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Abstract

We study the problem of detecting or recovering a planted ranked subgraph from a directed
graph, an analog for directed graphs of the well-studied planted dense subgraph model. We
suppose that, among a set of n items, there is a subset S of k items having a latent ranking
in the form of a permutation π of S, and that we observe a fraction p of pairwise orderings
between elements of {1, . . . , n} which agree with π with probability 1

2 + q between elements
of S and otherwise are uniformly random. Unlike in the planted dense subgraph and planted
clique problems where the community S is distinguished by its unusual density of edges, here
the community is only distinguished by the unusual consistency of its pairwise orderings. We es-
tablish computational and statistical thresholds for both detecting and recovering such a ranked
community. In the log-density setting where k, p, and q all scale as powers of n, we establish the
exact thresholds in the associated exponents at which detection and recovery become statisti-
cally and computationally feasible. These regimes include a rich variety of behaviors, exhibiting
both statistical-computational and detection-recovery gaps. We also give finer-grained results
for two extreme cases: (1) p = 1, k = n, and q small, where a full tournament is observed that
is weakly correlated with a global ranking, and (2) p = 1, q = 1

2 , and k small, where a small
“ordered clique” (totally ordered directed subgraph) is planted in a random tournament.
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1 Introduction

We study several statistical tasks associated to random directed graphs1 G on n vertices. Taken
together, we call the two distributions of G we study the planted ranked subgraph (PRS) model.

The aim of the PRS model is to describe situations of the following kind: we observe directed
social interactions among a collection of individuals, like the giving of gifts. Some subset of these
individuals form a small community having a strict hierarchy, causing those lower in this hierarchy
to more often give gifts to those higher (or vice-versa). Yet, the frequency of gift-giving in the
community overall is the same as in the population at large. Can we detect or identify this ranked
community, purely from the effect of its hierarchy on the direction in which gifts are given, not the
frequency with which they are given?2 See, e.g., [GSL+11, DBLM18, RP22, WZCL22] for a small
selection of work discussing hierarchy in network data appearing in various social sciences.

We formalize this question into two distributions of G. Under the null model, denoted Q, each
edge of G is present with probability 1

2p in either the forwards or backwards direction, for a total
probability p of being present at all, for a parameter p ∈ [0, 1]. Under the planted or alternative
model, denoted P, we insert a ranked community into G. This structure depends on p and also on
further parameters 1 ≤ k ≤ n and q ∈ [0, 12 ]. We then sample G by the following procedure:

1. First, each vertex i ∈ [n] is included in the ranked community, a subset S ⊆ [n], independently
with probability k/n.

2. Next, we choose a permutation π ∈ Sym(S) of the set S uniformly at random. When we
want to emphasize that this permutation acts only on S, we write π = πS .

3. Finally, for every i, j ∈ S with π(i) < π(j), we add the directed edge (i, j) to G with
probability p(12 + q), add the directed edge (j, i) with probability p

(
1
2 − q

)
, and add no edge

between i and j with the remaining probability 1− p. For all other pairs i, j ∈ [n] (where at
most one of i and j belongs to S), we add a directed edge between i and j with probability
1
2p in either direction, for a total probability p of an edge being present at all.

We note that, under both Q and P, the undirected graph G̃ formed by “forgetting” the direction of
each edge is merely an Erdős-Rényi random graph with edge probability p. All the extra structure
of P therefore lies in the directions of the edges between members of S, as proposed above.

We consider two statistical problems. First, when is it possible to detect that a planted ranked
subgraph is present in G, i.e., to hypothesis test between Q and P? And second, when is it possible
given G ∼ P to recover or estimate S and π accurately from this observation? We also consider
two variations of each question. First, when is each task achievable statistically or information-
theoretically, that is, with computations of arbitrary runtime permitted? And second, when is each
task achievable computationally by a polynomial-time algorithm?

It has been known for some time that statistical and computational hardness can be different:
there can be regimes of problems such as the one we propose where it is possible to solve the
problem, but only at prohibitive computational cost (e.g., [BPW18, BB20, WX21]). On the other
hand, for many problems, it was previously observed that thresholds for the feasibility of detection

1We always refer to simple directed graphs where there is at most 1 directed edge between any pair of vertices.
2One could also ask about inference of a ranked community given a combination of information of both kinds,

where the community has both an unusual density of edges and an unusual order compatibility of edges—we leave
this interesting generalization to future work.
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and recovery coincide; for instance, [Abb17] discusses this point concerning the stochastic block
model and its variations. More recently, natural examples of problems were found where this does
not occur, for instance for the planted dense subgraph [CX16, SW22, BJ23] and planted dense cycle
[MWZ23] problems. We will see that different regimes of the PRS model exhibit both detection-
recovery and statistical-computational gaps of this kind, and we hope that this model will be a
valuable example for understanding the interplay of these behaviors.

Our results concern two regimes of the parameters p = p(n), k = k(n), q = q(n). First, by
analogy with the well-studied planted dense subgraph (PDS) model of undirected graphs [McS01,
BCC+10, HWX15], we consider p, k, and q scaling polynomially with n, called the log-density
setting. Then, we give some finer-grained results about the special case p = 1, in which case we
observe a complete directed graph, also called a tournament. Within this case, we consider the
two extremes of the remaining parameters k and q: when k = n and q is small, then we observe
a tournament weakly correlated with a global ranking (as we will see, this may be viewed as a
digraph-valued version of a spiked matrix model), while when q = 1

2 and k is small, then we observe
a tournament with a small subgraph on which the tournament induces a total ordering (which may
be viewed as a digraph version of the planted clique model [Jer92, AKS98, FK00, BHK+19]).

As a final remark, we will very often work with the adjacency matrix of the directed graph G.
Unlike the symmetric adjacency matrix of undirected graphs, we take this to be a skew-symmetric
matrix Y ∈ {0,±1}n×n (i.e., having Y = −Y ⊤). We set Yij = 1 if there is a directed edge from i
to j, Yij = −1 if there is a directed edge from j to i, and Yij = 0 otherwise. We will view G and Y
as interchangeable, and will write G ∼ Q or P and Y ∼ Q or P as equivalent notations. Several of
the algorithms we propose will have straightforward algebraic or spectral interpretations in terms
of operations on Y .

Before proceeding to the statements of the main results in these various settings, let us define
what precisely we mean by detection and recovery in the PRS model.

1.1 Detection and Recovery

We will consider the following two standard notions of what it means for an algorithm to achieve
detection between P and Q.

Definition 1.1 (Strong and weak detection). Consider a sequence of functions A = An that take
as input a directed graph G on n vertices (or equivalently its adjacency matrix Y ) and output an
element of {0, 1}. We say that, as n → ∞:

• A achieves strong detection between P and Q if

lim
n→∞

(
P

G∼Q
[A(G) = 1] + P

G∼P
[A(G) = 0]

)
= 0;

• A achieves weak detection between P and Q if, for some δ > 0,

lim sup
n→∞

(
P

G∼Q
[A(G) = 1] + P

G∼P
[A(G) = 0]

)
≤ 1− δ.

We say that either of these notions is statistically possible if any A achieves it, and that it is
computationally possible if some A computable in polynomial time in n achieves it.

2



The two error terms in each line above are the Type I and Type II error probabilities respectively, or
the respective probabilities of incorrectly refuting or incorrectly failing to refute the null hypothesis.
The second definition is reasonable since a total error probability of 1 is achieved by the trivial
algorithm A that always outputs either 0 or 1.

To formally define recovery under the planted model P, we must fix metrics by which we will
measure the amount of error that an algorithm makes. This is a little bit subtle, because the
planted structure in P consists of the two objects S ⊆ [n] and π a permutation of S. We define
metrics for both objects individually.

Definition 1.2 (Hamming distance). The Hamming distance between S, T ⊆ [n] is dH(S, T ) =
|S△T |, where △ denotes the symmetric difference.

Definition 1.3 (Kendall tau distance). The Kendall tau distance between σ, τ permutations of two,
possibly different, subsets S, T ⊆ [n], respectively, is dKT(σ, τ) = #{{i, j} ∈

(
S∩T
2

)
: i <σ j, i >τ j}.

Definition 1.4 (Exact, strong, and weak recovery). Consider a sequence of functions A = An that
take as input a directed graph G on n vertices (or equivalently its adjacency matrix Y ) and output
(Ŝ, π̂) with Ŝ ⊆ [n] and π̂ a permutation on S. We say that, when G ∼ P and n → ∞:

• A achieves exact recovery if A(G) = (S, π) with high probability;

• A achieves strong recovery if

lim sup
n→∞

EdH(S, Ŝ)
k

= 0,

lim sup
n→∞

EdKT(π, π̂)(
k
2

) = 0;

• A achieves weak support recovery if, for some δ > 0,

lim sup
n→∞

EdH(S, Ŝ)
k

≤ 1− δ.

We say that any of these notions is statistically possible if any A achieves it, and that it is com-
putationally possible if some A computable in polynomial time in n achieves it.

The idea of exact recovery should be clear. A sequence of estimators achieves strong recovery if it
nearly perfectly recovers S, up to a o(1) fraction of vertices erroneously either included or excluded,
and also nearly perfect recovers the latent ranking on S, up to a o(1) fraction of total pairs

(
k
2

)
having an incorrect pairwise ordering. Weak support recovery only pertains to the estimate Ŝ of the
community itself (thus for an algorithm aspiring to weak support recovery π̂ may be arbitrary or
just omitted from the setup entirely), and is sensible only when k = o(n), in which case it demands
that an algorithm correctly identifies any constant fraction of members of S.
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Figure 1: Computational and statistical thresholds for detection and recovery in the planted ranked
subgraph model in the log-density setting. The green, yellow, and red regions indicate where
each problem is computationally tractable, computationally hard but statistically tractable, and
statistically impossible, respectively.

1.2 Main Results: Log-Densities

We now proceed to the first collection of our main results. By the log-density setting we mean a
setting of the parameters of the PRS model as follows:

q = q(n) := n−α,

k = k(n) := nβ,

p = p(n) := n−γ ,

for some further parameters α, β, γ ∈ (0, 1). Our results on the log-density setting completely char-
acterize the feasibility of statistical and computational detection and recovery in the PRS model for
any such choices. We leave informal for now the precise meaning of our computational lower bounds.
These are carried out in the framework of analysis of low-degree polynomial algorithms, which we
describe in detail in Section 3.1. Modulo the details of what those lower bounds mean, our results
explicitly decompose the three-dimensional cube of log-density parameters (α, β, γ) ∈ (0, 1)3 into
regions where each problem is computationally easy, computationally hard but statistically possi-
ble, and statistically impossible. These turn out to be straightforward polyhedral decompositions
of the cube, which we illustrate in Figure 1.

There are eight questions we must answer to establish this decomposition: for each of compu-
tational and statistical detection and recovery, we must prove upper and lower bounds describing
when it is possible or impossible. These are addressed in the four theorems below, which each give
a pair of upper and lower bounds.

Theorem 1.5 (Computational detection in log-density setting). The following hold:

• If β > 2
3α + 1

3γ + 1
2 , then strong detection is computationally possible. It is achieved in this

case by computing and thresholding a polynomial of degree 2 in the entries of Y .
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• (Informal) If β < 2
3α + 1

3γ + 1
2 , then no sequence of polynomials of degree bounded by

O((log n)2−ε) achieves weak detection.

Theorem 1.6 (Statistical detection in log-density setting). The following hold:

• If β > min{2α+ γ, 23α+ 1
3γ + 1

2}, then strong detection is statistically possible.

• If β < min{2α+ γ, 23α+ 1
3γ+

1
2}, then weak detection (and therefore also strong detection) is

statistically impossible.

Theorem 1.7 (Computational recovery in log-density setting). The following hold:

• If β > α+ 1
2γ+

1
2 , then strong recovery is computationally possible. It is achieved in this case

by a spectral algorithm using the Hermitian complex-valued adjacency matrix iY . This result
holds not only under the log-density setting with the condition above, but also under the less

stringent assumptions that q = ω(
√
n

k
√
p), p = Ω( lognn ), and k = ω(1).

• (Informal) If β < α + 1
2γ + 1

2 , then no sequence of polynomials of degree bounded by no(1)

achieves weak support recovery.

Theorem 1.8 (Statistical recovery in log-density setting). The following hold:

• If β > 2α + γ, then strong recovery is statistically possible. It is achieved in this case by
computing a minor variant of a maximum likelihood estimator.

• If β < 2α+ γ, then strong recovery is statistically impossible.

1.3 Main Results: Extreme Parameter Scalings

Finally, we examine two special cases that are not covered by the log-density setting, where some
parameters are taken to their extreme values. In both cases, we fix p = 1, in which case we observe
all edges of G. Such a choice of directions for the complete graph is also called a tournament.

1.3.1 Planted Global Ranking Observed Through a Tournament

We first consider the special case where we fix k = n, p = 1, and let q vary. This is the case of
the PRS model where the ranked subgraph is actually the entire graph, so we observe a full set of
pairwise comparisons that are weakly correlated with π ∈ Sym([n]).

Detection For detection, the same threshold obtained by plugging α = 0, β = 1 into the results
of the log-density framework holds (though it does not follow entirely from our analysis of the
log-density setting), which we may further sharpen in this setting as follows.

Theorem 1.9 (Detection of global ranking through tournament). The following hold in the PRS
model with p = 1, k = n, and q = q(n) ∈ [0, 12 ]:

• If q = ω(n−3/4), then there exists a polynomial-time algorithm that achieves strong detection.

• If q = O(n−3/4), then strong detection is statistically impossible.

5



• There exists a constant c > 0 such that, if q ≥ c · n−3/4, then there exists a polynomial-time
algorithm that achieves weak detection.

• If q = o(n−3/4), then weak detection is statistically impossible.

The polynomial-time algorithms above are the same as those referenced in Theorem 1.5.

Suboptimality of Spectral Algorithm for Detection As an additional point of comparison,
we give the following analysis of a natural spectral algorithm for detection. If Y is an adjacency
matrix as we have defined, then, for i the imaginary unit, iY is a Hermitian matrix, and thus this
latter matrix has real eigenvalues, whose absolute values are also the singular values of Y . We
consider the performance of an algorithm thresholding the largest eigenvalue of this matrix (equiv-
alently, the largest singular value of Y ), and find that its performance is inferior by a polynomial
factor in n in the required signal strength q compared to our algorithm based on a simple low-degree
polynomial.

Theorem 1.10 (Spectral detection thresholds). Suppose q = c · n−1/2. Then, the following hold:

• If Y ∼ Q, then 1√
n
λmax(iY ) → 2 in probability.

• If Y ∼ P and c ≤ π/4, then 1√
n
λmax(iY ) → 2 in probability.

• If Y ∼ P and c > π/4, then 1√
n
λmax(iY ) ≥ 2 + f(c) for some f(c) > 0 with high probability.

In words, the result says that the success of a detection algorithm computing and thresholding
the leading order term of λmax(iY ) undergoes a transition around the critical value q = π

4n
−1/2,

much greater than the scale q ∼ n−3/4 for which the success of a simpler algorithm computing a
low-degree polynomial undergoes the same transition (per Theorem 1.9). The proof of this result
relates iT to a complex-valued spiked matrix model, a low-rank additive perturbation of a Hermitian
matrix of i.i.d. noise.

Remark 1.11. Technically, Theorem 1.10 does not rule out the existence of a spectral algorithm
that successfully distinguishes P and Q by thresholding λmax(iY ) when q is below π

4n
−1/2, since

we only focused on the behavior of λmax(iY ) to leading order and ignored the smaller o(
√
n)

fluctuations. For some q < π
4n

−1/2, potentially there could exist ε = ε(n, q) > 0 such that
λmax(iY ) > (2 + ε)

√
n w.h.p. for Y ∼ P but λmax(iY ) < (2 + ε)

√
n w.h.p. for Y ∼ Q, thus

leaving open the possibility of the success of the spectral algorithm below the threshold mentioned in
Theorem 1.10; however, our results imply that such ε would need to have ε = o(1) as n → ∞. We
believe this is an interesting issue to address in future work.

Recovery We introduce an extra notion of weak recovery for this setting, which is clearer to
define here versus in the general PRS model, since we may compare the performance of a given
estimate of the permutation π with a random guess.

Definition 1.12 (Recovery of global rankings). Consider a sequence of functions A = An that
take as input a directed graph G on n vertices (or equivalently its adjacency matrix Y ) and output
π̂ ∈ Sym([n]). We say that, when G ∼ P with k = n and n → ∞:

6



• A achieves strong recovery if

lim
n→∞

E[dKT(π, π̂)](
n
2

) = 0,

the same as Definition 1.4 if we view the algorithm as automatically outputting Ŝ = [n];

• A achieves weak recovery if there exists δ > 0 such that

lim sup
n→∞

E[dKT(π, π̂)](
n
2

) ≤ 1

2
− δ.

As before, we say that either of these notions is statistically possible if any A achieves it, and that
it is computationally possible if some A computable in polynomial time in n achieves it.

Theorem 1.13 (Recovery thresholds). Suppose 0 ≤ q = q(n) ≤ 1/4. The following hold:

• If q = ω(n−1/2), then a polynomial-time algorithm achieves strong recovery.

• If q = Θ(n−1/2), then strong recovery is statistically impossible.

• If q = Θ(n−1/2), then a polynomial-time algorithm achieves weak recovery.

• If q = o(n−1/2), then weak recovery is statistically impossible.

In fact, while the definitions above only concern expectations of dKT(π, π̂), we also give high-
probability results when we present our proofs in Section 5.1.3.

Unlike the more complicated spectral recovery algorithm in the log-density setting when the
ranking is planted on only a subset of vertices, here our results in fact show that the following
simpler recovery algorithm is optimal.

Definition 1.14 (Ranking by wins). The Ranking By Wins algorithm takes as input a directed
adjacency matrix Y of a tournament and outputs a permutation π̂ ∈ Sym([n]) in the following way:

1. For each i ∈ [n], compute a score si =
∑

k∈[n] Yi,k,

2. Rank the elements i ∈ [n] according to the scores si from the highest to the lowest, under an
arbitrary tie-breaking rule (say, ranking i below j if i < j when si = sj).

