consider the weak-signal primary network, with the out-in
ratio β of the primary network set to 0.5 (Li et al., 2020). Recall that a larger β leads to a
weaker signal. Then, we vary the out-in ratios of the 5 bipartite networks in the following
four cases:

• Case 1: 0.5, 0.5, 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 (5 weak signals)

• Case 2: 0.1, 0.5, 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 (1 strong and 4 weak signals)

• Case 3: 0.1, 0.1, 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 (2 strong and 3 weak signals)

• Case 4: 0.1, 0.1, 0.1, 0.5, 0.5 (3 strong and 2 weak signals)

The above four cases correspond to the use of 0, 1, 2, and 3 strong bipartite networks,
respectively. The results of community detection are illustrated in Figure 2, where the base-
line SCORE method uses only the primary network. We observe obvious enhancement of
ARI by incorporating bipartite information, for both balanced and imbalanced community
sizes. The ARI of the baseline is around 0.25 in all four cases. This is consistent with our
theoretical result (7) - for weak-signal primary networks, the mis-clustering rate easily di-
verges. Furthermore, the performance of BASIC is further improved as more strong-signal
bipartite networks are incorporated. Last but not least, we observe that even if all five
bipartite networks are weak-signal ones (Case 1), the enhancement is still obvious.

Secondly, we set the community structure signal of the primary network to be relatively
strong, with the out-in ratio β of the primary network being 0.3. We aim to investigate
whether incorporating the bipartite network can further enhance performance or, at the
very least, prevent degradation. We set 0, 1, 2, and 3 bipartite networks with out-in ratios
equal to that of the primary network, while the other bipartite networks set to 0.5.

• Case 1: 0.5, 0.5, 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 (5 weak signals)
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Figure 2: ARI for weak-signal primary networks. The baseline refers to the results obtained
by using only the primary network. Cases 1, 2, 3, and 4 correspond to using 0,
1, 2, and 3 strong bipartite networks, respectively.

• Case 2: 0.3, 0.5, 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 (1 strong and 4 weak signals)

• Case 3: 0.3, 0.3, 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 (2 strong and 3 weak signals)

• Case 4: 0.3, 0.3, 0.3, 0.5, 0.5 (3 strong and 2 weak signals)

The results are depicted in Figure 3. The performances of the baseline in most cases
are already fairly satisfactory due to the relatively strong signal from the primary network.
However, leveraging information from bipartite networks can further enhance the perfor-
mance of community detection in the primary network. Additionally, as shown in Case
1, even when the community structure of the bipartite networks is unclear, utilizing BA-
SIC does not deteriorate the community detection. These phenomena are observed in both
balanced and imbalanced cases and are consistent with the theoretical results in Theorem 1.
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Figure 3: ARI for strong-signal primary networks. The baseline refers to the results ob-
tained by using only the primary network. Cases 1, 2, 3, and 4 correspond to
using 0, 1, 2, and 3 bipartite networks with the same signal strength as the pri-
mary network, respectively.

5 Real Data Analysis: Structure Learning of Author Collaboration
Network

5.1 Data Description

In this section, we utilize the proposed BASIC method to analyze an author collaboration
network dataset. We collect statistical publications from 42 renowned statistical journals
from 1981 to 2021 in Web of Science (www.webofscience.com). We obtain titles, abstracts,
keywords, citation counts up to 2022, years, journals, author information (including names,
institutions, and regions) and reference lists, as illustrated in Table 1. After a challenging
data cleaning process, we construct a collaboration network with 16,125 nodes and 22,530
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Table 1: An illustrative example of a statistical publication. Basic information such as
title, abstract, keywords, citation counts, author information, and reference list
are obtained. The citation counts are provided by the Web of Science up to 2022.

Variable Example

Title
A proportional hazards model for the subdistribution of
a competing risk

Abstract
With explanatory covariates, the standard analysis for
competing risks data involves modeling the cause-specific
hazard functions via a proportional hazards assumption...

Keywords
hazard of subdistribution; martingale; partial likelihood;
transformation model

Journal JASA
Year 1999
Citation counts 8,265 (until 2022)

Author information
Fine, Jason P.@ University of Pittsburgh;
Gray, Robert J.@Harvard University

Reference list

[1] Nonparametric estimation of partial transition-probabilities
in multiple decrement models@Aalen, O@1978@AoS
[2] Estimates of absolute cause-specific risk in cohort studies
Benichou, J & Gail, MH@1990@Biometrics
[3] ...

edges as the original network: the nodes represent the authors, with an undirected and
unweighted edge between two authors if they have published two or more papers together
(Zhang et al., 2023; Ji et al., 2022). The resulting collaboration network has a density of
0.017%, indicating that it is very sparse. To concentrate on the most important nodes,
we extract the c-core network by iteratively removing nodes with a degree less than c
until the network stabilizes (Wang and Rohe, 2016). The c-core network is a commonly
used method for extracting core information from networks (Miao and Li, 2023; Ding et al.,
2023). Specifically, we extract the 4-core of the collaboration network and obtain the largest
connected component, resulting in a core network with 737 nodes and 2,453 edges, with a
network density of 0.904%. This core network serves as the primary network for community
detection. In addition, author information can help us obtain the corresponding institution
and region of the authors. Therefore, we consider three bipartite networks: the author-paper
network, the author-institution network, and the author-region network.