Remark 1.15. In the proof of Theorem 1.13, we actually obtain a quantitative bound for the
recovery error. Namely, we show that the Ranking By Wins algorithm outputs a permutation π̂
that achieves

E[dKT(π, π̂)](
n
2

) ≤ C

q
√
n
· exp

(
−q2n

)
(1)

for a constant C > 0. We also establish the following lower bound on the expected error achievable
by any algorithm A:

E[dKT(π,A(G))](
n
2

) ≥ 1

2
max

1− 4q
√
n√

1
4 − q2

,
1

2
exp

(
− 8q2n

1
4 − q2

) . (2)

7



Alignment Maximization Finally, we state an ancillary result on finding a permutation that
is maximally aligned with an observed tournament, maximizing the objective function:

align(π̂, G) =
∑

(i,j)∈E(G)

(
1{π̂(i) < π̂(j)} − 1{π̂(i) > π̂(j)}

)
. (3)

Let us first draw a connection to maximum likelihood estimation to explain why the alignment
objective is an interesting one. Let G ∼ P. The likelihood function L(π̂ | G) in this case can be
expressed as

L(π̂ | G) = P
G∼P

[G | π̂]

=
∏

(i,j)∈E(G)

(
1

2
+ q

)1{π̂(i)<π̂(j)}(1

2
− q

)1{π̂(i)>π̂(j)}

=

(
1

2
+ q

)∑
(i,j)∈E(G) 1{π̂(i)<π̂(j)}(1

2
− q

)∑
(i,j)∈E(G) 1{π̂(i)>π̂(j)}

=

(
1

2
− q

) 1
2(

n
2)
(
1

2
+ q

) 1
2(

n
2)
(

1
2 + q
1
2 − q

) 1
2
·align(π̂,G)

,

where the last line follows from
∑

(i,j)∈E(G) 1{π̂(i) < π̂(j)} +
∑

(i,j)∈E(G) 1{π̂(i) > π̂(j)} =
(
n
2

)
.

Thus, the maximizer of the alignment objective has the pleasant statistical interpretation of being
the maximum likelihood estimator of the hidden permutation under the planted distribution P,
given the observation G. Unfortunately, computing the maximum likelihood estimator or (equiva-
lently) optimizing the alignment objective for a general worst-case input G is NP-hard [Alo06].

Nevertheless, as our results below will show, when we consider draws from the planted model
when strong recovery is information-theoretically possible, then the same simple Ranking By Wins
algorithm nearly maximizes the likelihood.

Theorem 1.16 (Alignment maximization). Suppose 0 ≤ q = q(n) ≤ 1/4. For q = ω(n−1/2), there
exists a polynomial-time algorithm which, given G ∼ P, outputs a permutation π̂ ∈ Sym([n]) that
with high probability satisfies

align(π̂, G) ≥ (1− o(1)) · max
π̃∈Sn

align(π̃, G). (4)

Remark 1.17. We focus on the case q ≤ 1/4 for technical reasons. In the case of γ ≥ 1/4, the max-
imum likelihood estimator can be computed exactly in polynomial time with high probability [BM08],
which equivalently exactly maximizes the alignment objective.

While this algorithm will be the same Ranking By Wins algorithm as for estimating the hidden
permutation under the Kendall tau distance, we emphasize that a good such estimator π̂ does not
necessarily a priori give a good approximate maximizer of the alignment objective. Yet, it turns
out that the Ranking By Wins estimator does have this property, which requires further analysis
of its behavior.
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1.3.2 Planted Ordered Clique in a Tournament

Finally, we consider the case of the PRS model with p = 1, q = 1
2 , and k = k(n) varying. This is

a directed version of the planted clique model, where we observe a tournament Y drawn from P
having a hidden subset S ⊆ [n] and a latent permutation πS on S such that all the directed edges
between vertices in S are oriented according to πS .

While Theorem 1.7 shows that a spectral algorithm successfully recovers S and πS approximately
once k = ω (

√
n), we can actually do better. Here we show, analogous to the results of [AKS98] on

the undirected planted clique model, that a slightly modified spectral algorithm works all the way
down to k = Ω(

√
n) and achieves exact recovery of S and πS , rather than just strong recovery.

Theorem 1.18 (Recovery of planted ordered clique). Fix p = 1 and q = 1
2 . There exists a constant

C > 0 such that if k = k(n) ≥ C
√
n, then there is a polynomial-time algorithm that achieves exact

recovery (in the sense of Definition 1.4).

Adapting another idea of [AKS98], we may reduce the constant in front of
√
n and further show

the following.

Corollary 1.19. Fix p = 1 and q = 1
2 . For any constant c > 0, if k = k(n) ≥ c

√
n, then there

exists a polynomial time algorithm (with runtime depending on c) that achieves exact recovery.

1.4 Related Work

Numerous models for random digraphs, either fully or partially observed, having some hidden
structure have been proposed in the literature. One of the most popular for generating noisy
pairwise comparisons between n elements, the Bradley-Terry-Luce (BTL) model, was introduced
in [BT52, Luc59]. In the BTL model, there is a hidden preference vector w = (w1, . . . , wn) ∈ Rn

>0,
such that one observes a noisy label Ti,j that takes value +1 with probability wi/(wi+wj), and −1
with probability wj/(wi+wj). Such models are usually studied in terms of query complexity, with
multiple independent queries of the same pair (i, j) allowed. There have been extensive studies
of when one can approximate the preference vector w (see e.g. [NOS12, RA14, SW18], though
[SW18] actually work under a substantially more general model than BTL) or recover the top k
elements (see e.g. [JKSO16, CS15, MSE17]) in the BTL model. But, even aside from not including
community structure, the BTL model is quite different from ours, because the magnitudes of the
wi can create a broader range of biases in the observations than our single parameter q.

The case k = n, p = 1 of our model, a global tournament weakly correlated with a hid-
den ranking, is often referred to as a noisy sorting model. For q > 0 a constant, the results in
[MWR18, WGW22], further improved by [GX23], give tight bounds on the number of noisy com-
parisons needed to recover the hidden permutation. In this same “high signal” setting, [BM08]
proposed an efficient algorithm that with high probability exactly computes the MLE of the hidden
permutation, for the signal scaling q = Θ(1).3 Moreover, it is shown that the MLE is close to
the hidden permutation. A faster O(n2)-time algorithm is given in [KPSW11] in the same setting
as [BM08], but that algorithm does not output the exact MLE and has a worse guarantee on the
total “dislocation distance.” As our results show, the scaling q = Θ(1) is also far greater than the
thresholds for efficiently recovering or detecting a hidden ranking with other algorithms.

3We use the term with high probability for sequences of events occurring with probability converging to 1 as n → ∞.
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Improving on this scaling, [RV17] gave an efficient algorithm that again with high probability
exactly computes the MLE, now for q = Ω((log log n/ log n)1/6). The sequence of works [GLLP17,
GLLP18] yielded an algorithm that achieves the same approximation guarantee as in [BM08] with
an improved running time of O(n log n), but that again does not compute the exact MLE and
operates under an even more stringent assumption that q > 7/16 is a sufficiently large constant.

The Ranking By Wins algorithm has appeared in various guises in the past. It may be viewed
as a relative of the Condorcet method in the theory of elections and social choice [Fis77]. More
recently, it has appeared in works including [SW18, SBW19, CM19]. Some of these results are
close to our analysis of the noisy sorting setting; e.g., [CM19] obtains a threshold for recovery of
a certain signal matrix in that setting that is worse than our Theorem 1.13 only by logarithmic
factors. None of these or the previously mentioned works consider ranking problems in the presence
of community structure, however.

Spectral algorithms for sorting or ranking problems have appeared in the past such as in [Cha15,
SBGW16]. But, it appears that our work is the first to directly link such questions to the literature
on fine-grained results on spiked matrix models, and also to observe that such an algorithm (at
least in our noisy sorting model) is inferior to a seemingly more naive combinatorial one for the
detection task. In the log-density setting with the presence of a hidden ranked community, we show
that a spectral method not only recovers the hidden community but also the latent permutation
down to the computational threshold evidenced by the so-called low-degree conjecture as stated in
Conjecture 3.8.

2 Notations

We write Sym(S) for the symmetric group on a set S. If π ∈ Sym(S), we sometimes write πS to
emphasize the set on which π acts (especially when S ⊆ [n] but π ∈ Sym(S) rather than Sym([n])).

We use Rad(q) to denote the distribution of a skewed Rademacher random variable that takes
value 1 with probability q and −1 with probability 1 − q. We use SparseRad(p, q) to denote the
distribution of a random variable that takes value 0 with probability 1−p, and follows Rad(q) with
probability p. We write dTV(·, ·) for the total variation distance between two probability measures,
dKL(·, ·) for the Kullback-Leibler divergence, and χ2(· ∥ ·) for the χ2-divergence.

The directed graphs in this paper are always simple, in the sense that between every pair of
vertices i, j ∈ [n], there is at most one directed edge. The symbol Y always denotes the skew-
symmetric adjacency matrix of a directed graph, with entries in {−1, 0,+1}. For a general n × n
matrix Z and A ⊆

(
[n]
2

)
a subset of edge indices, we write

ZA :=
∏

{i,j}∈A:i<j

Zi,j .

We also write Z◦2 for the entrywise square of Z. Note that for Y a directed adjacency matrix, Y ◦2

is an ordinary graph adjacency matrix, of the graph formed from forgetting the directions in the
graph whose adjacency matrix Y gave.

We write
(
X
k

)
for the subsets of X of size k. Most often, we will run into

(
[n]
2

)
in our arguments.

We use letters A,B for subsets of
(
[n]
2

)
, which we also interpret as graphs on a set of vertices labelled

by [n]. In this situation, we write V (A) for the vertex set of A, including only those vertices that
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are incident with some edge of A, and cc(A) for the number of connected components, likewise
omitting isolated vertices.

For a permutation π of a set S ⊆ [n], we write i >π j if π(i) > π(j), and write

π(i, j) := (−1)1{i>πj}.

The matrix of these values, with zeroes on the diagonal, gives the adjacency matrix of the directed
graph associated to the total ordering π gives to S.

The asymptotic notations o(·), O(·),Ω(·), ω(·),Θ(·),≪,≫,≲,≳ have their usual definitions, al-
ways with respect to the limit n → ∞. Subscripts on these symbols refer to quantities the implicit
constants depend on.

3 Preliminaries

3.1 Low-Degree Polynomial Algorithms

Our computational lower bounds will be in the framework of viewing polynomials as algorithms for
statistical problems, with the polynomial degree as a measure of complexity. This idea originates in
the literature on sum-of-squares optimization, where it plays an important technical role in the lower
bound technique of pseudocalibration. Since then, it has become an independent form of evidence
of computational hardness of statistical problems [BHK+19, HKP+17, HS17, Hop18, KWB19].

Much of the early work [HKP+17, HS17, Hop18] concerned simple hypothesis testing problems,
like in our case the problem of trying to distinguish Q from P, in particular when one distribution is
a “natural” null distribution, like our Q. Later extensions treated the complexity of other statistical
tasks, including recovery (or estimation, in statistical terminology) [SW22], which we will use for
our results.

We first specify what it means for a polynomial to solve a detection task between two probability
measures Q and P.

Definition 3.1 (Strong and weak separation). Let Q = Qn and P = Pn be two sequences of
probability measures over RN for some N = N(n). We say that a sequence of polynomials f(Y ) =
fn(Y1, . . . , YN ) strongly separates Q from P if

EP [f(Y )]− EQ[f(Y )] = ω(max{
√
VarQ[f(Y )],

√
VarP [f(Y )]}),

and that it weakly separates Q from P if

EP [f(Y )]− EQ[f(Y )] = Ω(max{
√
VarQ[f(Y )],

√
VarP [f(Y )]}),

both requirements referring to the limit n → ∞.

In words, strong separation means that Chebyshev’s inequality implies that thresholding f at,
say, (EP [f(Y )] + EQ[f(Y )])/2 distinguishes Q and P with high probability (i.e., achieves strong
detection). Similarly, weak separation implies that thresholding f achieves weak detection, but here
the proof is more subtle and the threshold might not be the midpoint between the means. The claim
for weak separation is stated in Proposition 3.2 below, with the proof deferred to Appendix A.1.
This is a strengthening of [BEAH+22, Proposition 6.1], which shows that some function of f(Y )
(not necessarily a threshold function) achieves weak detection.
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Proposition 3.2. If f = fn weakly separates Q from P then there exists a choice of threshold
t = tn such that the test A(Y ) = 1{f(Y ) ≥ t} achieves weak detection between Q and P.

The following measurement of “one-sided separation” is a useful proxy for these notions.

Definition 3.3 (Low-degree advantage). For Q and P as above, we define

Adv≤D(Q,P) := sup
f∈R[Y ]≤D

EY ∼Qf(Y )2 ̸=0

EY∼Pf(Y )√
EY∼Qf(Y )2

. (5)

In particular, bounding the advantage shows that separation is impossible in the following ways.

Proposition 3.4 ([COGHK+22, Lemma 7.3]). In the setting of Definition 3.1, if Adv≤D(Q,P) =
O(1) for some choice of D = D(n), then there exists no sequence of fn ∈ R[Y ] with deg(fn) ≤ D(n)
that strongly separates Q from P. If Adv≤D(Q,P) = 1 + o(1), then there exists no such sequence
that weakly separates Q from P.

Remark 3.5. The advantage diverging only shows a part of the strong separation criterion, since
we must also bound the variance of the polynomial involved under P. A number of recent examples
show that the advantage may in fact diverge while still no low-degree polynomial achieves strong
separation [BEAH+22, COGHK+22, DMW23, DDL23].

For reconstruction tasks, success is naturally measured in terms of mean squared error. We focus
on the task of recovering just the support of the ranked community with a low-degree polynomial,
not the permutation itself—a kind of weak support recovery by low-degree polynomials.

Definition 3.6 (Low-degree minimum mean squared error [SW22]). Under the distribution P of
the PRS model, write θ ∈ {0, 1}n for the indicator vector of membership in the planted community
S. We then write

MMSE≤D(P) := inf
f∈R[Y ]n≤D

E
(θ,Y )∼P

∥f(Y )− θ∥2 = n inf
f∈R[Y ]≤D

E
(θ,Y )∼P

(f(Y )− θ1)
2.

Following Fact 1.1 of [SW22], this can be equivalently formulated in terms of a “low-degree
correlation”:

MMSE≤D(P) = E∥θ∥2 − nCorr≤D(P)2 = k − nCorr≤D(P)2, (6)

where Corr≤D is defined below.

Definition 3.7 (Low-degree correlation with θ1). For P as above, viewed as a joint distribution
over (θ, Y ), we define

Corr≤D(P) := sup
f∈R[Y ]≤D

EY ∼Pf(Y )2 ̸=0

E(θ,Y )∼P θ1f(Y )√
EY∼Pf(Y )2

. (7)

We thus say that weak support recovery is hard for degreeD = D(n) polynomials if MMSE≤D(P) =
k(1− o(1)), which by the above is equivalent to having Corr≤D(P)2 ≪ k

n .
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3.2 Low-Degree Conjecture

One reason why the class of low-degree polynomial algorithms is interesting is due to the following
low-degree conjecture, which is an informal statement of [Hop18, Conjecture 2.2.4].

Conjecture 3.8 (Informal). For “sufficiently nice” Q and P, if there exists ε > 0 and D = D(n) ≥
(log n)1+ε for which Adv≤D(Q,P) remains bounded as n → ∞, then there is no polynomial-time
algorithm that achieves strong detection between Q and P.

Remark 3.9. We remark that the original conjecture in [Hop18] is stated in terms of the notion
of coordinate degree rather polynomial degree, but it turns out that for spaces where each coordinate
is supported on a constant-sized alphabet, the two notions of degree are equivalent up to a constant.

Therefore, hardness results against the class of low-degree polynomial algorithms may on the
one hand be viewed as unconditional lower bounds for a class of general algorithms in the sense
stated in Proposition 3.4, and on the other hand as evidence that no polynomial-time algorithm
works for the detection task, provided that we believe Conjecture 3.8.

3.3 Low-Degree Analysis of Planted Ranked Subgraph Model

We develop some tools for working with polynomials and their expectations under the PRS distri-
butions. The following gives some initial calculations of expectations of monomials.

Proposition 3.10 (Planted expectations). Let A ⊆
(
[n]
2

)
. Then,

E
Y∼P

[Y A] =

(
k

n

)|V (A)|
(2pq)|A| E

π∼Unif(Sym([n]))

[
(−1)

∑
{i,j}∈A:i<j 1{π(i)>π(j)}

]
.

Proof. Recall that, to sample a directed graph Y from P, one may first sample a permutation
π ∈ Sym([n]) uniformly at random and a random subset S ⊆ [n] that includes every vertex with
probability k/n, and then generate Y that correlates suitably with π on S. For a fixed pair of (S, π),
let us denote by PS,π the distribution P conditional on the ranked community being S and the
hidden permutation being π. In particular, notice that PS,π is a product distribution, where each
Yi,j is chosen independently between all pairs of i, j (but with different distributions depending on
(S, π)). Then, we have

E
Y∼P

[Y A] = E
S

E
π∼Unif(Sym([n]))

E
Y∼PS,π

[Y S ]

= E
S

E
π∼Unif(Sym([n]))

∏
{i,j}∈A:i<j

E
Y∼PS,π

[Yi,j ]

= E
S

E
π∼Unif(Sym([n]))

∏
{i,j}∈A:i<j

(
1{i, j ∈ S}(−1)1{π(i)>π(j)}(2pq)

)

=

(
k

n

)|V (A)|
(2pq)|A| E

π∼Unif(Sym([n]))

[
(−1)

∑
{i,j}∈A:i<j 1{π(i)>π(j)}

]
,

completing the proof.
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Proposition 3.11 (Component-wise independence). Let A ⊆
(
[n]
2

)
be A = A1 ⊔ A2 with two

vertex-disjoint components A1 and A2. Then,

E
Y∼P

[Y A] = E
Y∼P

[Y A1 ] E
Y∼P

[Y A2 ].

Proof. Since A1, A2 are vertex disjoint, the distribution of Y A1 and Y A2 under P are independent,
as we can independently sample a permutation π1 on the vertex set of A1 and a permutation π2 on
the vertex set of A2, and then sample the directed edges used in A1 and A2 which correlate with
π1 and π2 respectively. Thus, EP [Y

A1⊔A2 ] = EP [Y
A1 ]EP [Y

A2 ].

Proposition 3.12 (Adjacency matrix monomial bounds). Let A,B ⊆
(
[n]
2

)
be edge-disjoint. Call

A even if, when viewed as a graph, all of its connected components have an even number of edges.
Then

E
Y∼Q

[Y A] = 1{A = ∅},

E
Y∼Q

[(Y ◦2)A] = p|A|,

E
Y∼Q

[Y A(Y ◦2)B] = p|B|1{A = ∅},∣∣∣∣ E
Y∼P

[Y A]

∣∣∣∣ ≤ (k

n

)|V (A)|
(2pq)|A|1{A even}, (8)∣∣∣∣ E

Y∼P
[Y A(Y ◦2)B]

∣∣∣∣ ≤ (k

n

)|V (A)|
p|B|(2pq)|A|1{A even}, (9)

E
Y∼P

[Yi,jYi,k] =
4

3

(
k

n

)3

p2q2.

Proof. The first three identities are easy to verify, and the last identity can be computed using
Proposition 3.10. We will mainly discuss how to derive (8) and (9), and in particular, the no-odd-
connected-component condition.

Let us first consider (8). By Proposition 3.10 and Proposition 3.11,∣∣∣∣EP [Y A]

∣∣∣∣ = ∏
δ∈C(A)

∣∣∣∣EP [Y δ]

∣∣∣∣
where C(A) denotes the collection of connected components of A,

=
∏

δ∈C(A)

∣∣∣∣∣
(
k

n

)|V (δ)|
(2pq)|δ| E

π∼Unif(Sym([n]))

[
(−1)

∑
{i,j}∈δ:i<j 1{π(i)>π(j)}

]∣∣∣∣∣
=

(
k

n

)|V (A)|
(2pq)|A|

∏
δ∈C(A)

∣∣∣∣∣ E
π∼Unif(Sym([n]))

[
(−1)

∑
{i,j}∈δ:i<j 1{π(i)>π(j)}

]∣∣∣∣∣ .
Clearly, for any δ, we have

∣∣∣Eπ∼Unif(Sym([n]))

[
(−1)

∑
{i,j}∈δ:i<j 1{π(i)>π(j)}

]∣∣∣ ≤ 1. We will argue that

if |δ| is odd, then Eπ∼Unif(Sym([n]))

[
(−1)

∑
{i,j}∈δ:i<j 1{π(i)>π(j)}

]
= 0. Let us denote

swaps(π, δ) :=
∑

{i,j}∈δ:i<j

1{π(i) > π(j)}.
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For any π ∈ Sym([n]), we let rev(π) ∈ Sym([n]) denote the reverse of π, given by rev(π)(i) =
n+ 1− π(i) for all i ∈ [n]. We may then pair up π with rev(π) to get

E
π∼Unif(Sym([n]))

[
(−1)

∑
{i,j}∈δ:i<j 1{π(i)>π(j)}

]
= E

π∼Unif(Sym([n]))

[
(−1)swaps(π,δ)

]
=

1

2
· E
π∼Unif(Sym([n]))

[
(−1)swaps(π,δ) + (−1)swaps(rev(π,δ))

]
.

For any fixed π ∈ Sym([n]), we observe that

swaps(π, δ) + swaps(rev(π, δ)) = |δ|.

Since |δ| is odd, for every π ∈ Sym([n]), one of the quantities above is odd and the other is even.

We thus find that Eπ∼Unif(Sym([n]))

[
(−1)

∑
{i,j}∈δ:i<j 1{π(i)>π(j)}

]
= 0 if |δ| is odd. This concludes the

proof that∣∣∣∣EP [Y A]

∣∣∣∣ = (k

n

)|V (A)|
(2pq)|A|

∏
δ∈C(A)

∣∣∣∣∣ E
π∼Unif(Sym([n]))

[
(−1)

∑
{i,j}∈δ:i<j 1{π(i)>π(j)}

]∣∣∣∣∣
≤
(
k

n

)|V (A)|
(2pq)|A|1{A even}.

The proof for (9) is similar, as we can separate out the part (Y ◦2)B from Y A. Each Y 2
i,j is

distributed as Bern(p) independent of S and π, which leads to an additional p|B| term in the upper
bound.

Next, the following describes an orthonormal basis of polynomials for the null distributionQ (re-
ally a product basis formed from an orthonormal basis for the one-dimensional sparse Rademacher
distribution).

Definition 3.13. For A,B ⊆
(
[n]
2

)
disjoint subsets, we define the polynomial

hA,B(Y ) :=
1

p|A|/2Y
A 1

(p(1− p))|B|/2 (Y
◦2 − pJ)B.

Proposition 3.14. The hA,B over all pair of disjoint A,B ⊆
(
[n]
2

)
form an orthonormal basis of

polynomials for Q.

Proof. For the first claim of orthonormality, first note that every polynomial in Y in the support of
Q, i.e. any adjacency matrix of a directed graph, has entries satisfying Y 3

i,j = Yi,j , and thus every
polynomial in Y is equivalent to one where each entry occurs in each monomial with degree at
most 2. The dimension of the space of polynomials in Y is then at most

∑
A⊆([n]

2 )

2|A| =

(n2)∑
k=0

((n
2

)
k

)
2k = 3(

n
2).
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And, this is precisely the number of A,B ⊆
(
[n]
2

)
disjoint, which may be computed as

∑
A⊆([n]

2 )

2(
n
2)−|A| = 2(

n
2)

∑
A⊆([n]

2 )

2−|A| = 2(
n
2)
(
3

2

)(n2)
= 3(

n
2).

Thus, it suffices to show that the hA,B are a set of orthonormal polynomials for Q.
To do that, we compute:

E
Q
[hA1,B1(Y )hA2,B2(Y )] =

∏
{i,j}∈A1∩A2:

i<j

E
Q

[
1

p
Y 2
i,j

] ∏
{i,j}∈B1∩B2:

i<j

E
Q

[
1

p(1− p)
(Y 2

i,j − p)2
]

∏
{i,j}∈(A1∩B2)∪(A2∩B1):

i<j

E
Q

[
1

p
√
1− p

Yi,j
(
Y 2
i,j − p

)]
∏

{i,j}∈(A1\(A2∪B2))∪(A2\(A1∪B1)):
i<j

E
Q

[
1
√
p
Yi,j

]

∏
{i,j}∈(B1\(A2∪B2))∪(B2\(A1∪B1)):

i<j

E
Q

[
1√

p(1− p)

(
Y 2
i,j − p

)]
.

Here, the first two products are always 1, while any of the last three products is 0 if it is non-empty
(and 1 otherwise). Thus, the entire expression is 0 if A1 ̸= A2 or B1 ̸= B2, and 1 otherwise,
completing the proof.

Having an explicit orthonormal basis of polynomials is especially useful for carrying out low-
degree calculations. Below is an alternative expression (c.f. [KWB19, Proposition 2.8]) for the
low-degree advantage defined in Definition 3.3.

Proposition 3.15.

Adv≤D(Q,P)2 =
∑

A,B⊆([n]
2 ) disjoint:

|A|+2|B|≤D

(
E

Y∼P
[hA,B(Y )]

)2

. (10)

Proof. For any polynomial f ∈ R[Y ]≤D, we may expand it using the basis of polynomials hA,B as

f(Y ) =
∑
A,B

f̂A,B · hA,B(Y ).

Note deg(hA,B) = |A| + 2|B|. Since deg(f) ≤ D, the coefficients satisfy f̂A,B = 0 for any pair of
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A,B ∈
(
[n]
2

)
such that |A|+ 2|B| > D. Then, we may rewrite

Adv≤D(Q,P)2 = inf
f∈R[Y ]≤D

EQ f(Y )2 ̸=0

(EP f(Y ))2

EQ f(Y )2

= inf
f̂={f̂A,B}≠0

f=
∑

A,B f̂A,B ·hA,B

deg(f)≤D

(EP f(Y ))2

EQ f(Y )2

= inf
f̂={f̂A,B}≠0

f=
∑

A,B f̂A,B ·hA,B

deg(f)≤D

(∑
A,B f̂A,B · EP [hA,B(Y )]

)2
∑

A,B,A′,B′ f̂A,B f̂A′,B′ · EQ
[
hA,B(Y )hA′,B′(Y )

]

= inf
f̂={f̂A,B}≠0

f=
∑

A,B f̂A,B ·hA,B

deg(f)≤D

(∑
A,B f̂A,B · EP [hA,B(Y )]

)2
∑

A,B

(
f̂A,B

)2
by orthonormality of hA,B as stated in Proposition 3.14,

=
∑

A,B⊆([n]
2 ) disjoint:

|A|+2|B|≤D

(
E

Y∼P
[hA,B(Y )]

)2

,

completing the proof.

3.4 Tools for Analysis of Ranking By Wins Algorithm

We also introduce some tools that will be useful in analyzing the Ranking By Wins algorithm
(Definition 1.14). Its analysis will boil down to estimating the expected error or value achieved by
the algorithm as well as controlling the fluctuations of this quantity.

To bound the fluctuation of solution output by the Ranking By Wins algorithm, we will use
the following results on tail bounds for weakly dependent random variables.

Definition 3.16 (Read-k families [GLSS15]). Let X1, . . . , Xm be independent random variables.
Let Y1, . . . , Yn be Boolean random variables such that Yj = fj((Xi)i∈Pj ) for some Boolean functions
fj and index sets Pj ⊆ [m]. If the index sets satisfy |{j : i ∈ Pj}| ≤ k for every i ∈ [n], we say that
{Yj}nj=1 forms a read-k family.

Theorem 3.17 (Tail bounds for read-k families [GLSS15]). Let Y1, . . . , Yr be a read-k family of
Boolean random variables. Write µ := E

∑r
i=1 Yi. Then, for any t ≥ 0,

P

[
r∑

i=1

Yi ≥ µ+ t

]
≤ exp

(
−2t2

rk

)
,

P

[
r∑

i=1

Yi ≤ µ− t

]
≤ exp

(
−2t2

rk

)
.
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To estimate the expectation of the error or alignment objective value achieved by the Ranking
By Wins algorithm, we will use the following version of the Berry-Esseen quantitative central limit
theorem.

Theorem 3.18 (Berry-Esseen theorem for non-identically distributed summands [Ber41]). Let
X1, . . . , Xn be independent random variables with E[Xi] = 0,E[X2

i ] = σ2
i , and E[|Xi|3] = ρi < ∞.

Let

Sn =

∑n
i=1Xi√∑n
i=1 σ

2
i

.

Then, there exists an absolute constant C > 0 independent of n such that for any x ∈ R,

|P [Sn ≤ x]− Φ(x)| ≤ C ·
max1≤i≤n

ρi
σ2
i√∑n

i=1 σ
2
i

,

where Φ : R → [0, 1] is the cumulative distribution function (cdf) of the standard normal distribu-
tion.

After applying the Berry-Esseen theorem above, naturally we need to deal with expressions
involving Φ, the cdf of the standard normal distribution. We state a useful lemma for bounding
certain sums involving the function Φ.

Lemma 3.19. Let a, b ≥ 0. As a function of y,

(1− y) · Φ(−ay − b)

is concave for y ∈ [0, 1].

Proof of Lemma 3.19. We compute the first and the second derivative of (1− y)Φ(−ay − b).

d

dy
(1− y)Φ (−ay − b) =

d

dy
(1− y)

∫ −ay−b

−∞

1√
2π

e−
1
2
z2dz

= −
∫ −ay−b

−∞

1√
2π

e−
1
2
z2dz + (1− y)

1√
2π

e−
(ay+b)2

2 ,

d2

dy2
(1− y)Φ (−ay − b) =

d

dy

[
−
∫ −ay−b

−∞

1√
2π

e−
1
2
z2dz + (1− y)

1√
2π

e−
(ay+b)2

2

]
= − 1√

2π
e−

(ay+b)2

2 − 1√
2π

e−
(ay+b)2

2 + (1− y)
1√
2π

(−a(ay + b)) e−
(ay+b)2

2

=
1√
2π

e−
(ay+b)2

2 (a(y − 1)(ay + b)− 2) .

We observe that the second derivative is negative for y ∈ [0, 1]. Thus, (1− y)Φ(−ay− b) is concave
on [0, 1].
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4 Proofs for Log-Density Setting

4.1 Computational Detection: Proof of Theorem 1.5

4.1.1 Upper Bound

Consider the polynomial

f(Y ) =
n∑

i=1

∑
j,k∈[n]\{i}

j<k

Yi,jYi,k. (11)

We will show that thresholding this polynomial achieves strong detection, by achieving strong
separation of Q and P (see Definition 3.1), provided that

q = ω

(
n3/4

k3/2p1/2

)
. (12)

First, let us give some intuition about why f(Y ) is a reasonable test statistic. If each row and
column of Y has approximately the same number of non-zero entries, then we expect

f(Y ) ≈ K +
1

2

n∑
i=1

 ∑
j∈[n]\{i}

Yi,j

2

(13)

for some constant K. Therefore, up to translation and rescaling, f(T ) looks sample variance of
the numbers of “wins” of various vertices (the number of other vertices they are ranked above, as
also appears in the Ranking By Wins algorithm in Definition 1.14). In other words, f(T ) will be
larger when the distribution of win counts is more spread out, which we expect to occur under the
planted model with sufficiently strong signal.

We will use the basic properties of monomials in the directed adjacency matrix Y given in
Proposition 3.12. Using these, we compute that

E
Q
[f(Y )] = 0

E
P
[f(Y )] =

n(n− 1)(n− 2)

2
E
P
[Y1,2Y1,3]

= (1 + o(1))
2

3
k3p2q2

VarQ(f(Y )) = E
Q
[f(Y )2]

=
∑

(i1,j1,k1),(i2,j2,k2):
At={{it,jt},{it,kt}},t=1,2

E
Q
[Y A1Y A2 ]

=
∑

(i1,j1,k1),(i2,j2,k2):
At={{it,jt},{it,kt}},t=1,2

p21{A1 = A2}

= (1 + o(1))
n3

2
p2
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Vertex Intersection Shapes

3

2

1

Figure 2: All possible patterns in which two paths of length 2 can intersect non-trivially.

VarP(f(Y )) = E
P
[f(Y )2]− E

P
[f(Y )]2

=
∑

(i1,j1,k1),(i2,j2,k2):
At={{it,jt},{it,kt}},t=1,2

(
E
P
[Y A1Y A2 ]− E

P
[Y A1 ]E

P
[Y A2 ]

)

=
∑

(i1,j1,k1),(i2,j2,k2):
At={{it,jt},{it,kt}},t=1,2

V (A1)∩V (A2 )̸=∅

(
E
P
[Y A1Y A2 ]− E

P
[Y A1 ]E

P
[Y A2 ]

)

since if A1, A2 are vertex disjoint, by Proposition 3.11, the corresponding term is 0,

≤
∑

(i1,j1,k1),(i2,j2,k2):
At={{it,jt},{it,kt}},t=1,2

|V (A1)∩V (A2)|=3

E
P
[Y A1Y A2 ] +

∑
(i1,j1,k1),(i2,j2,k2):

At={{it,jt},{it,kt}},t=1,2
|V (A1)∩V (A2)|=2

E
P
[Y A1Y A2 ]

+
∑

(i1,j1,k1),(i2,j2,k2):
At={{it,jt},{it,kt}},t=1,2

|V (A1)∩V (A2)|=1

E
P
[Y A1Y A2 ]

≤ O

[
n3

(
p2 +

(
k

n

)3

p3q2

)
+ n4

((
k

n

)3

p3q2 + 0 +

(
k

n

)4

p4q4 +

(
k

n

)4

p4q4

)

+ n5

((
k

n

)5

p4q4 +

(
k

n

)5

p4q4 +

(
k

n

)5

p4q4

)]
= O(n3p2 + k3np3q2 + k5p4q4),

where the second-to-last line follows from Proposition 3.10 and the ways two length-2 paths can
intersect as shown in Figure 2.

The condition that f strongly separates P and Q then translates to√
n3p2 + k3np3q2 + k5p4q4 = o(k3p2q2),

which holds when q = ω( n3/4

k3/2p1/2
). Thus, under this condition, thresholding f(Y ) at a suitable

value achieves strong detection between P and Q.
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4.1.2 Lower Bound

We now show a lower bound against low-degree polynomials for detection, showing that it is
impossible for polynomials of degree D = O((log n)2−ε) to weakly separate Q from P once α >
3
2β − 3

4 − 1
2γ. By Proposition 3.4, it suffices to show that the advantage Adv≤D(Q,P) is bounded

for such D = D(n).
Recall from Definition 3.13 and Proposition 3.14 the basis of orthonormal polynomials hA,B(Y )

forQ, taken over disjoint pairs A,B ⊆
(
[n]
2

)
. The following will be a useful preliminary computation.

Call A ⊆
(
[n]
2

)
even if, when interpreted as a graph on [n], every connected component of A has an

even number of edges.

Proposition 4.1. For any pair of disjoint A,B as above, we have

|EP [hA,B(Y )]| ≤ 1{A even} · 1{B = ∅} ·
(
k

n

)|V (A)|
(2q

√
p)|A| .

Proof. That the expectation is zero for B ̸= ∅ follows since

E
P
[hA,B] = E

P
[hA,∅] ·

∏
{i,j}∈B:

i<j

E
P

[
1√

p(1− p)

(
Y 2
i,j − p

)]
.

When B = ∅, only EP [hA,∅] remains and the bound follows from (8) in Proposition 3.12.

We use the hA,B together with the bound of Proposition 4.1 to compute the low-degree advan-
tage. We abbreviate hA := hA,∅. Then:

Adv≤D(Q,P)2 = sup
f∈R[Y ]≤D

EQ f(Y )2 ̸=0

(EP f(Y ))2

EQ f(Y )2

= sup
f∈R[Y ]≤D

f=
∑

A,B f̂A,B ·hA,B

f̂ ̸=0

(EP f(Y ))2√
EQ f(Y )2

=
∑

A,B⊆([n]
2 ) disjoint:

deg(hA,B)≤D

(
E
P
[hA,B]

)2

since hA,B form an orthonormal basis for Q by Proposition 3.14,

=
∑

A⊆([n]
2 ):A even

(E
P
[hA])

2

≤
∑

A⊆([n]
2 ):A even

((
k

n

)|V (A)|
(2q

√
p)|A|

)2
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by Proposition 4.1,

≤ 1 +
D∑

d=2

n∑
v=2

∑
A⊆([n]

2 ):
|A|=d,|V (A)|=v,

A even

((
k

n

)v

(2q
√
p)d
)2

≤ 1 +

D∑
d=2

min{ 3
2
d,n}∑

v=⌈
√
2d⌉

∑
A⊆([n]

2 ):
|A|=d,|V (A)|=v,

A even

((
k

n

)v

(2q
√
p)d
)2

where the summation over v is truncated since for any A that has even number of edges in each
component, we have |V (A)| ≤ |E(A)|+ cc(A) ≤ 3

2 |E(A)|, and moreover any A with v vertices has
at most

(
v
2

)
edges, so we may further bound

≤ 1 +
D∑

d=2

min{ 3
2
d,n}∑

v=⌈
√
2d⌉

(
n

v

)((v
2

)
d

)((
k

n

)v

(2q
√
p)d
)2

≤ 1 +
D∑

d=2

(
2epq2

d

)d

·
min{ 3

2
d,n}∑

v=⌈
√
2d⌉

(
k2e

nv

)v

· v2d.

Note that
d

dv
log

((
k2e

nv

)v

· v2d
)

= log
k2

n
− log v +

2d

v
.

We consider three cases, β > 1/2, β = 1/2, and β < 1/2 (recall that k = nβ), depending on the
behavior of the first term here.

When β > 1
2 , we observe that

d

dv
log

((
k2e

nv

)v

· v2d
)

= log
k2

n
− log v +

2d

v
= (2β − 1) log n− log v +

2d

v
≥ 0

for v ≤ 3
2d ≤ 3

2D. Thus, the maximum of the inner sum appears at the last term, and there are at
most 3

2d terms in the sum. We may then bound the advantage by

Adv≤D(Q,P)2 ≤ 1 +

D∑
d=2

(
2epq2

d

)d

·
min{ 3

2
d,n}∑

v=⌈
√
2d⌉

(
k2e

nv

)v

· v2d

≤ 1 +

D∑
d=2

(
2epq2

d

)d

· 3
2
d ·

(
k2e

n
(
3
2d
)) 3

2
d

·
(
3

2
d

)2d

= 1 +
3

2

D∑
d=2

d

(
6

1
2 e

d
1
2

· pq
2k3

n
3
2

)d

,
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which is 1 + o(1) if pq2k3/n3/2 = o(1), which translates to the condition α > 3
2β − 3

4 −
1
2γ in terms

of the exponents α, β, γ. Note that in this case the only condition on D is that 3
2D ≤ n, or D ≤ 2

3n,
which is satisfied under our assumptions.