5.2 Community Detection by BASIC

In this subsection, we use information from three bipartite networks, from the perspectives of
papers, institutions, and regions, to assist the community structure learning of the primary
collaboration network. The SCORE method applied to the collaboration network is treated
as the baseline. The number of communities K in the primary network is determined by the
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edge cross-validation (ECV) algorithm (Li et al., 2020). Specifically, we set the maximum
number of communities to 30 according to the scree plot as illustrated in Figure 8. By
repeating the ECV process 20 times for K from 1 to 30, we obtain the optimal number
of communities as 121. According to Jin et al. (2021), the eigenvalues of a weak-signal
network often have the K-th and (K + 1)-th values that are “close”. When K = 12, we
compute the quantity 1 − λ̂K+1/λ̂K = 0.011, which is smaller than the commonly used
scale-free threshold of 0.1. This result highlights that the collaboration network is indeed a
weak-signal network. In contrast, for typical strong signal networks, this quantity exceeds
0.1, such as in the Karate (0.414) (Zachary, 1977) and Polblogs (0.6) (Adamic and Glance,
2005) networks.

Subsequently, employing the author-paper, author-institution, and author-region net-
work as bipartite networks, we investigate the community structure of the primary network
(collaboration network) using the newly proposed BASIC method. Table 2 presents the
five representative authors in each community, the size of the community, and the top five
keywords by frequency. Communities are sorted by size in descending order. From Table 2,
it can be seen that the largest community consists of 148 authors and the smallest commu-
nity consists of 17 authors. Specifically, the top three and the fifth authors in Community
2 are all from Harvard University and collaborate closely with each other. The fourth au-
thor, Professor Fine, Jason P., is from the University of North Carolina, but Professor Wei
Lee-Jen, who is a doctoral advisor for Professor Fine, Jason P., is from Harvard University.
Therefore, it is reasonable to classify them in the same community. The authors in Com-
munity 3 come mainly from institutions in China, including Northeast Normal University -
China, the Chinese Academy of Sciences, the University of Hong Kong, and the Hong Kong
Baptist University. Next, we focus on Community 5, which consists of 57 authors. The top
five authors in Community 5 specialize in the high-dimensional field. Professor Fan Jianqing
is the doctoral advisor of Professor Li Runze. They have made significant contributions to
penalized regression and screening methods. Most of the authors in Community 7 come
from Belgium, including institutions like KU Leuven, Hasselt University, and Ghent Univer-
sity. The top-ranked author is Professor Peter J. Rousseeuw, a renowned statistician from
KU Leuven, whose research focuses on robust statistics and cluster analysis. Professors
Geert Molenberghs and Christophe Croux are among his doctoral students.

5.3 Community Structure and Collaboration Patterns

In this subsection, we select three representative communities to further analyze collab-
oration patterns among statisticians. These include the second largest community, i.e.,
Community 2, the primarily Chinese statisticians in Community 5, and Community 10,
which consists of statisticians from different regions. Figure 4 shows the visualization of the
largest connected component in Community 2, with several representative nodes (authors)
highlighted in dark blue. We find that some authors play a “bridging” role in collaborations.
For example, Professor Jason P. Fine (represented by the purple node in Figure 4) from
the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill acts as a bridge connecting two relatively
close-connected groups of nodes. One group consists of his Ph.D. advisor, Professor Lee-Jen

1. We set the parameters of ECV by convention, with the number of samplings set to 3 and the proportion
of holdout nodes set to 0.1.
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Table 2: Utilizing the information from three bipartite networks: author-paper, author-
institution, and author-region networks to assist the community detection results
of the primary network (collaboration network). Communities are sorted by size
in descending order.

ID Size Author Keywords

1 148

Balakrishnan, Narayanaswamy Order statistics, Maximum likelihood
Hothorn, Torsten EM algorithm, Exponential distribution
Rao, J. N. K. Weibull distribution, Monte Carlo simulation

Kundu, Debasis Birnbaum-Saunders distribution, Likelihood ratio test
Cordeiro, Gauss Moutinho Censored data, Local influence

2 139

Tibshirani, Robert Survival analysis, Bootstrap
Hastie, Trevor J. Causal inference, LASSO

Friedman, Jerome H. Functional data analysis, Nonparametric regression
Fine, Jason P. EM algorithm, Variable selection
Wei, Lee-Jen Missing data, Robustness

3 91

Bai, Zhidong Asymptotic normality, Variable selection
Li, Wai-Keung Longitudinal data, Empirical likelihood
Fang, Kaitai Quantile regression, Oracle property
Peng, Heng Robustness, EM algorithm

Yin, Guosheng Estimating equations, High-dimensional data

4 75

Carlin, Bradley P. Markov chain Monte Carlo, Gibbs sampling
Gelfand, Alan. E. Bayesian inference, Dirichlet process
Cook, R. Dennis Gaussian process, Empirical Bayes
Casella, George Variable selection, Central subspace
Wu, C. F. Jeff Minimaxity, Hierarchical model

5 57

Fan, Jianqing Variable selection, LASSO
Li, Runze EM algorithm, Model selection
Zou, Hui Empirical likelihood, Asymptotic normality

Tsai, Chih-Ling Oracle property, Estimating equation
Hornik, Kurt High-dimensional data, SCAD

6 45

Hall, Peter Gavin Bootstrap, Robustness
Zeileis, Achim Bandwidth, Kernel methods

Mukerjee, Rahul Consistency, Small area estimation
Cuevas, Antonio Nonparametric regression, Mean squared error
Basu, Analabha Density estimation, Influence function

7 40

Rousseeuw, Peter J. Linear mixed model, Missing data
Kenward, Michael G. Longitudinal data, Missing at random
Molenberghs, Geert Sensitivity analysis, Influence function
Croux, Christophe Breakdown point, Random effects
Verbeke, Geert Multiple imputation, Pseudo-likelihood

8 37

Ruppert, David Functional data analysis, Measurement error
Stefanski, Leonard A. Penalized splines, Nonparametric regression

Liang, Hua Mixed models, Longitudinal data
Crainiceanu, Ciprian M. Smoothing, Model selection

Kneib, Thomas Bootstrap, P-splines

9 31

Marron, James S. Bootstrap, Kernel smoothing
Haerdle, Wolfgang Karl Empirical likelihood, Asymptotic normality

Wand, Matt P. Bandwidth selection, Density estimation
Jones, M. C. Robust estimation, Smoothing

Mammen, Enno Bandwidth, Kernel estimator

10 29

Ibrahim, Joseph G. Gibbs sampling, Missing data
Lipsitz, Stuart R. EM algorithm, Generalized estimating equations
Zeng, Donglin Markov Chain Monte Carlo, Semiparametric efficiency

Ryan, Louise M. Longitudinal data, Missing at random
Zhu, Hongtu Random effects, Logistic regression

11 28

Gijbels, Irene Forward search, Bootstrap
Hjort, Nils Lid Nonparametric regression, Survival analysis

Mardia, Kanti V. Robustness, Weak convergence
Morgan, Byron J. T. Infectious disease, Smoothing
Atkinson, Anthony C. Surveillance, Right censoring

12 17

Carroll, Raymond. J. Measurement error, Nonparametric regression
Smith, Adrian F. M. Dimension reduction, Variable selection

Zhu, Lixing Markov Chain Monte Carlo, Longitudinal data
Dettet, Holger Bootstrap, Empirical likelihood

Genton, Marc G. Bayesian methods, Robustness
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Wei, along with his peers, Professor Cai Tianxi and Professor Lu, Tian, while the other
group includes his colleague, Professor Hudgens, Michael G., also from the University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill. They are all renowned statisticians in the field of biostatis-
tics. Similarly, Professor Cai, Tianwen Tony from the Wharton School at the University
of Pennsylvania, also acts as a bridge, connecting the group of colleagues at the University
of Pennsylvania with the group that includes his sister Professor Cai, Tianxi from Harvard
University. In addition, the professors in the group on the right have all studied or worked
at the Harvard School of Public Health, including Professor Betensky, Rebecca A., Robins,
James M., and others. In summary, the authors of this community are all involved in the
fields of biostatistics and public health statistics.

Chiou, Sy Han

Fine, Jason P.Hastie, Trevor J.

Hudgens, Michael G.

Pan, Wei

Berk, Richard A.

Betensky, Rebecca A.

Robins, James M.
Tchetgen Tchetgen, Eric J.

Lu, Tian
Tibshirani, Robert

Tsiatis, Astasios A.

Wei, L. J.

Buja, Andreas

Cai, Tianxi

Cai, Tianwen Tony

Figure 4: The largest connected component of Community 2 in the collaboration network.

Figure 5 shows the largest connected component of Community 5 in the collabora-
tion network. The representative nodes in this community include Professor Fan, Jinqing
from Princeton University, Professor Li, Runze from Pennsylvania State University, Pro-
fessor Zou, Hui from University of Minnesota, Professor Tsai, Chih-Ling from University
of California Davis, and others. In addition, we find many interesting phenomena, further
validating the effectiveness of our method. For example, Professors Fan, Li, and Zou form
a loop, indicating that they collaborate very closely. Professor Ma, Shuangge and Profes-
sor Huang, Jian, along with others, are relatively closely connected, appearing to form a
sub-community. Professor Leng, Chenlei from the University of Warwick serves as a bridge
in this community, connecting the group represented by Professor Qin, Jing from Hong
Kong Polytechnic University. From the perspective of research directions, the authors in
this community all specialize in high-dimensional fields.

The last community we want to discuss is Community 10. As shown in Figure 6, the
visualization of Community 10 reveals that the nodes within this community are very closely
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Fan, Jianqing

Huang, Jian

Kosorok, Michael R.

Leng, Chenlei

Li, Runze
Liu, Yufeng

Lu, Wenbin

Ma, Shuangge

Qin, Jing

Wang, Hansheng

Wu, Yichao

Zhang, Hao Helen

Zou, Hui

Figure 5: The largest connected component of Community 5 in the collaboration network.

connected. The density of this community is 21.2%, much higher than that of Community
2 (5.5%) and Community 5 (9.3%). This suggests that the collaboration among the authors
in this community is more close. The representative authors of this community, Professors
Ibrahim, Joseph G., Zhu, Hongtu, and Styner, Martin A. are all from the University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill, which are renowned statisticians. It is very interesting that
both Professor Ibrahim, Joseph G. and Professor Zhu, Hongtu are the Ph.D. advisors of
Professor Shi Xiaoyan. Additionally, there are many higher-order complete sub-network
structures in this community, where every pair of distinct nodes is connected by an edge.
For example, a four-node complete sub-graph is formed by Professor Ibrahim, Joseph G.,
Professor Sinha, Debajyoti, Professor Lipsitz, Stuart R., and Professor Fitzmaurice, Garrett
A., which further indicates that this community is highly collaborative.