Now let us consider the case when β = 1
2 . We may then bound the low-degree advantage by

Adv≤D(Q,P)2 ≤ 1 +
D∑

d=2

(
2epq2

d

)d

·
min{ 3

2
d,n}∑

v=⌈
√
2d⌉

(
k2e

nv

)v

· v2d

≤ 1 +

D∑
d=2

(
2epq2

d

)d

·
min{ 3

2
d,n}∑

v=⌈
√
2d⌉

(ev)2d

≤ 1 +
D∑

d=2

(
2epq2

d

)d

·
(
3

2
d

)
·
(
e
3

2
d

)2d

≤ 1 +
3

2

D∑
d=2

d

(
9e3

2
· pq2d

)d

,

which is 1 + o(1) for D = O(polylog(n)) if α > 0 or γ > 0, which is implied by α > 3
2β − 3

4 − 1
2γ

when β = 1
2 .

If β < 1
2 , we observe that

d

dv
log

((
k2e

nv

)v

· v2d
)

= log
k2

n
− log v +

2d

v
≤ −(1− 2β) log n− log v +

√
2d ≤ 0

for v ≥
√
2d and d ≤ D = O((log n)2−ε). Thus, the maximum of the inner sum appears at the

first term, and there are at most 3
2d terms in the sum. We may then upper bound the low degree

advantage by

Adv≤D(Q,P)2 ≤ 1 +

D∑
d=2

(
2epq2

d

)d

·
min{ 3

2
d,n}∑

v=⌈
√
2d⌉

(
k2e

nv

)v

· v2d

≤ 1 +

D∑
d=2

(
2epq2

d

)d

· 3
2
d ·
(

k2e

n
√
2d

)√
2d

·
⌈√

2d
⌉2d

where we use that k2e
n⌈

√
2d⌉ ≤ k2e

n
√
2d

≤ 1 for d ≤ D = O((log n)2−ε) when β < 1
2 and k = nβ,

≤ 1 +
3

2

D∑
d=2

d

(
2epq2

d

)d

·

k2e
⌈√

2d
⌉√2d

n
√
2d


√
2d

.

Notice that k2e
⌈√

2d
⌉√2d

n
√
2d


√
2d

= o(1)
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for d ≤ D = O((log n)2−ε) when β < 1
2 . Thus, the low degree advantage is 1 + o(1) when β < 1

2 .
We thus conclude that, in all cases, if α > 3

2β−
3
4−

1
2γ, then the low degree advantage is 1+o(1)

for D = O((log n)2−ε). The result then follows by Proposition 3.4, as outlined at the beginning of
this proof.

4.2 Statistical Detection: Proof of Theorem 1.6

4.2.1 Upper Bound

We will consider two algorithms for detection. One algorithm is the degree-2 polynomial considered
in Section 4.1.1 to show a computational upper bound for detection, which strongly separates (and

thus achieves strong detection for) P and Q when q ≫ n3/4

k3/2p1/2
, i.e., when α < 3

2β − 1
2γ − 3

4 .

The other algorithm we consider is to threshold the following statistic, inspired by a maximum
likelihood calculation:

f(Y ) := max
Ŝ,π

Ŝ

Ŝ⊆V,|Ŝ|≤2k

∑
i,j∈Ŝ:
i<j

Yi,j · πŜ(i, j), (14)

where the maximum is over permutations π
Ŝ
of the set Ŝ (whose size varies in the maximization).

We will show that thresholding this statistic achieves strong detection if q ≫ 1√
kp

√
log n, and

therefore whenever β > 2α+ γ.
We will use c, C for constants in this proof which may vary from line to line. The results stated

will all hold with c chosen sufficiently small and C chosen sufficiently large, independent of all other
parameters.

First, let us consider f(Y ) for Y ∼ P. Then, w.h.p. we have

f(Y ) ≥
∑
i,j∈S:
i<j

Yi,j · π(i, j),

since S has size at most 2k with probability 1− exp(−k/3) by Chernoff bound.
From the definition of P, we have∑

i,j∈S:
i<j

Yi,j · π(i, j)
(d)
=
∑
i,j∈S:
i<j

Zi,j · Pi,j , (15)

where Zi,j
iid∼ Rad (1/2 + q) and Pi,j

iid∼ Bern(p).
Now let us also condition on the set S. We may compute

E

 ∑
i,j∈S:
i<j

Yi,j · π(i, j)

 = p ·
(
|S|
2

)
· (2q) = pq|S|(|S| − 1).

We may moreover invoke Bernstein inequality and get that for any λ > 0,

P

 ∑
i,j∈S:
i<j

Yi,j · π(i, j) ≤ pq|S|(|S| − 1)− λ

 ≤ exp

(
− λ2

2
(|S|

2

)
p+ 2

3 · 2λ

)
,
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since for each i, j ∈ S, Var(Yi,j · π(i, j)) ≤ p and |Yi,j − E[Yi,j ]| ≤ 2.
Fix a small constant c > 0. Setting λ = c · pqk2, we get

P

 ∑
i,j∈S:
i<j

Yi,j · π(i, j) ≤ pq|S|(|S| − 1)− c · pqk2

 ≤ exp

(
− c2 · p2q2k4

2
(|S|

2

)
p+ 4

3c · pqk2

)

≤ exp
(
−C · pq2k2

)
,

w.h.p. since |S| = (1 + o(1))k, which is o(1) since pq2k2 ≫ k when q ≫ 1√
kp

√
log n. Thus, w.h.p.,

we have ∑
i,j∈S:
i<j

Yi,j · π(i, j) > pq|S|(|S| − 1)− c · pqk2 ≥ (1− c− o(1)) · pqk2.

On the other hand, let us consider f(Y ) for Y ∼ Q. For every pair of Ŝ, π
Ŝ
with |Ŝ| ≤ 2k, from

the definition of Q, we have ∑
i,j∈Ŝ:
i<j

Yi,j · π̂(i, j)
(d)
=
∑
i,j∈Ŝ:
i<j

Zi,j · Pi,j , (16)

where Zi,j
iid∼ Rad (1/2) and Pi,j

iid∼ Bern(p). In particular, all terms in the latter sum above have
zero mean.

Again, by Bernstein inequality, for any λ > 0,

P

 ∑
i,j∈Ŝ:
i<j

Yi,j · π̂(i, j) ≥ λ

 ≤ exp

(
− λ2

2
(|S|

2

)
p+ 2

3 · 2λ

)
.

Fix a small constant c > 0. Setting λ = c · pqk2, we get

P

 ∑
i,j∈S:
i<j

Yi,j · π̂(i, j) ≥ c · pqk2

 ≤ exp

(
− c2 · p2q2k4

2
(|Ŝ|

2

)
p+ 4

3c · pqk2

)
≤ exp

(
−C · pq2k2

)
,

since |Ŝ| ≤ 2k. Note that when q ≫ 1√
kp

√
log n, the above is exp (−ω (k log n)) ≤ n−ω(k). Since the

total number number of pairs of Ŝ, π
Ŝ
with |Ŝ| ≤ 2k is at most

(
n

≤2k

)
· (2k)! ≤ nO(k), we may apply

a union bound over all possible Ŝ, π
Ŝ
to conclude that w.h.p.,

f(Y ) = max
Ŝ,π

Ŝ
Ŝ⊆V,|Ŝ|≤2k

∑
i,j∈Ŝ:
i<j

Yi,j · πŜ(i, j) < c · pqk2.

Thus, with the choice of a constant c < 1
2 , the calculations above show that thresholding f(Y )

at 1
2 · pqk2 successfully distinguishes P from Q w.h.p. when q ≫ 1√

kp

√
log n.
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Combining the two algorithms considered, we find that that strong detection is statistically
possible when

q ≫ min

{
1√
kp

√
log n,

n3/4

k3/2
√
p

}
.

In the log-density setting, this corresponds to β > min
{
2α+ γ, 23α+ 1

3γ + 1
2

}
, completing the

proof.

4.2.2 Lower Bound

We will prove our information-theoretic lower bounds for detection by bounding the total variation
distance between P andQ. We will have to be careful about a technical detail involving conditioning
this computation on the size of S; our approach to handling this is similar to that of [HWX15].

Writing Pk for the law P conditional on the planted ranked subgraph having size |S| = k, we
have

dTV(P,Q) = dTV(E|S|[P|S|],Q)

≤ E|S|[dTV(P|S|,Q)]

by Jensen’s inequality and convexity of the TV distance, and further

≤ exp(−k/3) +
∑

1≤k′≤2k

dTV(Pk′ ,Q) · P[|S| = k′], (17)

where the last inequality follows since the total variation distance is at most 1, and |S| > 2k with
probability at most exp(−k/3) by Chernoff bound.

Next, we further upper bound dTV(Pk′ ,Q) using the corresponding χ2-divergence. Recall that,
in general, for distributions Q,P over a discrete domain, we have

1 + χ2(P ∥Q) = E
Y∼Q

(
P[Y ]

Q[Y ]

)2

=
∑
Y

(P[Y ])2

Q[Y ]
,

with the sum going over the support of Q. Thus in our case above, further writing PS,πS
for the

planted distribution conditioned on the choices of S and πS the planted community and ranking,
we have:

1 + χ2(Pk′ ∥Q)

=
∑
Y

(Pk′ [Y ])2

Q[Y ]

= E
S,S′∼Unif(([n]

k′ ))
E

πS ,πS′

∑
Y

PS,πS
[Y ]PS′,πS′ [Y ]

Q[Y ]

For the sake of brevity, let us write π = πS and π′ = πS′ , always pairing the set and its permutation
in this way in the notation. Continuing, we may decompose Y into the subset A ⊆

(
[n]
2

)
of edges

that exist at all in Y , and into the assignment T ∈ {±1}A of directions to the edges that do exist:

= E
S,S′

E
π,π′

∑
A⊆([n]

2 )

∑
T∈{±1}A

1

(1− p)(
n
2)−|A|p|A|

(
1
2

)|A|
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(1− p)(
n
2)−|A|p|A|

(
1

2

)|A−(S2)| ∏
{i,j}∈A∩(S2)

(
1

2
+ q

)1{π(i,j)=Ti,j}(1

2
− q

)1{π(i,j)=−Ti,j}

(1− p)(
n
2)−|A|p|A|

(
1

2

)|A−(S
′
2 )| ∏

{i,j}∈A∩(S
′
2 )

(
1

2
+ q

)1{π′(i,j)=Ti,j}(1

2
− q

)1{π′(i,j)=−Ti,j}

= E
S,S′

E
π,π′

E
A

∏
{i,j}∈A∩(S2)∩(

S′
2 )

[
2
∑

t∈{−1,1}

(
1

2
+ q

)1{π(i,j)=t}(1

2
− q

)1{π(i,j)=−t}

(
1

2
+ q

)1{π′(i,j)=t}(1

2
− q

)1{π′(i,j)=−t}
]

∏
{i,j}∈A∩((S2)−(

S′
2 ))

2 ∑
t∈{−1,1}

(
1

2

)(
1

2
+ q

)1{π(i,j)=t}(1

2
− q

)1{π(i,j)=−t}


∏
{i,j}∈A∩((S

′
2 )−(

S
2))

2 ∑
t∈{−1,1}

(
1

2

)(
1

2
+ q

)1{π′(i,j)=t}(1

2
− q

)1{π′(i,j)=−t}


∏
{i,j}∈A−(S2)−(

S′
2 )

2 ∑
t∈{−1,1}

(
1

2

)2


where EA is over the distribution of random A ⊆
(
S
2

)
that includes each pair with probability p.

We may simplify to:

= E
S,S′

E
π,π′

E
A

∏
{i,j}∈A∩(S2)∩(

S′
2 )

[
(1 + 4q2)1{π(i,j)=π′(i,j)}(1− 4q2)1{π(i,j) ̸=π′(i,j)}

]
= E

S,S′
E

π,π′

∏
{i,j}∈(S2)∩(

S′
2 )

(
1 + p

[
(1 + 4q2)1{π(i,j)=π′(i,j)}(1− 4q2)1{πS(i,j)̸=π′(i,j)} − 1

])

and, writing σ, σ′ for the permutations π, π′ each restricted to S ∩ S′, we have

= E
S,S′

E
π,π′

(1 + 4pq2)(
|S∩S′|

2 )−dKT(σ,σ
′)(1− 4pq2)dKT(σ,σ

′)

where dKT is the Kendall tau distance (Definition 1.3),

= E
H=|S∩S′|

E
σ,σ′∼Unif(Sym([H]))

(1 + 4pq2)(
|H|
2 )−dKT(σ,σ

′)(1− 4pq2)dKT(σ,σ
′)

and noticing that dKT (σ, σ
′) = dKT(σ ◦ σ′−1, id), that the law of σ ◦ σ′−1 is again Unif(Sym([H])),

and that dKT(σ, id) = inv(σ) is the number of pairs {i, j} ∈
(
H
2

)
that σ inverts, we have

= E
H=|S∩S′|

E
π∼Unif(Sym([H]))

(1 + 4pq2)(
|H|
2 )−inv(π)(1− 4pq2)inv(π)
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≤ E
H=|S∩S′|

E
π∼Unif(Sym([H]))

(1 + 4pq2)(
|H|
2 )−2inv(π). (18)

The following result bounds the inner expectation, which is in essence a moment generating
function of the number of inversions of a random permutation on a set of a given size.

Proposition 4.2 (Moment generating function of inversions). For any h ≥ 1 and x ≥ 0, we have

E
π∼Unif(Sym([h]))

(1 + x)(
h
2)−2inv(π) ≤ exp

(
1

2
x2h3

)(
1 + 2

√
π

2
x2h3

)
.

We give the proof in Appendix A.2.
Plugging the bound above to (18), we get, using Cauchy-Schwarz to separate the two factors

appearing,

E
H=|S∩S′|

[
E

π∼Unif(SH)
(1 + 4pq2)(

H
2 )−2inv(π)

]

≤

√√√√ E
H=|S∩S′|

[
E

π∼Unif(SH)
(1 + 4pq2)(

H
2 )−2inv(π)

]2

≤
√

E
H

[
exp(8p2q4H3)

(
1 + 2

√
8πp2q4H3

)]2
≤
√

E
H
exp(16p2q4H3) ·

√
E
H

(
1 + 2

√
8πp2q4H3

)2
≤
√

E
M
exp(16p2q4M3) ·

√
E
M

(
1 + 2

√
8πp2q4M3

)2
,

where H = |S ∩ S′| (d)
= Hypergeometric(n, k′, k′), and M ∼ Binom(k′, k′

n−k′ ) which stochastically
dominates H.

Assume k ≤ n
4 . We have EM3 = O

(
k′2

n + k′6

n3

)
, and thus

E
[(

1 + 2
√
8πp2q4M3

)2]
= 1 + 4

√
8πp2q4EM3/2 + 32πp2q4EM3

≤ 1 + 4
√
8πp2q4

√
EM3 + 32πp2q4EM3

≤ 1 + C ·

(√
p2q4max

{
k′2

n
,
k′6

n3

}
+ p2q4max

{
k′2

n
,
k′6

n3

})
,

for some absolute constant C > 0. This is 1 + o(1) when p2q4max
{

k′2

n , k
′6

n3

}
= o(1), i.e., when

β < 2
3α+ 1

3γ + 1
2 .

The other term requires a more involved calculation, which we summarize in the following. As
with our other omitted calculation, this is just a moment generating function calculation, in this
case of a binomial random variable cubed under certain assumptions.
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Proposition 4.3. Suppose 0 ≤ k = k(n) ≤ n/4 and M ∼ Binom(k, k
n−k ). Suppose also x = x(n)

satisfies xk = o(1) and x2k6/n3 = o(1). Then,

E exp(x2M3) = 1 + o(1).

We give the proof in Appendix A.3. In our case, k = k′ and x = 4pq2, so the assumptions correspond
to the region of log-density parameters β < min

{
2α+ γ, 23α+ 1

3γ + 1
2

}
.

Collecting our results, we find that, if β < min
{
2α+ γ, 23α+ 1

3γ + 1
2

}
, then χ2(Pk′ ∥Q) = o(1)

for all 1 ≤ k′ ≤ 2k. By Pinsker’s inequality, we then have

dTV (Pk′ ,Q) ≤
√

log (χ2(Pk′ ∥Q) + 1)

2
= o(1).

Plugging this bound into (17), we conclude that dTV(P,Q) = o(1) and thus that weak detection is
impossible, provided that β < min

{
2α+ γ, 23α+ 1

3γ + 1
2

}
.

4.3 Computational Recovery: Proof of Theorem 1.7

4.3.1 Upper Bound

We will describe a simple spectral algorithm that achieves strong recovery when q ≫
√
n

k
√
p , as long as

p is not too small, namely as long as p = Ω(log n/n). This latter condition is automatically satisfied
in the log-density setting, so this will show that strong recovery can be achieved in polynomial time
provided that β > α+ 1

2γ + 1
2 .

The analysis is based on the following well-known eigenvector perturbation bound.

Theorem 4.4 (Davis-Kahan [DK70]). Let A, Ã ∈ Cn×n be Hermitian. Let v, ṽ ∈ Cn with unit
norms be eigenvectors associated to the largest eigenvalues of A and Ã respectively. Define δ :=
λ1(A) − λ2(A) to be the spectral gap between the largest and the second largest eigenvalues of A.
Then, if δ > 0,

∥vv† − ṽṽ†∥F ≤
√
2 · ∥A− Ã∥

δ
.

Recall that Y ∈ {0,±1}n×n is the skew-symmetric adjacency matrix of a directed graph (in this
proof always drawn from P). Since the Davis-Kahan bound applies only to Hermitian matrices, we
will work with iY . Since Y = −Y ⊤, iY is Hermitian.

As before, for a fixed pair of (S, σS), we define PS,σS
to be the planted model P conditioned

on the planted community being S and the planted permutation on S being σS . In this proof,
we always use σ for permutations, to avoid confusion with the numerical constant π that will
also appear. Note that P = ES,σS

[PS,σS
] where the expectation is w.r.t. the uniform distributions

according to which S and σS are drawn.
To apply the Davis-Kahan bound, our strategy is to decompose

iY = iEY + i(Y − EY ).

To be more precise, we will work with the conditional planted model PS,σS
, and show that for

Y ∼ PS,σS
, the spectral algorithm approximately recovers S and σS w.h.p., as long as |S| ≈ k.

Note that under PS,σS
, we can explicitly write down E[Y ] as follows.
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Proposition 4.5. Let Y ∼ PS,πS
. Then

E[Y ]i,j =

{
2pq · π(i, j) if i, j ∈ S, i ̸= j,

0 otherwise.