Fitzmaurice, Garrett A.

Hevelone, thael

Ibrahim, Joseph G.Lipsitz, Stuart R.

Parzen, Michael

Shi, Xiaoyan

Sinha, Debajyoti

Styner, Martin A.

Zhu, Hongtu

Chen, Minghui

Figure 6: The largest connected component of Community 10 in the collaboration network.
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5.4 Comparison with Other Methods

To demonstrate that utilizing the bipartite network brings improvements, we compare the
results of our newly proposed BASIC method with SCORE (Jin, 2015) and SCORE+ (Jin
et al., 2021). The SCORE method essentially performs community detection using only
the primary network, while SCORE+ builds on SCORE by applying pre-PCA normaliza-
tion and Laplacian transformation to the adjacency matrix and considering an additional
eigenvector for clustering. The subplots on the top left, bottom left and bottom right of
Figure 7 show the different community detection results by BASIC and SCORE, respec-
tively. Nodes in different communities are assigned different colors. In general, BASIC
and SCORE exhibited more balanced community sizes, while the largest community in
SCORE+ accounted for 68.7% of the total number of nodes. We find that SCORE+ is not
suitable for our collaboration network. This is because SCORE+ requires that the K-th
eigenvalue is very close to the (K + 1)-th eigenvalue, while there is a relatively large gap
between the (K + 1)-th and (K + 2)-th eigenvalues. However, as shown in Table 3, in the
collaboration network studied in this paper, not only the K-th and (K + 1)-th eigenvalues
but even the (K + 2)-th eigenvalue are very close, making it difficult to argue that con-
sidering one additional eigenvector would bring a significant improvement. Therefore, the
SCORE+ method does not apply well to our collaboration network. By incorporating ad-
ditional structural information into the collaboration network, we are able to achieve better
results than SCORE+.

Table 3: Variation of 1 − λ̂K+1/λ̂K in our collaboration network as K varies from 1 to 16.
Note that the number of communities in our collaboration network is 12.

K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1− λ̂K+1/λ̂K 0.098 0.105 0.093 0.062 0.004 0.097 0.046 0.006

K 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

1− λ̂K+1/λ̂K 0.045 0.051 0.019 0.011 0.012 0.020 0.004 0.012

In comparison of BASIC and SCORE, we observe that SCORE categorizes 55% of the
top 20 most cited authors into the same community. In contrast, BASIC shows more
balanced communities than SCORE. To provide a clearer comparison of the differences be-
tween BASIC and SCORE, the subplot on the top right shows the community structure
of the selected nodes. Visually, these nodes exhibit distinct community structures, but the
SCORE method groups all of them into the same community. In contrast, our BASIC
method divides them into three main communities. Specifically, the yellow node commu-
nity within the yellow circle of Figure 7 consists mainly of authors from KU Leuven and
Hasselt University in Belgium. The community corresponding to the green nodes within the
green circle is the highly connected Community 10 mentioned above. In addition, SCORE
assigns Professors Fine, Jason P., and Wei, Lee-Jen to two different communities. However,
Professor Wei, Lee-Jen supervises the doctoral studies of Professor Fine, Jason P., and they
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BASIC

SCORE SCORE+

Figure 7: Top Left: Community detection results using the BASIC method; Top Right:
Community detection results of part of selected nodes using the BASIC and
SCORE methods. Bottom Left: Community detection results using the SCORE
method; Bottom Right: Community detection results using the SCORE+
method; The nodes from different communities are assigned different colors.

collaborate closely. In contrast, BASIC assigns them to the same community and groups
them with professors from Harvard University.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a Bipartite Assisted Spectral-clustering approach for Identify-
ing Communities (BASIC). It incorporates bipartite network information to community
structure learning in social network analysis. By introducing an aggregated squared ad-
jacency matrix, BASIC effectively takes into account the bipartite information without
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distorting the primary network structure. We systematically study the theoretical proper-
ties of BASIC, and demonstrate its privilege across various scenarios of simulation studies.
Furthermore, we collect a large-scale academic network dataset from the statistics field,
with author collaboration network being our primary interest. We also construct three bi-
partite networks - author-paper, author-institution, and author-region, from the collected
data. Then we explore the community structure of the collaboration network using BASIC,
leading to numerous intriguing findings.

Appendix A. Figure

Figure 8 shows the scree plot of the primary collaboration network.
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Figure 8: The scree plot of the primary collaboration network

Appendix B. Proof

B.1 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof Recall that the mean structure of aggregated matrix ΩM ≡ ∥θ∥2 ∥δ∥2ΘθS̄Θ
⊤
θ as

shown in (4). We first explicitly describe the eigen-structure of ΩM . Based on this and
symmetry of S̄ and assume its first K eigenvalues are nonzero, it can be decomposed as
S̄ = JΣJ⊤, where Σ ∈ RK×K is a diagonal matrix with positive eigenvalues arranged
in descending order, and columns in J = [j1, j2, . . . , jK ] ∈ RK×K are the corresponding
eigenvectors. Substituting S̄ = JΣJ⊤ into (4), we can obtain:

ΩM = ∥θ∥2∥δ∥2 (ΘθJ)Σ (ΘθJ)
⊤ . (8)

We can verify that ΘθJ is orthonormal as Θθ and J are both orthonormal matrices. There-
fore, (8) is an eigenvalue decomposition of ΩM , we rewrite it as ΩM = UΛU⊤, where

Λ = ∥θ∥2∥δ∥2Σ, (9)

U = ΘθJ. (10)
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To view (9), ΩM has K non-zero eigenvalues with

λi(ΩM ) = ∥θ∥2∥δ∥2λi(Σ) = ∥θ∥2∥δ∥2λi(S̄) for 1 ⩽ i ⩽ K,

which gives (5). In addition, each row of (10) can be rewritten as (θi/∥θ(li)∥)Jl̄i
, giv-

ing (6). Moreover, recall J is a square and orthogonal matrix, and we have ∥Uī∥ =∥∥∥(θi/∥θ(li)∥)Jl̄i

∥∥∥ = θi/∥θ(li)∥, implying ∥Uī∥ ≍ θi/∥θ∥.

B.2 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof Denote the empirical version of the aggregated adjacency matrix as M = AA⊤ +∑Q
q=1B

(q)B(q)⊤. For notation simplicity, we rewrite A as B(0), then M =
∑Q

q=0B
(q)B(q)⊤.

By definition, we obtain,

M =

Q∑
q=0

(
Ω(q) +W(q)

)(
Ω(q) +W(q)

)⊤
=

Q∑
q=0

Ω(q)Ω(q)⊤ +

Q∑
q=0

Ω(q)W(q)⊤ +

Q∑
q=0

W(q)Ω(q)⊤ +

Q∑
q=0

W(q)W(q)⊤

= ΩM +

Q∑
q=0

Ω(q)W(q)⊤ +

Q∑
q=0

W(q)Ω(q)⊤ +

Q∑
q=0

W(q)W(q)⊤.

This gives

∥M−ΩM∥ =

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Q∑

q=0

Ω(q)W(q)⊤ +

Q∑
q=0

W(q)Ω(q)⊤ +

Q∑
q=0

W(q)W(q)⊤

∥∥∥∥∥∥
⩽2

Q∑
q=0

∥∥∥Ω(q)
∥∥∥∥∥∥W(q)

∥∥∥+ Q∑
q=0

∥∥∥W(q)
∥∥∥2

⩽2 ∥θ∥ ∥δ∥
Q∑

q=1

∥∥∥S(q)
∥∥∥∥∥∥W(q)

∥∥∥+ 2 ∥θ∥2
∥∥∥S(0)

∥∥∥∥∥∥W(0)
∥∥∥+ Q∑

q=0

∥∥∥W(q)
∥∥∥2

=2 ∥θ∥ ∥δ∥
Q∑

q=1

σmax

(
S(q)

)
σmax

(
W(q)

)
+ ∥θ∥2 σmax

(
S(0)

)
σmax

(
W(0)

)

+

Q∑
q=0

σmax

(
W(q)

)2
,

(11)

where the second equality is directly from the definitions of Ω(q), q = 0, 1, . . . , Q.
Next, our goal is to give an upper bound of the right-hand side of Equation (11). By

Assumption 2, without loss of generality, we assume σmax(F
(q)) ≫

√
log(n)Z/(∥θ∥ ∥δ∥),
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then

min(∥θ∥ ∥δ∥ , ∥θ∥2)σmax(S
(q)) ≳ ∥θ∥ ∥δ∥ (σmin(Ψθ))

2σmax(F
(q))

≳ ∥θ∥ ∥δ∥σmax(F
(q)) ≫

√
log(n)Z ≳

Q
max
q=0

σmax(W
(q)),

(12)

where the first and second inequality are directly from Assumption 3, the third inequality
is from Assumption 2 and last inequality is from Lemma A.2 in Wang et al. (2020), which
shows maxQq=0 σmax(W

(q)) ≲
√

log(n)Z with probability at least 1 − o
(
n−4

)
. Otherwise,

we can show ∥θ∥2 σmax

(
S(0)

)
σmax

(
W(0)

)
≫ maxQq=0 σmax

(
W(q)

)
similarly. Therefore, by

(12), we can obtain

∥M−ΩM∥ ≲ ∥θ∥ ∥δ∥
√
log(n)Zmax

{
Q

max
q=1

σmax

(
F(q)

)
, λmax(E)

}
with probability at least 1− o

(
n−4

)
.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 1

First, we provide two key results.

Lemma 2 For the ratio matrix R ∈ Rn×(K−1) derived from the eigenvectors of the popula-
tion aggregated adjacency matrix ΩM, then for all 1 ⩽ i1 ⩽ n and 1 ⩽ i2 ⩽ n, the following
inequalities hold: ∥∥Rī1 −Rī2

∥∥ ⩾ 2 if li1 ̸= li2 ,∥∥Rī1 −Rī2

∥∥ = 0 if li1 = li2 ,

where li represents the community label of node i.

Proposition 2 Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, for the ratio matrix R and R̂, for n large
enough, with probability at least 1− o

(
n−4

)
, we have

∥R̂−R∥2F ≲
log(n)ZT 2

n

θ2min ∥θ∥
4

max
{
maxQq=1 σmax

(
F(q)

)
, λmax(E)

}
∑Q

q=1 σ
2
min

(
F(q)

)
+ λ2

min (E)

2

, (13)

where Z = max (θmax, δmax)max (∥θ∥1, ∥δ∥1) and Tn = log(n).

The proofs of these two results defer to the end of this appendix. Now we focus on the
main result.