In particular, as we will see, the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of iE[Y ] have nice explicit de-
scriptions and the top eigenvector will be useful for recovering the ranked community S and the
planted permutation πS .

Define Aℓ ∈ Cℓ×ℓ as

(Aℓ)i,j =


i if i < j,

−i if i > j,

0 if i = j.

Proposition 4.5 implies that that iE[Y ] is supported on the rows and columns indexed by S,
and this principal submatrix iE[Y ]S,S is essentially a rescaled version of A|S|, up to conjugation by
a permutation matrix that permutes the rows and columns of A|S| according to σS . To be clear,

define PσS ∈ CS×|S| such that

(PσS )i,j =

{
1 if σS(i) = j,

0 otherwise,

and one can verify that for Y ∼ PS,σS
, we have iE[Y ]S,S = 2pq · PσSA|S|P

⊤
σS
. As a result, to

understand the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of iE[Y ], it is enough to understand those of A|S|.

Proposition 4.6. The eigenvalues of A = Aℓ ∈ Cℓ×ℓ are given by

λi(A) =
1

tan
(
2i−1
2l π

) for 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ

with the corresponding eigenvectors v(i) ∈ Cℓ whose entries are given by

v
(i)
j = exp

(
−iπ

(2i− 1)j

ℓ

)
for 1 ≤ j ≤ ℓ.

We give the proof in Appendix A.4.
Now that we have explicit descriptions of eigenvalues and eigenvectors of Aℓ, we immediately

get the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of iE[Y ] as discussed above.

Corollary 4.7. Let Y ∼ PS,σS
and ℓ = |S|. The eigenvalues of iE[Y ] are

λi = 2pq · 1

tan
(
2i−1
2ℓ π

) for 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ,

together with n− ℓ eigenvalues of 0.
For 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ, the eigenvectors v(i) ∈ Cn corresponding to λi are given by

v
(i)
j = 1{j ∈ S} · exp

(
−iπ

(2i− 1)σS(j)

ℓ

)
for 1 ≤ j ≤ n.
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Let us first give the high-level idea of why a spectral algorithm should be effective. By the
Corollary above, when q is large enough, we expect that iY = iE[Y ]+ i (Y − E[Y ]) is “dominated”
by the expectation part iE[Y ], and that the top eigenvector of Y should be “close” to the top
eigenvector of iE[Y ], as quantified by the Davis-Kahan theorem. The top eigenvector v := v(1) of
iE[Y ] has the nice structure that vi = 0 for i ̸∈ S and that vi for i ∈ S are unit complex numbers
which are evenly spaced out radially, with their angles ordered according to σS . Ideally, just by
examining the entries of the top eigenvector ṽ of iY , which is close to v, we hope to approximately
recover both S from the entries of ṽ with large magnitude, and πS from the way those entries of ṽ
with large magnitude are spread out.

However, since we are working with eigenvectors in Cn, the eigenvectors are only determined
up to multiplication by a unit complex number (i.e., in the complex plane, up to a global rotation
of the coordinates), we cannot a priori claim that ṽ is close to v. Reflecting this limitation, the
Davis-Kahan theorem is stated in terms of the difference between the two projection matrices to
the span of v and that of ṽ. Fortunately, this technicality does not create too much trouble for us
and we can use a simple trick to take advantage of the previous geometric intuition, as we will see
in the description of the spectral algorithm and the proof below.

To be concrete, our spectral algorithm performs the following steps as described in Figure 3,
taking as input the skew-symmetric directed adjacency matrix Y ∼ P:

1. Compute the top eigenvector ṽ of iY normalized so that ∥ṽ∥2 = 1.

2. Define S̃ ⊆ [n] as

S̃ :=

{
i ∈ [n] : |ṽi|2 ≥

1

2k

}
.

This is our estimate of S, the support of the planted community. The remaining steps
compute a permutation σ̃ on S̃, our estimate of σS .

3. Let x̃ :=
∑

i∈S̃ ṽi. For every i ∈ S̃, let s̃i := ṽix̃
† and write them in the polar form

s̃i = r̃i · exp(iθ̃i) where r̃i ∈ R≥0 and θ̃i ∈ [−π, π). Then, create a permutation σ̃ on S̃ by

ranking i ∈ S̃ according to the angles θi in descending order.

4. Output (S̃, σ̃) as the estimate for the planted community and the planted permutation.

Figure 3: A description of the spectral algorithm analyzed in Theorem 1.7.

First, let us show that under our assumptions, the error in the Davis-Kahan bound is small,
formalized as follows.

Proposition 4.8. Suppose q = ω(
√
n

k
√
p), p = Ω( lognn ), and k = ω(1). Let Y ∼ PS,πS

. Let ṽ and

v be the normalized top eigenvectors of i · Y and i · E[Y ] respectively, with ∥ṽ∥2 = ∥v∥2 = 1. If
|S| ≥ (1− o(1))k, then w.h.p. ∥ṽṽ† − vv†∥F = o(1).

Proof. Let k′ = |S|. By Corollary 4.7, the spectral gap δ between the largest and the second largest
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eigenvalues of iE[Y ] is

δ = 2pq ·

(
1

tan
(

1
2k′π

) − 1

tan
(

3
2k′π

))

∼ 2pq ·
(
2k′

π
− 2k′

3π

)
=

8

3
pqk′

≥
(
8

3
− o(1)

)
· pqk.

To apply the Davis-Kahan theorem, we further need to bound the spectral norm of ∆ :=
i (Y − E[Y ]). Note that ∆ is Hermitian, and for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n, E[[∆i,j ] = 0, E[|∆i,j |2] ≤ p, and

|∆i,j | ≤ 2. By [BGBK20, Theorem 2.7], w.h.p. ∥∆∥ = O(
√
np) provided that p = Ω( lognn ). Then,

by Theorem 4.4, w.h.p. we have

∥ṽṽ† − vv†∥F ≤
√
2 · ∥i (Y − E[Y ]) ∥

δ

≤ O

(√
np

pqk

)
≤ o(1),

since q = ω(
√
n

k
√
p).

We now show our main result, that our estimate (S̃, σ̃) achieves strong recovery in the sense
that dH(S, S̃) = o(k) and dKT(σ, σ̃) = o(k2).

By Chernoff bound, w.h.p. |S| = (1 + o(1))k. Thus, by Proposition 4.8, w.h.p., for Y ∼ PS,σ,
∥ṽṽ†−vv†∥F ≤ o(1) where ṽ and v are the normalized top eigenvectors of iY and iE[Y ] respectively.
By Corollary 4.7,

vi =
1{i ∈ S}√

|S|
· exp

(
−iπ

σS(i)

|S|

)
. (19)

We also have

o(1) ≥ ∥ṽṽ† − vv†∥2F =
n∑

i=1

n∑
j=1

|ṽiṽ∗j − viv
∗
j |2.

Let us define two sets A := {i ∈ S : |ṽi|2 < 1
2k} and B := {i ̸∈ S : |ṽi|2 ≥ 1

2k}. Then,

o(1) ≥
n∑

i=1

n∑
j=1

|ṽiṽ∗j − viv
∗
j |2 (20)

≥
∑
i,j∈A

(
|viv∗j | − |ṽiṽ∗j |

)2
+
∑
i,j∈B

(
|ṽiṽ∗j | − |viv∗j |

)2
(21)

≥
∑
i,j∈A

(
1

|S|
− 1

2k

)2

+
∑
i,j∈B

(
1

2k
− 0

)2

(22)
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≥ |A|2 · (1 + o(1))
1

4k2
+ |B|2 · 1

4k2
, (23)

where we use that |S| = (1 + o(1))k in the last step. Thus, we conclude that |A| = o(k) and
|B| = o(k).

Recall that S̃ ⊆ [n] is defined by

S̃ :=

{
i ∈ [n] : |ṽi|2 ≥

1

2k

}
.

By the definitions of A andB, we have S̃ = S−A+B. As a result, w.h.p., dH(S, S̃) = |A|+|B| = o(k)
as desired.

Next, we want to show that the permutation σ̃ constructed by the spectral algorithm is
w.h.p. close to σ. Recall that we measure the error in Kendall tau distance, which is

dKT(σ, σ̃) :=
∑

{i,j}∈(S∩S̃
2 )

1{σ(i, j) ̸= σ̃(i, j)}.

By Corollary 4.8,

o(1) ≥ ∥ṽṽ† − vv†∥

=
n∑

i=1

n∑
j=1

|ṽiṽ∗j − viv
∗
j |2

≥
∑
i∈S̃

∑
j∈S̃

|ṽiṽ∗j − viv
∗
j |2

≥ 1

|S̃|

∑
i∈S̃

∣∣∣∣∣∣ṽi
∑

j∈S̃

ṽj

∗

− vi

∑
j∈S̃

vj

∗∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

=
1

|S̃|

∑
i∈S̃

∣∣∣∣∣∣ṽi
∑

j∈S̃

ṽj

∗

− vi

 ∑
j∈S̃∩S

vj

∗∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

since vi = 0 for i ̸∈ S,

=
1

|S̃|

∑
i∈S̃

∣∣∣∣∣∣ṽi
∑

j∈S̃

ṽj

∗

− vi

∑
j∈S

vj

∗

+ vi

 ∑
j∈S\S̃

vj

∗∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

≥ 1

|S̃|

∑
i∈S̃

1

2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ṽi
∑

j∈S̃

ṽj

∗

− vi

∑
j∈S

vj

∗∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

−

∣∣∣∣∣∣vi
 ∑

j∈S\S̃

vj

∗∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
 ,

33



where the last inequality follows from |a + b|2 ≤ 2|a|2 + 2|b|2 for any a, b ∈ C. Rearranging the
inequality above, we get

1

|S̃|

∑
i∈S̃

∣∣∣∣∣∣ṽi
∑

j∈S̃

ṽj

∗

− vi

∑
j∈S

vj

∗∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

≤ 2

|S̃|

∑
i∈S̃

∣∣∣∣∣∣vi
 ∑

j∈S\S̃

vj

∗∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

+ o(1)

≤ 2

|S̃|

∑
i∈S̃

|vi|2
 ∑

j∈S\S̃

|vj |

2

+ o(1)

≤ 2

|S̃|
· |S̃| · 1

|S|
·

(
|S \ S̃| · 1√

|S|

)2

+ o(1)

=
2|S \ S̃|2

|S|2
+ o(1)

≤ 2dH(S, S̃)2

|S|2
+ o(1)

≤ (1 + o(1))
o(k2)

k2
+ o(1)

≤ o(1).

For i ∈ S, we may compute

vi

∑
j∈S

vj

∗

=
1√
|S|

exp

(
−iπ

σS(i)

|S|

)
·

 1√
|S|

|S|∑
j=1

exp

(
−iπ

j

|S|

)∗

=
1

|S|
exp

(
−iπ

σS(i)

|S|

)
exp

(
iπ

1

|S|

)
2

1− exp
(
iπ 1

|S|

)
=

1

|S|
exp

(
−iπ

σS(i)

|S|
+ iπ

1

2|S|

) 2
(
exp

(
iπ 1

2|S|

)
− exp

(
−iπ 1

|S|

))
2− exp

(
iπ 1

|S|

)
− exp

(
−iπ 1

|S|

)
=

1

|S|
· 1∣∣∣sinh(iπ 1

2|S|

)∣∣∣ · exp
(
iπ

(
1

2
− 2σS(i)− 1

2|S|

))

Note that the scaling parameter is on the order of

1

|S|
· 1∣∣∣sinh(iπ 1

2|S|

)∣∣∣ ∼ 1

|S|
· 2|S|

π
=

2

π
.

For some ε > 0, let us define

Gε =

i ∈ S ∩ S̃ :

∣∣∣∣∣∣ṽi
∑

j∈S̃

ṽj

∗

− vi

∑
j∈S

vj

∗∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

< ε

 .
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Observe that |S ∩ S̃| − |Gε| ≤ o (k/ε), since

o(1) ≥ 1

|S̃|

∑
i∈S̃

∣∣∣∣∣∣ṽi
∑

j∈S̃

ṽj

∗

− vi

∑
j∈S

vj

∗∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

≥ 1

|S̃|

∑
i∈S∩S̃\Gε

∣∣∣∣∣∣ṽi
∑

j∈S̃

ṽj

∗

− vi

∑
j∈S

vj

∗∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

≥ (1− o(1)) · 1
k
·
(
|S ∩ S̃| − |Gε|

)
ε.

This means that w.h.p. |Gε| ≥ |S ∩ S̃| − o(k/ε) ≥ |S| − dH(S, S̃)− o(k/ε) ≥ (1− o(1)− o(1/ε))k.
Now, for every i ∈ Gε, let us write

ṽi

∑
j∈S̃

ṽj

∗

= r̃i · exp(iθ̃i)

where r̃i ∈ R≥0 and θ̃i ∈ [−π, π). Since we also have

vi

∑
j∈S

vj

∗

= r · exp(iθi)

for i ∈ S, where r = 1
|S| ·

1∣∣∣sinh(iπ 1
2|S|

)∣∣∣ ∼ 2
π and θi = π

(
1
2 − 2σS(i)−1

2|S|

)
, we can conclude that for

i ∈ Gε,

|θ̃i − θi| ≤ arcsin

(√
ε

r

)
≤

√
ε

r
.

Thus, if for a pair of i, j ∈ Gε, θi and θj are well separated, then θ̃i and θ̃j will still have the correct
relative order, and σ̃ ranks this pair the same way as σ does. It is easy to check that the number

of pairs of {i, j} ∈
(
Gε

2

)
for which |θi − θj | > 2 ·

√
ε
r is at least

1

2
|Gε| ·

(
|Gε| −O(

√
ε · k)

)
≥ (1− o(1)− o(1/ε)−O(

√
ε))

k2

2

which is at least (1−o(1))k
2

2 by setting ε to be an appropriate vanishing function depending on the

o(1) term. Thus, the permutation σ̃, created according to θ̃i for i ∈ S̃, ranks at least (1− o(1))k
2

2

pairs correctly among
(
S∩S̃
2

)
, and consequently we conclude that w.h.p.

dKT (σ, σ̃) ≤

∣∣∣∣∣
(
S ∩ S̃

2

)∣∣∣∣∣− (1− o(1))
k2

2

≤ (1 + o(1))
k2

2
− (1− o(1))

k2

2
≤ o(k2),

completing the proof.
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4.3.2 Lower Bound

In this section, we will prove that for degree D = no(1) polynomials, weak support recovery is
impossible in the log-density regime once β < α + 1

2γ + 1
2 . Specifically, we will show that, in the

notation of Section 3.1, the low-degree correlation with this choice of D is Corr≤D(P)2 ≪ k
n , from

which this claim follows by the definitions there.
Recall, under our definition of the PRS model’s distribution P, the observed matrix Y ∈

{0,±1}n×n is generated when Y ∼ P in the following way:

1. First, sample a random vector θ ∈ {0, 1}n such that θi
iid∼ Bern(k/n).

2. Next, sample a permutation π ∈ Sn uniformly at random.

3. Then, generate each entry of Yi,j for i < j independently as

Yi,j =

{
0 with probability 1− p

Ti,j with probability p

where Ti,j ∼ Rad(1/2 + q · θiθjπ(i, j)) independently. The lower diagonal entries are set to
Yj,i = −Yi,j .

In particular, this model can be viewed as a general binary observation model [SW22] with cen-
sorship, where the underlying tournament matrix T is drawn from a specific binary observation
model, with each entry of T only revealed with probability p.

We claim that we can equivalently sample Y using the following alternative procedure:

1. Sample the random vector θ ∈ {0, 1}n such that θi
iid∼ Bern(k/n) and the permutation π ∈ Sn

as before.

2. For i < j, sample Pi,j
iid∼ Bern(p), Zi,j

iid∼ Rad(1/2), and Xi,j ∼ Rad(1/2 + qθiθjπ(i, j))
independently. For i < j, we set Pi,j = Pj,i, Zi,j = −Zj,i, and Xi,j = −Xj,i.

3. Then, generate
Yi,j = Pi,j · [(1− θiθj)Zi,j + θiθjXi,j ] ,

or, in matrix form Y = P ◦
[(
J − θθ⊤

)
◦ Z +

(
θθ⊤

)
◦X

]
.

Let f ∈ R[Y ]≤D. By Proposition 3.14, there is a unique expansion

f(Y ) =
∑
A,B

f̂A,B · hA,B(Y ) (24)

in the basis of orthogonal polynomials for Q defined in Definition 3.13. Recall they are defined as

hA,B(Y ) :=
1

p|A|/2Y
A 1

(p(1− p))|B|/2 (Y
◦2 − pJ)B.

For convenience, let us denote bA,B := 1
p|A|/2 · 1

(p(1−p))|B|/2 and bA := bA,∅, so that we can write

hA,B(Y ) = bA,B · Y A(Y ◦2 − pJ)B and hA(Y ) = bA · Y A.
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Recall that, following the discussion in Section 3.1, we are interested in proving an upper bound
low-degree correlation

Corr≤D(P) := sup
f∈R[Y ]≤D

E(θ,Y )∼P [f(Y )θ1]√
EY∼P f(Y )2

. (25)

We follow the strategy in [SW22] and simplify the denominator appearing in Corr≤D by applying
Jensen’s inequality:

E
Y∼P

[f(Y )2] ≥ E
(Z,P )∼P

[
E

(X,θ)∼P

[
f
(
P ◦

((
J − θθ⊤

)
◦ Z + θθ⊤ ◦X

))]2]
=: E

(Z,P )∼P

[
g(Z,P )2

]
,

where we define g(Z,P ) := E(X,θ)∼P f
(
P ◦

((
J − θθ⊤

)
◦ Z + θθ⊤ ◦X

))
. We may explicitly com-

pute the coefficents of g(Z,P ) =
∑

A,B ĝA,B · hA,B(P ◦ Z) using the expansion of f , as follows.

Proposition 4.9. In the above setting,

g(Z,P ) =
∑
A′,B′

ĝA′,B′ · hA′,B′(P ◦ Z),

where ĝ = Mf̂ , with M(A′,B′),(A,B) = 0 unless A′ ⊆ A, B ⊆ B′, and B′ − B ⊆ A − A′, and when
these conditions are satisfied, then

M(A′,B′),(A,B) =
bA,B

bA′,B′
· p|A−A′+B−B′| · EX

[
XA−A′

]
Eθ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A′ (
θθ⊤

)A−A′]
.

We give the proof—a straightforward but tedious calculation—in Appendix A.5.
Notice that the indices can be arranged so thatM is upper triangular, and moreover the diagonal

entries M(A,B),(A,B) = Eθ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A] ̸= 0. Thus, M is invertible.