Proof We aim to bound the distance between N∗ and the ratio matrix R constructed from
the eigenvectors of the expected aggregated adjacency matrix ΩM . By the definition of the
matrix N∗ = argmin

N∈Nn,k−1,K

∥N − R̂∥2F . Note that Nn,K−1,K denotes the set of n × (K − 1)

matrices with only K different rows. Recall that R is also a n× (K− 1) matrices with only
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K different rows, thus R ∈ Nn,K−1,K . We can get ∥N∗ − R̂∥ ⩽ ∥R− R̂∥. Then, we obtain

∥N∗ −R∥2F ⩽ ∥N∗ − R̂+ R̂−R∥2F ≲ ∥N∗ − R̂∥2F + ∥R̂−R∥2F
≲ ∥R− R̂∥2F + ∥R̂−R∥2F (by ∥N∗ − R̂∥ ⩽ ∥R− R̂∥)
≲ ∥R− R̂∥2F

≲
log(n)ZT 2

n

θ2min ∥θ∥
4

max
{
maxQq=1 σmax

(
F(q)

)
, λmax(E)

}
∑Q

q=1 σ
2
min

(
F(q)

)
+ λ2

min (E)

2

(by Proposition 2),

where Z = max (θmax, δmax)max (∥θ∥1, ∥δ∥1), and Tn = log(n).
Define W ≡ {1 ⩽ i ⩽ n :

∥∥N∗
ī
−Rī

∥∥ ⩽ 1
2

}
. Assume that nodes i1 and i2 belong

to different communities in the set W, i.e., li1 ̸= li2 . According to Lemma 2, we have
∥Rī1 −Rī2∥ ⩾ 2. We can obtain that for ī1, ī2 ∈ W,∥∥∥N∗

ī1
−N∗

ī2

∥∥∥ =
∥∥∥N∗

ī1
−Rī1 +Rī1 −Rī2 +Rī2 −N∗

ī2

∥∥∥
⩾
∥∥Rī1 −Rī2

∥∥− ∥∥∥N∗
ī1
−Rī1 +Rī2 −N∗

ī2

∥∥∥
⩾
∥∥Rī1 −Rī2

∥∥− ∥∥∥N∗
ī1
−Rī1

∥∥∥− ∥∥∥N∗
ī2
−Rī2

∥∥∥
⩾ 2− 1

2
− 1

2
= 1 (by the definition of W).

Then, by the same deduction as Theorem 1 in Wang et al. (2020), we can show

|V\W| ≲ log(n)ZT 2
n

θ2min ∥θ∥
4

max
{
maxQq=1 σmax

(
F(q)

)
, λmax(E)

}
∑Q

q=1 σ
2
min

(
F(q)

)
+ λ2

min (E)

2

=
log(n)ZT 2

n

θ2min ∥θ∥
4 (SNRBASIC)−2.

B.4 Proof of Lemma 2

By the definition of the ratio matrix R, we can obtain that

∥∥Rī1 −Rī2

∥∥2 = ∥∥∥∥(U2∼KOU′)ī1
CUu1(i1)

−
(U2∼KOU′)ī2
CUu1(i2)

∥∥∥∥2
=

∥∥∥∥(U2∼K)ī1
u1(i1)

−
(U2∼K)ī2
u1(i2)

∥∥∥∥2 + ∥∥∥∥u1(i1)

u1(i1)
− u1(i2)

u1(i2)

∥∥∥∥2
=

∥∥∥∥ Uī1

u1(i1)
−

Uī2

u1(i2)

∥∥∥∥2
=

∥∥∥∥∥ J ¯li1

J ¯li1
(1)

−
J ¯li2

J ¯li2
(1)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

(by Proposition 1).
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Therefore, if li1 = li2 , we have J ¯li1
= J ¯li2

, thus,
∥∥Rī1 −Rī2

∥∥2 = 0. On the other hand,
if li1 ̸= li2 , by noting Proposition 1, it is seen that the matrix J is orthogonal matrix,

thus ∥J∥ = 1 and
〈
J ¯li1

,J ¯li2

〉
= 0 for i1 ̸= i2. Thus, if li1 ̸= li2 , we have

∥∥Rī1 −Rī2

∥∥2 =

1/|J ¯li1
(1)|+ 1/|J ¯li2

(1)| ⩾ 1 + 1 = 2.

Appendix C. Proof of Proposition 2

We first provide some lemmas that facilitate technical proofs.

Lemma 3 Let the first K leading eigenvectors of M as Û = [û1, û2, . . . , ûK ] ∈ Rn×K ,
and the first K leading eigenvectors of ΩM as U = [u1,u2, . . . ,uK ] ∈ Rn×K . Under
Assumption 3 and 2, there exist an orthogonal matrix OU ∈ R(K−1)×(K−1) and a constant
CU ∈ {−1, 1}, such that for n large enough, with probability at least 1−o

(
n−4

)
, the following

bounds hold
max

{
∥Û2∼K −U2∼KOU∥F , ∥û1 − u1CU∥F

}
≲

√
log(n)Z

∥θ∥2

max
{
maxQq=1 σmax

(
F(q)

)
, λmax(E)

}
∑Q

q=1 σ
2
min

(
F(q)

)
+ λ2

min (E)

 ,
(14)

where Z = max (θmax, δmax)max (∥θ∥1, ∥δ∥1).

Proof By applying Lemma 5.1 in Lei and Rinaldo (2015) and Lemma 4 in Wang et al.
(2020), there exists an orthogonal matrix OU ∈ R(K−1)×(K−1), the distance (defined in
Frobenius norm) between eigenvectors of aggregated square matrix M and its population
version ΩM is bounded by spectral norm of noise matrix, i.e.,

max
{
∥Û2∼K −U2∼KOU∥F , ∥û1 − u1CU∥F

}
⩽

2
√
2K

min {λmin(ΩM ), λ1(ΩM )− λ2(ΩM )}
∥M−ΩM∥

⩽
2
√
2K

λmin(ΩM )
∥M−ΩM∥ ,

(15)

where the last inequality is based on the same deduction as (A.15) in Wang et al. (2020).
Additionally, K is assumed to be independent of n and it is a constant. By Lemma 1, we
can obtain that with probability 1−O(n−4),

max
{
∥Û2∼K −U2∼KOU∥F , ∥û1 − u1CU∥F

}
≲

∥M−ΩM∥

λmin

(∑Q
q=1Ω

(q)Ω(q)⊤
)

≲
∥θ∥ ∥δ∥

√
log(n)Zmax

{
maxQq=1 σmax

(
F(q)

)
, λmax(E)

}
∥θ∥2 ∥δ∥2

∑Q
q=1 σ

2
min

(
S(q)

)
+ ∥θ∥4 σ2

min

(
S(0)

)
≲

√
log(n)Z

∥θ∥2

max
{
maxQq=1 σmax

(
F(q)

)
, λmax(E)

}
∑Q

q=1 σ
2
min

(
F(q)

)
+ λ2

min (E)

 ,

(16)
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where the second inequality we use the fact that

λmin

 Q∑
q=0

Ω(q)Ω(q)⊤

 ≥
q∑

q=0

λmin

(
Ω(q)Ω(q)⊤

)

= ∥θ∥2 ∥δ∥2
Q∑

q=1

σ2
min

(
S(q)

)
+ ∥θ∥4 σ2

min

(
S(0)

)
,

and Proposition 1, and the last inequality is from Assumption 3 where ∥θ∥ ≍ ∥δ∥.

For a constant 0 < C < 1, we define VU ≡
(
1 ⩽ i ⩽ n;

∣∣∣ û1(i)
CUu1(i)

− 1
∣∣∣ ⩽ C

)
.

Lemma 4 For the nodes in VU , we have the following equations hold,

|û1(i)| ≍ |CUu1(i)| ≍
θi
∥θ∥

for i ∈ VU .

Moreover, with a probability of at least 1−O
(
n−4

)
, the cardinalities of V\VU satisfies

|V\VU | ≲
log(n)Z

θ2min ∥θ∥
4

max
{
maxQq=1 σmax

(
F(q)

)
, λmax(E)

}
∑Q

q=1 σ
2
min

(
F(q)

)
+ λ2

min (E)

2

.

Proof For the first part, we first show that the elements in the leading eigenvector of U
are all positive. To see this, we only need to show C ⩽ j1(i) ⩽ 1 for a constant C > 0.
Then by the Expression (10), we can get the desired results. Note that j1 is the leading
eigenvector of S̄, based on Lemma 7 in Wang et al. (2020), what we need to show is that S̄
is irreducible and non-negative. By definition,

S̄ =

Q∑
q=1

(S(q)S(q)⊤) + (∥θ∥2/∥δ∥2)S(0)S(0)⊤

=Ψθ

Q∑
q=1

(F(q)F(q)⊤)Ψθ + (∥θ∥2/∥δ∥2)Ψθ(EE⊤)Ψθ.

By Assumption 1, all terms on the right hand side are irreducible, thus S̄ is also irreducible.
Moreover, by noting F(q)(i, j) ≥ 0 and E(i1, i2) ≥ 0, we can show that S̄ is nonnegative.
Thus, we conclude the result.

Now we show the first part, recall thatUī = (θi/∥θ(li)∥)Jl̄i
as shown in Proposition 1, we

can obtain |CUu1(i)| =
∣∣∣CU (θi/∥θ(li)∥)j1 (li)

∣∣∣ for 1 ⩽ i ⩽ n. Combine ∥θ∥2 =
∑K

k=1 ∥θ
(k)∥2

and Assumption 3, we can get ∥θ(i)∥ ≍ ∥θ∥ for 1 ⩽ i ⩽ K. Noting that 0 < C ⩽ J1(i) ⩽ 1
for 1 ⩽ i ⩽ n, which is proved above. The following equation holds,

|CUu1(i)| =

∣∣∣∣∣CU
θi

∥θ(li)∥
j1 (li)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≍
∣∣∣∣ θi
∥θ∥

∣∣∣∣ for 1 ⩽ i ⩽ n. (17)
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Then, for i ∈ VU , we have
∣∣∣ û1(i)
CUu1(i)

− 1
∣∣∣ ⩽ C < 1, thus |û1(i)| ≍ |CUu1(i)|, where

|CU | = 1 by Proposition 1. Substituting to Equation (17), we obtain

|û1(i)| ≍ |CUu1(i)| ≍
∣∣∣∣ θi
∥θ∥

∣∣∣∣ , for i ∈ VU . (18)

Furthermore, by Equation (18), we can obtain |CUu1(i)| ≍ |θi/∥θ∥ > 0 for 1 ⩽ i ⩽ n,
which means that CUu1(i) can be used as a denominator. Thus, we have

∑
i∈V\VU

(
û1(i)

CUu1(i)
− 1

)2

=
∑

i∈V\VU

(
1

CUu1(i)

)2

(û1(i)− CUu1(i))
2

⩽
∑

i∈V\VU

∥θ∥2

θ2min

(û1(i)− CUu1(i))
2 (by Equation (17))

⩽
n∑

i=1

∥θ∥2

θ2min

(û1(i)− CUu1(i))
2 ⩽

∥θ∥2

θ2min

∥û1 − u1CU∥2

⩽
log(n)Z

θ2min ∥θ∥
4

max
{
maxQq=1 σmax

(
F(q)

)
, λmax(E)

}
∑Q

q=1 σ
2
min

(
F(q)

)
+ λ2

min (E)

2

(by Proposition 3).