Noticing that EZ,P [g(Z,P )2] =
∑

A,B (ĝA,B)
2 = ∥ĝ∥2 due to the identical calculation as in

Proposition 3.14 and using that ĝ = Mf̂ , we may further upper bound Corr≤D by

Corr≤D(P) = sup
f

Eθ,Y [f(Y )θ1]√
EY [f(Y )2]

(26)

≤ sup
f

Eθ,Y [f(Y )θ1]√
EZ,P [g(Z,P )2]

(27)

by the Jensen’s inequality trick described earlier,

= sup
f̂

ĝ=Mf̂

∑
A,B f̂A,B · Eθ,Y [hA,B(Y )θ1]√

∥ĝ∥2
(28)

= sup
f̂

ĝ=Mf̂

⟨c, f̂⟩√
∥ĝ∥2

(29)
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by defining a vector c with entries given by cA,B := Eθ,Y [hA,B(Y )θ1],

= sup
ĝ

⟨c,M−1ĝ⟩√
∥ĝ∥2

(30)

= ∥c⊤M−1∥ (31)

=: ∥w∥, (32)

where in the last step we define w⊤ := c⊤M−1. We may compute the coefficients cA,B as

cA,B = E[hA,B(Y )θ1]

= bA,B · E
[
PA
[(

J − θθ⊤
)
◦ Z +

(
θθ⊤

)
◦X

]A
(P − p)B · θ1

]

= bA,B · E
P
[PA(P − p)B] E

Z,X,θ

∑
A′⊆A

XA′
ZA−A′

(
θθ⊤

)A′ (
J − θθ⊤

)A−A′
 · θ1


=

1

p|A|/2 · 1

(p(1− p))|B|/2 · p|A|1{B = ∅} · E
X

[
XA
]
E
θ

[(
θθ⊤

)A
θ1

]
= 1{B = ∅}p|A|/2 E

X

[
XA
]
E
θ

[(
θθ⊤

)A
θ1

]
.

Observe that the vector c is only supported on entries cA,B with B = ∅.
Solving for w from w⊤M = c⊤, we solve the system∑

A′,B′

wA′,B′M(A,B′),(A,B) = cA,B.

This gives

1{B = ∅} · p|A|/2 E
X

[
XA
]
E
θ

[(
θθ⊤

)A
θ1

]
=
∑
A′⊆A

∑
B′⊇B

B′−B⊆A−A′

wA′,B′ ·
bA,B

bA′,B′
· p|A−A′+B−B′| E

X

[
XA−A′

]
E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A′ (
θθ⊤

)A−A′]
.

Thus, we arrive at the following recursive formula for w:

wA,B · E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A]
= 1{B = ∅}p|A|/2 E

X

[
XA
]
E
θ

[(
θθ⊤

)A
θ1

]
−

∑
A′⊆A
B′⊇B

B′−B⊆A−A′

(A′,B′ )̸=(A,B)

wA′,B′ ·
bA,B

bA′,B′
· p|A−A′+B−B′| · E

X

[
XA−A′

]
E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A′ (
θθ⊤

)A−A′]
. (33)

We establish the following initial facts about the coefficients resulting from solving this recursion,
which control which (A,B) contribute to the norm.
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Proposition 4.10. wA,B = 0 if B ̸= ∅.

Proposition 4.11. Suppose A has any connected component containing an edge but not containing
vertex 1. Then wA,∅ = 0.

We defer the proofs to Appendices A.6 and A.7, respectively.
Thus we need only consider wA,∅ for A a connected graph (aside from isolated vertices) con-

taining vertex 1. We next bound these terms.

Proposition 4.12. We have

w∅,∅ =
k

n
,

|wA,∅| ≤
(
1− k

n

)−2|A|2

(|A|+ 1)|A| (4pq2)|A|/2
(
k

n

)|V (A)|
,

for A with |A| ≥ 1.

Proof. The case A = ∅ follows immediately from (33). It remains to consider the case when A ̸= ∅
and B = ∅. Again using (33), we have

|wA,∅| ≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1∣∣∣Eθ

[
(J − θθ⊤)

A
]∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣ ·
∣∣∣∣∣p|A|/2 E

X

[
XA
]
E
θ

[(
θθ⊤

)A
θ1

]

−
∑
A′⊊A

wA′,∅
bA,∅
bA′,∅

· p|A−A′| · E
X

[
XA−A′

]
E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A′ (
θθ⊤

)A−A′] ∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1∣∣∣Eθ

[
(J − θθ⊤)

A
]∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣ ·
(∣∣∣∣p|A|/2 E

X

[
XA
]
E
θ

[(
θθ⊤

)A
θ1

]∣∣∣∣
+
∑
A′⊊A

|wA′,∅| ·
∣∣∣∣ bA,∅
bA′,∅

· p|A−A′| · E
X

[
XA−A′

]
E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A′ (
θθ⊤

)A−A′]∣∣∣∣
)

by triangle inequality. We further use the following inequalities which can be verified as in Propo-
sition 3.12. ∣∣E [XA

]∣∣ ≤ (2q)|A|∣∣∣∣E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A]∣∣∣∣ ≥ (1− k

n

)|V (A)|

∣∣∣∣E
θ

[(
θθ⊤

)A
θ1

]∣∣∣∣ = (k

n

)|V (A)∪{1}|

∣∣∣∣E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A′ (
θθ⊤

)A−A′]∣∣∣∣ ≤ (k

n

)|V (A−A′)|

to get

|wA,∅| ≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1∣∣∣Eθ

[
(J − θθ⊤)

A
]∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣ ·
(∣∣∣∣p|A|/2 E

X

[
XA
]
E
θ

[(
θθ⊤

)A
θ1

]∣∣∣∣
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+
∑
A′⊊A

|wA′,∅| ·
∣∣∣∣ bA,∅
bA′,∅

· p|A−A′| · E
X

[
XA−A′

]
E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A′ (
θθ⊤

)A−A′]∣∣∣∣
)

≤
(
1− k

n

)−|V (A)|
·

(
p|A|/2(2q)|A|

(
k

n

)|V (A)∪{1}|

+
∑
A′⊊A

|wA′,∅| · p|A−A′|/2(2q)|A−A′|
(
k

n

)|V (A−A′)|
)

≤
(
1− k

n

)−2|A|2

(|A|+ 1)|A| (4pq2)|A|/2
(
k

n

)|V (A)|
,

where the last inequality follows from the same steps as in the proof of [SW22, Lemma 3.9].

Finally, we need the following estimate of the number of connected A that contain the vertex 1:

Proposition 4.13 ([SW22, Lemma 3.5]). For integers d ≥ 1 and 0 ≤ h ≤ d, the number of
A ⊆

(
[n]
2

)
such that (i) A is connected, (ii) 1 ∈ V (A), (iii) |A| = d and |V (A)| = d + 1 − h, is at

most (dn)d
(
d
n

)d
.

We are now ready to finish the proof by plugging in these estimates to our earlier formula (32):

Corr≤D(P)2

≤ ∥w∥2

=
∑
A,B

w2
A,B

=
∑
A

w2
A,∅

by Proposition 4.10,

≤ k2

n2
+

D∑
d=1

d∑
h=0

∑
A connected:

1∈V (A),|A|=d,
|V (A)|=d+1−h

(
1− k

n

)−4d2

(d+ 1)2d
(
4pq2

)d(k

n

)2(d+1−h)

by Proposition 4.11 and Proposition 4.12, and that every connected A satisfies |V (A)| ≤ |A|+ 1,

≤ k2

n2
+

D∑
d=1

d∑
h=0

(dn)d
(
d

n

)h(
1− k

n

)−4d2

(d+ 1)2d
(
4pq2

)d(k

n

)2(d+1−h)

using the bound on the number of A in Proposition 4.13,

≤ k2

n2
+

k2

n2

D∑
d=1

d∑
h=0

(
d · n

k2

)h(
4d(d+ 1)2

(
1− k

n

)−4d2

· pq2k
2

n

)d
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≤ k2

n2
+

k2

n2

D∑
d=1

d∑
h=0

(
D · n

k2

)h(
4D(D + 1)2

(
1− k

n

)−4D2

· pq2k
2

n

)d

=
k2

n2

D∑
h=0

(
4D2(D + 1)2

(
1− k

n

)−4D2

· pq2
)h

D∑
d=h

(
4D(D + 1)2

(
1− k

n

)−4D2

· pq2k
2

n

)d−h

≤ k2

n2
· 1(

1− 4D2(D + 1)2
(
1− k

n

)−4D2

· pq2
)(

1− 4D(D + 1)2
(
1− k

n

)−4D2

· pq2 k2n
) . (34)

Provided that

q ≪ min


(
1− k

n

)2D2

D(D + 1)
· 1
√
p
,

(
1− k

n

)2D2

√
D(D + 1)

·
√
n

k
√
p

 ,

we have Corr≤D(P)2 ≤ (1 + o(1)) k
2

n2 ≪ k
n , since in the log-density setting we always have k ≪ n.

In particular, in the log-density setting we find that this condition holds whenever β < α+ 1
2γ+

1
2 ,

completing the proof.

Remark 4.14. By a slightly different strategy of decomposing Y ∼ P into “signal” part plus the
“noise” part, we can also show that

Corr≤D(P)2 ≤ k2

n2
· 1(

1− 4D2(D + 1)2 · pq2

(1−2q)2

)(
1− 4D(D + 1)2 · pq2

(1−2q)2
· k2

n

) , (35)

as long as q < 1
2 . We give a proof of this alternative bound in Appendix A.8.

We note that (34) gives a non-trivial bound for any q ∈ (0, 12 ] so long as k = O(n/D2), while (35)

has a slightly better degree dependency without the (1− k
n)

−4D2
term at the cost of a deteriorating

bound as q approaches 1
2 . These slight differences, however, are not visible at the level of granularity

of the log-density setting.

4.4 Statistical Recovery: Proof of Theorem 1.8

4.4.1 Upper Bound

We consider a brute-force search algorithm that is similar to the maximum likelihood estimator.

Let Sk = {S̃ ⊆ [n] : |S̃| = k}. On input Y ∈ {0,±1}(
[n]
2 ), our algorithm outputs the maximizer

argmax
S̃∈Sk,π̃

∑
{i,j}∈(S̃2)

Yi,j π̃(i, j).

We will show that if q ≳ 1√
kp

· poly log(n) (in fact, q ≫ 1√
kp

log n), then the maximizer (S̃, π̃)

achieves strong recovery of (S, π). In the log-density setting, the condition becomes β > 2α+ γ, as
claimed.

41



In this proof, let us adopt the term with polynomially high probability (w.p.h.p.) for events
occurring with probability at least 1− 1

nc for some c > 0.

We denote val(S̃, π̃) :=
∑

{i,j}∈(S̃2)
Yi,j π̃(i, j), the objective function above. Define Bt = Bt(S, π)

to be the set of (S̃, π̃) such that S̃ ∈ Sk, and either dH(S, S̃) ≥ t, or dH(S, S̃) < t and dKT(π, π̃) ≥ kt.
Intuitively, this is the set of “bad” estimates of the planted community and permutation with some
quantitative amount t of error. Clearly, |Bt| ≤ |Sk| · k! ≤ (nk)k.

Let S∗ = argmin
S̃∈Sk

|S̃ − S|. We note that the distribution of the cardinality |S| of S has the

binomial law Bin(n, k/n). By Chernoff bound, we conclude that w.p.h.p. |S| ∈ [k − Õ(
√
k), k +

Õ(
√
k)]. Thus, w.p.h.p. |S∗ − S| = Õ(

√
k) and |S − S∗| = Õ(

√
k). Let π∗ be a permutation on

S∗ that agrees with π on the intersection S ∩ S∗. Then, conditioning on S∗ and π∗, val(S∗, π∗) =∑
{i,j}∈(S

∗
2 )

Yi,jπ
∗(i, j) stochastically dominates

∑
{i,j}∈(S

∗∩S
2 )

Pi,jAi,j +
∑

{i,j}∈(S
∗
2 )−(

S
2)

Pi,jBi,j , (36)

where Pi,j
iid∼ Bern(p), Ai,j

iid∼ Rad(1/2 + q), and Bi,j
iid∼ Rad(1/2− q). Thus,

E[val(S∗, π∗)] ≥
(
k − Õ(

√
k)

2

)
· p · 2q −

((
k

2

)
−
(
k − Õ(

√
k)

2

))
· p · 2q

≥ k2pq − Õ
(
k

3
2 pq
)
,

and by Bernstein inequality, val(S∗, π∗) w.p.h.p. satisfies |val(S∗, π∗) − Eval(S∗, π∗)| ≤ Õ(k
√
p).

Thus we have shown that there exists at least one feasible point in our maximization, (S∗, π∗),
which w.p.h.p. achieves a large value

val(S∗, π∗) ≥ k2pq − Õ
(
k

3
2 pq + k

√
p
)
.

We next show that, again w.p.h.p., every point in Bt has smaller value. If we can do this, then
(S̃, π̃) /∈ Bt w.p.h.p., and if this holds for t small enough then we will obtain our result.

For every (S̃, π̃) ∈ Bt, consider val(S̃, π̃). By definition of Bt, dH(S, S̃) ≥ t or dKT(π, π̃) ≥ kt,
and val(S̃, π̃) is stochastically dominated by∑

{i,j}∈(S̃∩S
2 ):

π̃(i,j)=π(i,j)

Pi,jAi,j +
∑

{i,j}∈(S̃∩S
2 ):

π̃(i,j)̸=π(i,j)

Pi,jBi,j +
∑

{i,j}∈(S̃2)−(
S
2)

Pi,jCi,j , (37)

where Pi,j
iid∼ Bern(p), Ai,j

iid∼ Rad(1/2 + q), Bi,j
iid∼ Rad(1/2 − q), and Ci,j

iid∼ Rad(1/2). In

particular, either the first sum has at most
(
(k+|S|−t)/2

2

)
terms (since dH(S, S̃) ≥ t and 2|S̃ ∩ S| =

|S̃|+ |S| − dH(S, S̃) ), or the second sum has at least kt terms (since dKT(π, π̃) ≥ kt).
Thus,

E[val(S̃, π̃)] ≤ min

{(
(k + |S| − t)/2

2

)
· p · 2q,

((
k

2

)
− kt

)
· p · 2q − kt · p · 2q

}
(38)
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≤ k2pq + Õ
(
k

3
2 pq
)
− Ω(ktpq), (39)

where we use that |S| ≤ k + Õ(
√
k) w.p.h.p. Moreover, for each (S̃, π̃) ∈ Bt, again by Bernstein

inequality, we have for any λ > 0

P
[
val(S̃, π̃)− E

[
val(S̃, π̃)

]
≥ λ

]
≤ exp

(
−

1
2λ

2(
k
2

)
p+ 2

3λ

)
,

since for every {i, j} ∈
(
S̃
2

)
, the random variable Xi,j = Yi,j π̃(i, j) satisfies |Xi,j − E[Xi,j ]| ≤ 2 and

Var(Xi,j) ≤ p. We will then choose λ > 0 large enough so that we may apply a union bound over

all (S̃, π̃) ∈ Bt to conclude that, w.h.p.,

max
(S̃,π̃)∈Bt

val(S̃, π̃) ≤ max
(S̃,π̃)∈Bt

E
[
val(S̃, π̃)

]
+ λ.

Since |Bt| ≤ (nk)k, it is enough to choose λ > 0 so that

exp

(
−

1
2λ

2(
k
2

)
p+ 2

3λ

)
(nk)k = o(1).

Solving for λ, we need

−
1
2λ

2(
k
2

)
p+ 2

3λ
+ k log(nk) ≪ 0,

for which it suffices to choose
λ = Θ̃

(
max

{
k

3
2
√
p, k
})

.

Thus, by a union bound, we conclude that w.h.p.

max
(S̃,π̃)∈Bt

val(S̃, π̃) ≤ max
(S̃,π̃)∈Bt

E
[
val(S̃, π̃)

]
+ Õ

(
max

{
k

3
2
√
p, k
})

≤ k2pq + Õ
(
k

3
2 pq
)
− Ω(ktpq) + Õ

(
max

{
k

3
2
√
p, k
})

. (40)

Recall from (37) that w.h.p., (S∗, π∗) achieves

val(S∗, π∗) ≥ k2pq − Õ
(
k

3
2 pq
)
− Õ(k

√
p).

Recall also our strategy: if for specific p, k, q and t = o(k), we have that w.h.p. val(S∗, π∗) >
max

(S̃,π̃)∈Bt
val(S̃, π̃), then we know that the maximizer is not in Bt and may use this to show that

the maximizer achieves strong recovery of (S, π). From (37) and (40), it is enough to have

ktpq ≫ Õ
(
k

3
2
√
p+ k + k

3
2 pq + k

√
p
)
,

which holds for some t = o(k) if q = Ω̃( 1√
kp
).
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4.4.2 Lower Bound

We will show that if q = o( 1√
kp
), then weak support recovery is impossible. Recall that under

P, a directed graph is generated by first drawing a random set S, then drawing a permutation
π ∈ Sym([n]), and finally generating the directed edges according to S and π (or equivalently S
and πS , which is the restriction of π on S).

We have for any estimator A : {0,±1}n×n → {0, 1}n of the indicator vector of S, that

E[dH(A(Y ), S)] =
n∑

i=1

P[A(Y )i ̸= θi],

where θ ∈ {0, 1}n is the indicator vector of S. We will prove a lower bound for the first term in the
sum above, which will hold for the rest of the terms. We may expand the first term into

P[A(Y )1 ̸= θ1] =
n−1∑
i=0

P [|S − {1}| = i] E
S′⊆[n]\{1}

|S′|=i

E
π′∈Sym([n])

P[A(Y )1 ̸= θ1|S − {1} = S′, π = π′].

Fix S′ ⊆ [n] \ {1} such that |S′| = i, and π′ ∈ Sym([n]). We have

P[A(Y )1 ̸= θ1|S − {1} = S′, π = π′]

= P[A(Y )1 = 1, θ1 = 0|S − {1} = S′, π = π′] + P[A(Y )1 = 0, θ1 = 1|S − {1} = S′, π = π′].

Let us define H0 := PS=S′,π=π′ and H1 := PS={1}∪S′,π=π′ , by fixing the planted set to be either S′

or {1} ∪ S′, and fixing the underlying permutation to be π′. Then we may rewrite

P[A(Y )1 ̸= θ1|S − {1} = S′, π = π′]

= P[A(Y )1 = 1, θ1 = 0|S − {1} = S′, π = π′] + P[A(Y )1 = 0, θ1 = 1|S − {1} = S′, π = π′]

= P[θ1 = 0] · P
Y∼H0

[A(Y )1 = 1] + P[θ1 = 1] · P
Y∼H1

[A(Y )1 = 0]

=

(
1− k

n

)
· P
Y∼H0

[A(Y )1 = 0] +

(
k

n

)
· P
Y∼H1

[A(Y )1 = 1]

≥ k

n
·
(

P
Y∼H0

[A(Y )1 = 1] + P
Y∼H1

[A(Y )1 = 0]

)
,

which relates this quantity to the sum of Type I and Type II errors for hypothesis testing using
Y 7→ A(Y )1 between H0 and H1. As a consequence of the Neyman-Pearson Lemma, this quantity
is further bounded by

≥ k

n
· (1− dTV(H0,H1)) .

We will now bound the TV distance between H0 and H1 using the KL divergence. Since H0 and
H1 are product distributions over the entries of Y ∈ {0,±1}n×n, by tensorization of KL divergence
we have

dKL (H1 ∥H0) =
∑
i<j

dKL (LH1(Yi,j) ∥LH0(Yi,j))
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≤ |S′| · dKL (SparseRad(p, 1/2 + q) ∥SparseRad(p, 1/2))

since the law of Yi,j differs under H1 and H0 only when i = 1 and j ∈ S′, in which situation
Yi,j ∼ SparseRad(p, 1/2 + q) or SparseRad(p, 1/2 − q) in H1 and Yi,j ∼ SparseRad(p, 1/2) in H0.
We may then continue with an explicit calculation of these divergences,

= i ·
((

1

2
+ q

)
p · log (1 + 2q) +

(
1

2
− q

)
p · log (1− 2q)

)
≤ i · 4pq2.

By Pinsker’s inequality,

P[A(Y )1 ̸= θ1|S − {1} = S′, π = π′] ≥ k

n
· (1− dTV(H0,H1))

≥ k

n
·

(
1−

√
1

2
dKL(H1∥H0)

)

≥ k

n
·
(
1−

√
2 · ipq2

)
.

Finally, we note that the distribution of |S − {1}| follows Bin(n − 1, k/n), and by Chernoff
bound i = |S − {1}| ≤ 2k w.h.p. Therefore,

P[A(Y )1 ̸= θ1] =

n−1∑
i=0

P [|S − {1}| = i] E
S′⊆[n]−{1}:

|S′|=i

E
π′∈Sn

P[A(Y )1 ̸= θ1|S − {1} = S′, π = π′]

≥ (1− o(1)) · k
n
·
(
1−

√
2 · 2kpq2

)
,

which is at least (1 − o(1))k/n when q ≪ 1√
kp
. Thus, when q ≪ 1√

kp
, the expected Hamming

distance from S achieved by any algorithm A : {0,±1}n×n → {0, 1}n is at least

E[dH(A(Y ), S)] =

n∑
i=1

P[A(Y )i ̸= θi] ≥ (1− o(1))k.

Remark 4.15. As an aside, we may also treat the boundary case q = O( 1√
kp
) with the same

calculations, in which case it follows from the Bretagnolle-Huber inequality (in place of Pinsker’s
inequality) that the expected Hamming distance achieved by any algorithm is Ω(k).

5 Proofs for Extreme Parameter Scalings

5.1 Planted Global Ranking

5.1.1 Detection: Proof of Theorem 1.9

Some of the results of this Theorem follow from our proofs in the log-density setting, which some-
times do not actually require that the parameters α, β, γ be bounded away from 0 and 1. In
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particular, that thresholding the degree 2 polynomial in Y given in (11) achieves strong detection
when q = ω(n−3/4) follows from the calculations in Section 4.1.1, which only requires the condition
(12). Likewise, that weak detection is statistically impossible when q = o(n−3/4) follows from the
argument in Section 4.2.2.

The other two results are slightly more delicate than what we have argued in the log-density
setting and require revisiting our arguments. Recall what they say:

1. If q = O(n−3/4), then strong detection is statistically impossible.

2. For a constant c > 0, if q ≥ c · n−3/4, then there exists a polynomial-time algorithm that
achieves weak detection.

For the first point, note that repeating the calculations given in Section 4.2.2 with k = k′ = n
shows that, if q = O(n−3/4), then the χ2 divergence of the two models is bounded as χ2(P ∥Q) =
O(1). When the χ2 divergence is bounded then P is contiguous to Q, which in particular implies
that strong detection is impossible. See, e.g., See, e.g., [KWB19, Lemma 1.13] for details of the
simple argument for this.

For the second point, recall that in Section 4.1.1, we argued, if q = ω(n−3/4), then the polynomial
f(Y ) defined in (11) satisfies the strong separation condition

max{
√

VarP [f(Y )],
√
VarQ[f(Y )]} = o (EP [f(Y )]− EQ[f(Y )]) .

It then followed by Chebyshev’s inequality that thresholding the value of f(Y ) achieves strong
detection. In this case, by the same calculations, for sufficiently large c, we will have the quantitative
weaker version of the above that

(2
√
2 + ε) ·max{

√
VarP [f(Y )],

√
VarQ[f(Y )]} ≤ EP [f(Y )]− EQ[f(Y )]

for some constant ε > 0. In that case, thresholding the value of f(Y ) achieves weak detection
between P and Q.

5.1.2 Suboptimality of Spectral Detection: Proof of Theorem 1.10

We now show that a natural spectral algorithm for detection performs much worse than the algo-
rithms described above. Recall that we work with iY , which is a Hermitian matrix and thus has
real eigenvalues. Those real eigenvalues are related to the singular values of Y : the singular values
of Y are the absolute values of the eigenvalues of iY . They are also related to the eigenvalues of
Y : those eigenvalues were purely imaginary and came in conjugate pairs, and if iλ and −iλ are
eigenvalues of Y then λ and −λ will be eigenvalues of iY .

We will consider a detection algorithm that computes and thresholds λmax(iY ) (which is the
same as the spectral radius or operator norm of either Y or iY by the above observation on the
symmetry of the eigenvalues). To carry out this analysis, we must understand this largest eigenvalue
when Y ∼ Q (Part 1 of Theorem 1.10) and when Y ∼ P (Parts 2 and 3 of Theorem 1.10).

The former case is straightforward, since then Y is just a Hermitian Wigner matrix of i.i.d.
(albeit complex) entries.

Proof of Part 1 of Theorem 1.10. Recall that we want to show that, when Y ∼ Q, then

1√
n
λmax(iY ) → 2, (41)
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where the convergence is in probability. The entries of iY above the diagonal are i.i.d. centered
complex random variables whose modulus is always equal to 1. The result then follows by standard
analysis of Wigner matrices; see, e.g., Sections 2.1.6 and 2.2 of [AGZ10].

The latter case Y ∼ P is more complicated. Morally, it is similar to a spiked matrix model, a
low-rank additive perturbation of a Wigner matrix. We will eventually appeal to the analysis of
[CDMF09] of general such models for perturbations of constant rank. Yet, we will see that in this
case the perturbation is actually not quite low-rank but rather has full rank with rapidly decaying
eigenvalues, which must be treated more carefully.

This perturbation will correspond to the expectation of Y ∼ P, which we now compute along
with its eigenvalues. Note without loss of generality that we may restrict all of our discussion to
the case where the hidden permutation π is the identity; we will condition on this event without
further discussion going forward. To be explicit about this, we will replace P with Pid when we
mention it.

Let A ∈ Cn×n be defined as

Ai,j =


i if i < j,

−i if i > j,

0 if i = j.

(42)

In words, A is a Hermitian matrix with i in the upper diagonal entries, −i in the lower diagonal
entries, and 0 on the diagonal.

By the same reasoning as in Section 4.3, we have

E
Y∼Pid

[iY ] = 2qA,

and moreover Corollary 4.7 describes the eigenvalues of this expectation:

λi(A) =
1

tan
(
2i−1
2n π

) for 1 ≤ i ≤ n

with the corresponding eigenvectors v(i) ∈ Cn whose entries are given by

(v(i))j = exp

(
−iπ

(2i− 1)j

n

)
for 1 ≤ j ≤ n.

Wemay now give the analysis of the spectral algorithm on the planted model. The interpretation
of this result is that, for q = c · n−1/2, for c large enough there is at least one outlier eigenvalue
greater than the typical largest eigenvalue under the null model, while for c smaller the largest
eigenvalue is the same as that of the null model.

Proof of Parts 2 and 3 of Theorem 1.10. Recall the statement of these results: when Y ∼ P and
q = c · n−1/2 for a constant c > 0, we want to show that:

1. If c ≤ π/4, then
1√
n
λmax(iY ) → 2 (43)

in probability.
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2. If c > π/4, then
1√
n
λmax(iY ) ≥ 2 + f(c) (44)

for some f(c) > 0 with high probability.

We may also assume without loss of generality that instead Y ∼ Pid. Let us write

iY = EiY + (iY − EiY ) = 2qA+ (iY − EiY ). (45)

We have that W := iY − EiY is a Hermitian Wigner matrix whose entries above the diagonal are
i.i.d. with the law of i(X − 2q) = i(X − EX) for X ∼ Rad(12 + q). In particular, these entries are
bounded, centered, and have complex variance E|i(X − 2q)|2 = Var(X) = 1 − 4q2 = 1 − O(1/n)
with our scaling of q.

We emphasize a small nuance: that iY − EiY is exactly a Wigner matrix depends on our
having assumed that the hidden permutation π is the identity, since otherwise the entries above
the diagonal would not be identically distributed. Yet, since conjugating a matrix by a permutation
does not change the spectrum, the assumption that π is any fixed permutation is without loss of
generality; the choice of the identity permutation is just uniquely amenable to fitting into the
existing theory around Wigner random matrices and spiked matrix models.

Fix a large k ∈ N not depending on n, to be chosen later. Let v̂i := vi/∥vi∥ for vi the eigenvectors
of A given above, so that A =

∑n
i=1 λiv̂iv̂

∗
i . Let us write A = A1 +A2, where

A1 :=

k∑
i=1

λiv̂iv̂
∗
i +

n∑
i=n−k+1

λiv̂iv̂i
∗, (46)

A2 :=
n−k∑

i=k+1

λiv̂iv̂i
∗. (47)

We have, since tan(x) ≥ x/2 for sufficiently small x, that, for sufficiently large n,

∥A2∥ = λk+1 =
1

tan(2k+1
2n π)

≤ 4n

(2k + 1)π
= O

(n
k

)
. (48)

Also, the eigenvalues of A1 satisfy, as n → ∞, the convergences

λa

n
=

1

n tan(2a−1
2n π)

→ 2

(2a− 1)π
, (49)

λn−a

n
= −λa

n
→ − 2

(2a− 1)π
(50)

for any a fixed as n → ∞. Thus we may define

A0 :=
k∑

i=1

2n

(2i− 1)π
v̂iv̂

∗
i −

k∑
i=1

2n

(2i− 1)π
v̂n−i+1v̂

∗
n−i+1, (51)

and this will satisfy ∥A1 −A0∥ = o(n) as n → ∞.
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We have
1√
n
iY =

(
2c

n
A0 +

1√
n
W

)
+

2c

n
(A1 −A0) +

2c

n
A2. (52)

The rank of A0 is 2k, a constant as n → ∞, the non-zero eigenvalues of 2c
n A0 are independent of n,

and W is a Wigner matrix with entrywise complex variance converging to 1. Thus, we may apply
Theorem 2.1 of [CDMF09] to the first term of (52), which is a finite-rank additive perturbation
of a Wigner matrix. That result implies that the largest eigenvalue of the first term converges to
2 in probability if no eigenvalue of 2c

n A0 is greater than 1, and converges to some 2 + f(c, k) with
f(c, k) > 0 in probability if some eigenvalue of 2c

n A0 is greater than 1. We have λmax(
2c
n A0) =

4
π c,

so the latter condition is equivalently c > π
4 . Moreover, since λmax(

2c
n A0) depends only on c and

not on k, the details of the result of [CDMF09] imply that f(c, k) = f(c) depends only on c and
not on k as well. Let us define this value as

Λ = Λ(c) :=

{
2 if c ≤ π

4 ,

2 + f(c) if c > π
4 .

(53)

It remains to show that the other two terms of (52) do not change this behavior substantially.
We have ∥2c

n (A1 −A0)∥ = o(1) and ∥2c
n A2∥ = O( 1k ), so by taking k and n sufficiently large we may

make ∥2c
n (A1 − A0)∥ + ∥2c

n A2∥ smaller than any given η > 0 not depending on n. By the Weyl
eigenvalue inequality, we then have |λmax(

1√
n
iY )−Λ| ≤ 2η with high probability. Since this is true

for any η > 0, we also have that λmax(
1√
n
iY ) → Λ in probability, and the result follows.

5.1.3 Recovery: Proof of Theorem 1.13

Upper Bounds For the two upper bound results, we analyze the Ranking By Wins algorithm
described in Definition 1.14. Recall what we want to show:

1. If q = ω(n−1/2), then Ranking By Wins achieves strong recovery.

2. If q = Θ(n−1/2), then Ranking By Wins achieves weak recovery.

Recall that, in the Ranking By Wins algorithm, a permutation estimator π̂ is created by ranking
according to the scores si =

∑
k∈[n] Yi,k. Without loss of generality, we may assume that the

hidden permutation π is the identity. Note that π̂ is only well-defined up to the tie-breaking rule.
We will get rid of the technicality of the tie-breaking rules by employing a pessimistic view that
the algorithm breaks ties in the worst possible way, i.e., that for every i < j, if si = sj , then
the algorithm ranks the pair i, j incorrectly. Thus, this upper bounds the Kendall tau distance
dKT(π, π̂) (achieved with by the Ranking By Wins algorithm with any tie-breaking rule) by a
function f(Y ) defined as

f(Y ) :=
∑
i<j

1{si ≤ sj}.

Our strategy is then to bound the expectation of f(Y ) and show that it concentrates around this
expectation.
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Proof of Parts 1 and 3 of Theorem 1.13. While the random variables 1{si > sj} are not indepen-
dent, they are only weakly dependent and form a read-(2n) family. By Theorem 3.17, we get

P [f(Y ) ≥ E[f(Y )] + t] ≤ exp

(
− 2t2

2n
(
n
2

)) ,

for any t ≥ 0. Thus, we see that, with high probability,

f(Y ) ≤ E[f(Y )] + t(n) (54)

for any function t(n) = ω(n3/2). Now it remains to upper bound E[f(Y )]. We have

E[f(Y )] =
∑
i<j

P[si ≤ sj ].

For every pair i < j, we have

si − sj =
∑
k∈[n]

Yi,k −
∑
k∈[n]

Yj,k

(d)
=

n−i+j−3∑
t=1

Xt +

n+i−j−1∑
t=1

Yt + Z,

where Xt
iid∼ Rad

(
1
2 + q

)
, Yt

iid∼ Rad
(
1
2 − q

)
, and Z ∼ 2 · Rad

(
1
2 + q

)
.

Recall that we have assumed q ≤ 1
4 . With this assumption, we have

Var(Xt) = Var(Yt) =
1

4
Var(Z) = 1− 4q2 ≥ 3

4
,

E[|Xt − E[Xt]|3] = E[|Yt − E[Yt]|3] =
1

8
E[|Z − E[Z]|3] = 1− 16q4,

E

[
n−i+j−3∑

t=1

Xt +

n+i−j−1∑
t=1

Yt + Z

]
= 4(j − i)q,

Var

(
n−i+j−3∑

t=1

Xt +

n+i−j−1∑
t=1

Yt + Z

)
= 2(1− 4q2)n.

Then, we apply Theorem 3.18 and obtain that

P [si ≤ sj ]

= P

[
n−i+j−3∑

t=1

Xt +

n+i−j−1∑
t=1

Yt + Z ≤ 0

]

= P

[∑n−i+j−3
t=1 Xt +

∑n+i−j−1
t=1 Yt + Z − 4(j − i)q√
2(1− 4q2)n

≤ − 4(j − i)q√
2(1− 4q2)n

]

≤ Φ

(
− 4(j − i)q√

2(1− 4q2)n

)
+ C · 1√

n
, (55)
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for some absolute constant C > 0.
Plugging this bound back to E[f(Y )], we obtain

E[f(Y )] ≤
∑
i<j

(
Φ

(
− 4(j − i)q√

2(1− 4q2)n

)
+ C · 1√

n

)

=
∑
i<j

Φ

(
− 4(j − i)q√

2(1− 4q2)n

)
+O

(
n

3
2

)

=
n−1∑
d=1

(n− d)Φ

(
− 4dq√

2(1− 4q2)n

)
+O

(
n

3
2

)
. (56)

By Lemma 3.19, we may bound the sum above as

n−1∑
d=1

(n− d)Φ

(
− 4dq√

2(1− 4q2)n

)

= n

n−1∑
d=1

(
1− d

n

)
Φ

(
−

4q
√
n · d

n√
2(1− 4q2)

)
(57)

now, we use that (1− y)Φ

(
− 4q

√
n·y√

2(1−4q2)

)
is concave for y ∈ [0, 1], and we apply Jensen’s inequality

to get

≤
(
n

2

)
Φ

(
− 2q

√
n√

2(1− 4q2)

)
. (58)

Plugging it back to (56), we obtain

E[f(Y )] ≤
(
n

2

)
Φ

(
− 2q

√
n√

2(1− 4q2)

)
+O

(
n

3
2

)
. (59)

Together with (54), for any t(n) = ω(n3/2), the permutation π̂ output by the Ranking By Wins
algorithm with high probability achieves a Kendall tau distance from the hidden permutation of at
most

dKT(π, π̂) ≤ f(Y ) ≤
(
n

2

)
Φ

(
− 2q

√
n√

2(1− 4q2)

)
+ t(n). (60)

Qualitatively, this means that for any constant c > 0 and q = c·n−1/2, there exists some constant
δ = δ(c) > 0 such that the Ranking By Wins algorithm outputs a permutation that w.h.p. achieves
a Kendall tau distance of at most

(
1
2 − δ

) (
n
2

)
from the hidden permutation, thus achieving weak

recovery. Moreover, as c → ∞, this value satisfies δ = δ(c) → 1
2 , whereby for any q = ω(n−1/2),

the Ranking By Wins algorithm achieves strong recovery of the hidden permutation.
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Let us remark on some more precise statements about the strong recovery regime. Quantita-
tively, we may bound the cdf of the standard normal distribution by Mill’s inequality [Gor41] and
get (

n

2

)
Φ

(
− 2q

√
n√

2(1− 4q2)

)
≤
(
n

2

)
C

2q
√
n√

2(1−4q2)

· e−
q2n

1−4q2 ≤
(
n

2

)
C

q
√
n
· e−q2n,

for some constant C > 0. Thus, the Ranking By Wins algorithm with high probability achieves a

Kendall tau distance from the hidden permutation of O(n
3/2

q · e−q2n) + t(n) for any t(n) = ω(n3/2).
So, our positive result for the Ranking By Wins algorithm can prove at best an upper bound scaling
slightly faster than n3/2 on the Kendall tau error. It seems likely that this could be improved, since
we are pessimistically assuming that the errors from the Berry-Esseen bound used accumulate
additively in (55), while probably in reality they themselves enjoy some cancellations.

In the weak recovery regime, based on the intermediate Riemann sum result in (57), one may
also show the more precise asymptotic that, for q = c · n−1/2, we have

1

n2
E[f(Y )] =

∫ 1

0
(1− y)Φ

(
−2

√
2 cy

)
dy + o(1), (61)

which, with our remaining calculations, describes the precise amount of error incurred by the
Ranking By Wins algorithm to leading order, with high probability.

Lower Bounds Now we turn to the impossibility results in Theorem 1.13.