(19)

Therefore, there exists a constant C, the nodes in V\VU satisfy
(

û1(i)
CUu1(i)

− 1
)2

> C2.

By Equation (19), we have

|V\VU | =
∑

i∈V\VU

1 ⩽
∑
V\VU

1

C2

(
û1(i)

CUu1(i)
− 1

)2

≲
log(n)Z

θ2min ∥θ∥
4

max
{
maxQq=1 σmax

(
F(q)

)
, λmax(E)

}
∑Q

q=1 σ
2
min

(
F(q)

)
+ λ2

min (E)

2

.

The following inequality is taken from Appendix A.7.5 in Wang et al. (2020).

Lemma 5 For v,u ∈ Rn, a, b ∈ R, a > 0, b > 0, the following inequality holds,
∥∥v
a − u

b

∥∥2 ⩽
2
(

1
a2
∥v − u∥2 + (b−a)2

(ab)2
∥u∥2

)
.

Next, we turn to prove the main result of Proposition 2. By the definition of R, we have

∥(R)̄i∥
2 =

∥∥∥∥(U2∼KOU)̄i
CUu1(i)

∥∥∥∥2 ⩽ θ2i
∥θ∥2

(u1(i))2
≲

θ2i
(θ)2

θ2i
∥θ(li)∥2

(j1 (li))2
⩽ C, (20)

where the first inequality is from ∥(U2∼KOU)̄i∥ = ∥(U2∼K )̄i∥ ≤ ∥Uī∥ ≤ θ2i
∥θ∥2 , the second

inequality is from (6), and the last inequality is from 0 < C−1/2 ≤ j1 (li). Next, dividing
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the nodes into two distinct sets VU and V\VU , we can see

∥R̂− R̂∥2F =
∑

i∈V\VU

∥R̂ī −Rī∥2 +
∑
i∈VU

∥R̂ī −Rī∥2. (21)

We bound two terms on the right hand side separately. For the first term in Equation (21),
we can show∑

i∈V\VU

∥R̂ī −Rī∥2 ⩽ C
∑

i∈V\VU

(
∥R̂ī∥2 + ∥Rī∥2

)
⩽C

∑
i∈V\VU

(
KT 2

n + C
)

(by the definition of R̂ and (20))

⩽C |V\VU |T 2
n

≲
log(n)ZT 2

n

θ2min ∥θ∥
4

max
{
maxQq=1 σmax

(
F(q)

)
, λmax(E)

}
∑Q

q=1 σ
2
min

(
F(q)

)
+ λ2

min (E)

2

(by Lemma 4).

(22)

For the second term in Equation 21, we can get that∑
i∈VU

∥∥∥R̂ī −Rī

∥∥∥2

⩽C
∑
i∈VU

∥∥∥∥∥∥
(
Û2∼K

)
ī

û1(i)
−

(U2∼KOU′ )̄i
CUu1(i)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(by the definition of R̂, R and Lemma 5)

⩽C
∑
i∈VU

(
1

(û1(i))
2

∥∥∥(Û2∼K

)
ī
− (U2∼KOU′ )̄i

∥∥∥2 + (CV u1(i)− û1(i))
2

(û1(i)CUu1(i))
2 ∥(U2∼KOU′ )̄i∥

2

)

⩽C
∑
i∈VU

(
∥θ∥2

θ2
i

∥∥∥(Û2∼K

)
ī
− (U2∼KOU′ )̄i

∥∥∥2 + ∥θ∥2

θ2
i

(CUu1(i)− û1(i))
2

)
(by Lemma 4)

⩽C
∥θ∥2

θ2min

∑
i∈VU

∥∥∥(Û2∼K

)
ī
− (U2∼KOU′ )̄i

∥∥∥2 + ∑
i∈VU

(CUu1(i)− û1(i))
2


⩽C

∥θ∥2

θ2min

(∥∥∥Û2∼K −U2∼KOU′

∥∥∥2
F
+ ∥û1 − u1CU∥2F

)

⩽
log(n)Z

θ2min ∥θ∥
4

max
{
maxQq=1 σmax

(
F(q)

)
, λmax(E)

}
∑Q

q=1 σ
2
min

(
F(q)

)
+ λ2

min (E)

2

(by Proposition 3).

(23)
Combining Equation (22) and Equation (23), we can obtain that

∥R̂−R∥2F ≲
log(n)ZT 2

n

θ2min ∥θ∥
4

max
{
maxQq=1 σmax

(
F(q)

)
, λmax(E)

}
∑Q

q=1 σ
2
min

(
F(q)

)
+ λ2

min (E)

2

,

where Z = max (θmax, δmax)max (∥θ∥1, ∥δ∥1), and Tn = log(n).
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