Proof of Parts 2 and 4 of Theorem 1.13. Consider any recovery algorithm, given by a function A :

{±1}(
n
2) → Sym([n]). Here all expectations and probabilities will be over Y ∈ P. In expectation,

A achieves

E[dKT(A(Y ), π)] =
∑
i<j

E [1{A(Y )(i, j) ̸= π(i, j)}] =
∑
i<j

P [A(Y )(i, j) ̸= π(i, j)] . (62)

Thus, if for every i < j we can show that P[A(Y )(i, j) ̸= π(i, j)] is bounded away from 0 (or even
close to 1

2) for any function A, we will get an information-theoretic lower bound for the recovery
problem.

Let us rewrite

P
(Y,π)∼P

[A(Y )(i, j) ̸= π(i, j)] =
1

n!

∑
π∈Sym([n])

P
Y∼Pπ

[A(Y )(i, j) ̸= π(i, j)] , (63)

where Pπ denotes the distribution P conditional on the hidden permutation being π. For every
π ∈ Sym([n]), let π{i,j} ∈ Sym([n]) denote the permutation obtained from π by swapping π(i) and
π(j). Then,

1

n!

∑
π∈Sym([n])

P
Y∼Pπ

[A(Y )(i, j) ̸= π(i, j)]

=
1

2 · n!
∑

π∈Sym([n])

(
P

Y∼Pπ

[A(Y )(i, j) ̸= π(i, j)] + P
Y∼P

π{i,j}

[
A(Y )(i, j) ̸= π{i,j}(i, j)

])
. (64)
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Our plan is then to show that each summand is small.
For every fixed π ∈ Sym([n]), we note that the sum

P
Y∼Pπ

[A(Y )(i, j) ̸= π(i, j)] + P
Y∼P

π{i,j}

[
A(Y )(i, j) ̸= π{i,j}(i, j)

]
may be viewed as the sum of Type-I and Type-II errors of the test statistic Y 7→ A(Y )(i, j) ∈ {±1}
for distinguishing Pπ and Pπ{i,j} . As a consequence of the Neyman-Pearson Lemma, we have the
lower bound

PY∼Pπ [A(Y )(i, j) ̸= π(i, j)] + PY∼P
π{i,j}

[
A(Y )(i, j) ̸= π{i,j}(i, j)

]
≥ 1− dTV (Pπ,Pπ{i,j}) .

It remains to understand dTV(Pπ,Pπ{i,j}).
We will bound the total variation distance by the KL divergence. Note that both distributions

Pπ and Pπ{i,j} are the product distributions of independent entries of the upper diagonal of the
tournament matrix. Using the tensorization of KL divergence, we have

dKL (Pπ,Pπ{i,j}) =
∑
a<b

dKL (Pπ(Ya,b),Pπ{i,j}(Ya,b)) .

We note that if a, b ∈ [n] \ {i, j}, then the associated distributions of Ya,b are identical for Pπ and
Pπ{i,j} . Thus, the number of pairs of (a, b) for which dKL (Pπ(Ya,b),Pπ{i,j}(Ya,b)) is nonzero is at
most 2n. Lastly, among those pairs of (a, b) that have different distributions of Ya,b under Pπ and
Pπ{i,j} , each has KL divergence

dKL (Pπ(Ya,b),Pπ{i,j}(Ya,b)) = dKL

(
Rad

(
1

2
+ q

)
,Rad

(
1

2
− q

))
,

where we use the symmetry dKL

(
Rad

(
1
2 + q

)
,Rad

(
1
2 − q

))
= dKL

(
Rad

(
1
2 − q

)
,Rad

(
1
2 + q

))
. It

is an easy calculus computation to show that

dKL

(
Rad

(
1

2
+ q

)
,Rad

(
1

2
− q

))
=

(
1

2
+ q

)
log

1
2 + q
1
2 − q

+

(
1

2
− q

)
log

1
2 − q
1
2 + q

and since log(1 + x) ≤ x, we have

≤
(
1

2
+ q

)
2q

1
2 − q

−
(
1

2
− q

)
2q

1
2 + q

=
4q2

1
4 − q2

.

We conclude that we have the bound

dKL (Pπ,Pπ{i,j}) ≤ 2n · 4q2

1
4 − q2

=
8q2n
1
4 − q2

.

Finally, by the Pinsker and Bretagnolle-Huber inequalities (see [Tsy09, Equation 2.25] and
[Can22]), we have

PY∼Pπ [A(Y )(i, j) ̸= π(i, j)] + PY∼P
π{i,j}

[
A(Y )(i, j) ̸= π{i,j}(i, j)

]
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≥ 1− dTV (Pπ,Pπ{i,j})

≥ 1−min

{√
2dKL (Pπ,Pπ{i,j}),

√
1− exp(−dKL (Pπ,Pπ{i,j}))

}

≥ 1−min


√

16q2n
1
4 − q2

,

√√√√1− exp

(
− 8q2n

1
4 − q2

)
≥ max

1− 4q
√
n√

1
4 − q2

,
1

2
exp

(
− 8q2n

1
4 − q2

) . (65)

Plugging (65) back into (64),

P(Y,π)∼P [A(Y )(i, j) ̸= π(i, j)]

=
1

2n!

∑
π∈Sym([n])

(
PY∼Pπ [A(Y )(i, j) ̸= π(i, j)] + PY∼P

π{i,j}

[
A(Y )(i, j) ̸= π{i,j}(i, j)

])

≥ 1

2
max

1− 4q
√
n√

1
4 − q2

,
1

2
exp

(
− 8q2n

1
4 − q2

) .

Substituting it into (62), we then obtain

E[dKT(A(Y ), π)] ≥ 1

2

(
n

2

)
max

1− 4q
√
n√

1
4 − q2

,
1

2
exp

(
− 8q2n

1
4 − q2

) .

We therefore conclude that if q = O(n−1/2), it is impossible to achieve strong recovery, and if
q = o(n−1/2), it is impossible to achieve weak recovery.

5.1.4 Alignment Maximization: Proof of Theorem 1.16

We now show that the Ranking By Wins algorithm also approximately maximizes the alignment
objective.

Before proving Theorem 1.16, we state a high probability bound on the maximum alignment
objective when Y is drawn from P, to which we will compare the alignment objective achieved by
Ranking By Wins.

Proposition 5.1. For a tournament Y drawn from P, the optimum alignment objective with high
probability satisfies

2q

(
n

2

)
− Õ(n) ≤ max

π̂∈Sn

align(π̂, Y ) ≤ 2q

(
n

2

)
+O

(
n

3
2

)
.

The proof of Proposition 5.1 can be adapted from [dlV83], but we include here the main argu-
ment for the sake of completeness.
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Proof of Proposition 5.1. Let us write OPT := maxπ̂∈Sn
align(π̂, Y ). First, we prove the high

probability lower bound on OPT. In fact, by Chernoff bound, we may show that the hidden
permutation π would achieve this lower bound w.h.p., as

P

∑
i<j

π(i, j)Yi,j − E

∑
i<j

π(i, j)Yi,j

 ≤ −λ

 ≤ exp

(
− λ2

4
(
n
2

))

since for each i < j, π(i, j)Yi,j is independently distributed as Rad
(
1
2 + q

)
. Further note that the

expectation is 2q
(
n
2

)
. Plugging in λ = C · n log n, we get that w.h.p. for Y drawn from P,

OPT ≥
∑
i<j

π(i, j)Yi,j ≥ 2q

(
n

2

)
− C · n log n.

Next we turn to a high probability upper bound on OPT. Without loss of generality, we assume
that the hidden permutation is the identity. For convenience, we furthermore assume that n = 2k

is a power of 2. In the end we will easily see how to extend the analysis to arbitrary values of n.
Following the argument in [dlV83], for any permutation π̂ ∈ Sn, we partition the set of

(
n
2

)
directed

edges of a tournament on n vertices according to π̂ into

k⊔
ℓ=1

Bℓ,

where Bℓ consists of the pairs of indices that belong to

Bℓ =

{
(x, y) ∈ [n]2 : there exists 0 ≤ i ≤ 2ℓ−1 − 1 such that 2i

n

2l
+ 1 ≤ π̂(x) ≤ (2i+ 1)

n

2ℓ
,

(2i+ 1)
n

2ℓ
+ 1 ≤ π̂(y) ≤ (2i+ 2)

n

2ℓ

}
.

Then, we may write

∑
i<j

π̂(i, j)Yi,j =

k∑
ℓ=1

∑
(x,y)∈Bℓ

Yx,y,

and

max
π̂

∑
i<j

π̂(i, j)Yi,j ≤
k∑

ℓ=1

max
Bℓ

∑
(x,y)∈Bℓ

Yx,y.

We then follow the argument in [dlV83] and use a union bound over all Bℓ for each ℓ ∈ [k]. For
each fixed Bℓ, we observe that the distribution of

∑
(x,y)∈Bℓ

Yx,y is stochastically dominated by that

of a sum of n
2ℓ

independent Rademacher random variables Rad
(
1
2 + q

)
. Recycling the calculations

from [dlV83], we can show that w.h.p. for Y drawn from P,

max
π̂

∑
i<j

π̂(i, j)Yi,j ≤
k∑

ℓ=1

max
Bℓ

∑
(x,y)∈Bℓ

Yx,y ≤ 2q

(
n

2

)
+ C · n

3
2 ,
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for some constant C > 0. Finally, for the values of n that are not a power of 2, we use a similar
decomposition of

(
[n]
2

)
into Bℓ, but we no longer decompose [n] into 2l subsets of equal sizes. Despite

this technicality, the same idea works here mutatis mutandis.

We remark that there is also a worst-case lower bound of Ω(n3/2) on the optimum alignment
objective for an arbitrary tournament on n vertices, which was shown in [Spe71]. Moreover, it is
shown that one can construct in polynomial time a solution that always achieves this lower bound
asymptotically in [PRS88].

Theorem 5.2 ([Spe71, PRS88]). There exists a constant C > 0, such that for any tournament Y
on n vertices for all sufficiently large n,

max
π̂∈Sn

align(π̂, Y ) ≥ C · n
3
2 , (66)

and there exists a polynomial-time algorithm that outputs, given a tournament Y , a π̂ ∈ Sn having
align(π̂, Y ) = Ω(n3/2).

Remark 5.3. Theorem 5.2 above together with Proposition 5.1 implies that when q = O(n−1/2),
then the polynomial-time algorithm mentioned in Theorem 5.2 w.h.p. achieves a constant factor
approximation to the maximum alignment on input Y drawn from P. But, our Theorem 1.16
shows a near optimal approximation for larger q, in which case the guarantee of Theorem 5.2 is
sub-optimal.

In what follows, we will thus focus on the regime when q = ω(n−1/2). Our main result (The-
orem 1.16) will be that, when q = ω(n−1/2), the Ranking By Wins algorithm w.h.p. achieves a
(1− o(1)) approximation to the maximum alignment on input Y drawn from P. Note that, as be-
fore, without loss of generality we may assume that the hidden permutation in the planted model
is the identity.

Proof of Theorem 1.16. Recall the alignment objective of a tournament Y evaluated at a permu-
tation π̂ is equal to

align(π̂, Y ) =
∑
i<j

π̂(i, j)Yi,j .

The permutation π̂ output by Ranking By Wins algorithm satisfies

π̂(i, j) =

{
+1 if si > sj ,

−1 if si < sj ,

and when si = sj , the Ranking By Wins algorithm break ties between i and j according to some
tie-breaking rule. Regardless of the tie-breaking rule, we may always lower bound the alignment
objective achieved by the Ranking By Wins algorithm with∑

i<j

π̂(i, j)Yi,j

≥
∑
i<j

(1{si > sj} − 1{si < sj})Yi,j −
∑
i<j

1{si = sj}
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=
∑
i<j

(1{si > sj} − 1{si < sj}) (2 · bi,j − 1)−
∑
i<j

1{si = sj}

= 2
∑
i<j

1{si > sj} · bi,j +
∑
i<j

1{si < sj} − 2
∑
i<j

1{si < sj} · bi,j −
∑
i<j

1{si ≥ sj}

=: f(Y ),

where we introduce random variables bi,j =
Yi,j+1

2 , so that bi,j are independently distributed as
Ber

(
1
2 + q

)
for i < j, and use f(Y ) to denote this lower bound. It is easy to see that {1{si >

sj} · bi,j : 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n}, {1{si < sj} : 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n}, {1{si < sj} · bi,j : 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n},
{1{si ≥ sj} : 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n} each form a read-(2n) family. Thus, by Theorem 3.17, we may get
that w.h.p.,

f(Y ) ≥ E [f(Y )]− t(n), (67)

for any function t(n) = ω(n3/2). Now it remains to lower bound the expectation E [f(Y )]. We have

E[f(Y )]

= E

2∑
i<j

1{si > sj} · bi,j +
∑
i<j

1{si < sj} − 2
∑
i<j

1{si < sj} · bi,j −
∑
i<j

1{si ≥ sj}


= 2

∑
i<j

P[si > sj , bi,j = 1] +
∑
i<j

P[si < sj ]− 2
∑
i<j

P[si < sj , bi,j = 1]−
∑
i<j

P[si ≥ sj ]. (68)

Notice that

P[si > sj , bi,j = 1] = P[s(j)i > s
(i)
j − 2] · P[bi,j = 1]

=

(
1

2
+ q

)
P[s(j)i > s

(i)
j − 2], (69)

P[si < sj , bi,j = 1] = P[s(j)i < s
(i)
j − 2] · P[bi,j = 1]

=

(
1

2
+ q

)
P[s(j)i < s

(i)
j − 2], (70)

where we define s
(j)
i =

∑
k∈[n]:k ̸=j Yi,k and similarly define s

(i)
j . Moreover, since s

(j)
i < s

(i)
j − 2

implies si < sj , and si > sj implies s
(j)
i > s

(i)
j − 2, we have

P[s(j)i < s
(i)
j − 2] ≤ P[si < sj ], (71)

P[si > sj ] ≤ P[s(j)i > s
(i)
j − 2]. (72)

Thus, together with (68), (69) and (70), we get

E[f(Y )]

= 2
∑
i<j

P[si > sj , bi,j = 1] +
∑
i<j

P[si < sj ]− 2
∑
i<j

P[si < sj , bi,j = 1]−
∑
i<j

P[si ≥ sj ]

57



=
∑
i<j

(
(1 + 2q)P[s(j)i > s

(i)
j − 2]− P[si ≥ sj ]

)
−
∑
i<j

(
(1 + 2q)P[s(j)i < s

(i)
j − 2]− P[si < sj ]

)
≥
∑
i<j

((1 + 2q)P[si > sj ]− P[si ≥ sj ])−
∑
i<j

((1 + 2q)P[si < sj ]− P[si < sj ])

= 2q
∑
i<j

P[si > sj ]− 2q
∑
i<j

P[si < sj ]−
∑
i<j

P[si = sj ].

Then, we may apply Theorem 3.18 to obtain

P [si > sj ] ≥ 1− Φ

(
− 4(j − i)q√

2(1− 4q2)n

)
− C · 1√

n

P [si < sj ] ≤ Φ

(
− 4(j − i)q√

2(1− 4q2)n

)
+ C · 1√

n

P [si = sj ] ≤ C · 1√
n
,

for some constant C > 0 similarly as in (55) (with a different C from that in (55)). We then further
lower bound E[f(Y )] by

E[f(Y )] ≥ 2q
∑
i<j

P[si > sj ]− 2q
∑
i<j

P[si < sj ]−
∑
i<j

P[si = sj ]

≥ 2q

(
n

2

)
− 4q

∑
i<j

Φ

(
− 4(j − i)q√

2(1− 4q2)n

)
−O

(
n

3
2

)
.

Finally, we reuse the calculations in (58) and get

E[f(Y )] ≥ 2q

(
n

2

)
− 4q

∑
i<j

Φ

(
− 4(j − i)q√

2(1− 4q2)n

)
−O

(
n

3
2

)

≥ 2q

(
n

2

)
− 4q

(
n

2

)
Φ

(
− 2q

√
n√

2(1− 4q2)

)
−O

(
n

3
2

)
= 2q

(
n

2

)(
1− 2 · Φ

(
− 2q

√
n√

2(1− 4q2)

))
−O

(
n

3
2

)
.

Notice that in particular, if q = ω(n−1/2), we have

E[f(Y )] ≥ (1− o(1)) · 2q
(
n

2

)
. (73)

Combining the fluctuation bound (67) and the expectation lower bound (73), we obtain that,
for q = ω(n−1/2), w.h.p. the Ranking By Wins algorithm achieves an alignment objective of at least∑

i<j

π̂(i, j)Yi,j ≥ f(Y ) ≥ (1− o(1)) · 2q
(
n

2

)
.
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On the other hand, by Proposition 5.1, for q = ω(n−1/2), w.h.p. the maximum alignment objective
for a tournament Y drawn from P is at most

OPT ≤ 2q

(
n

2

)
+O

(
n

3
2

)
= (1 + o(1)) · 2q

(
n

2

)
.

Thus, we conclude that for q = ω(n−1/2), w.h.p. the Ranking ByWins algorithm achieves a (1−o(1))
approximation of the maximum alignment on input Y drawn from P.

5.2 Planted Ordered Clique

5.2.1 Exact Recovery: Proof of Theorem 1.18

First, we describe a slightly modified spectral algorithm similar to that considered in Theorem 1.7,
which recovers a reasonably large planted ordered clique of size C

√
n for a specific constant C > 0.

1. Compute the top eigenvector ṽ of iY normalized so that ∥ṽ∥2 = 1.

2. Define S̃1 ⊆ [n] as

S̃1 :=

{
i ∈ [n] : |ṽi|2 ≥

1

2k

}
.

This is our rough estimate of S, the support of the planted community.

3. Let x̃ :=
∑

i∈S̃ ṽi. For every i ∈ S̃1, let s̃i := ṽix̃
† and write them in the polar form

s̃i = r̃i · exp(iθ̃i) where r̃i ∈ R≥0 and θ̃i ∈ [−π, π). Split S̃1 into two sets S̃1 = L̃ ⊔ R̃ in

the following way: set L̃ to be half of the elements in S̃1 with the largest θ̃i, and set R̃ to
be the other half of the elements in S̃1 with the smallest θ̃i.

4. For j ∈ [n], let degin(j, L̃) := #{(i, j) : i ∈ L̃} denote the number of directed edges from
L̃ to j, and degout(j, R̃) := #{(j, i) : i ∈ R̃} denote the number of directed edges from j
to R̃. Define S̃2 ⊆ [n] as

S̃2 :=

{
j ∈ [n] : degin(j, L̃) ≥

3

8
k or degout(j, R̃) ≥ 3

8
k

}
.

This is our refined estimate of S.

5. Finally, create a permutation π̃ on S̃2, if the induced tournament on S̃2 is acyclic (which
is easy to verify) in which case it corresponds to a unique permutation on S̃2. Otherwise,
the algorithm stops and declares failure.

6. Output (S̃2, π̃).

Figure 4: A description of the spectral algorithm analyzed in Theorem 1.18.

Now we will show that the spectral algorithm stated in Figure 4 above will exactly recover (S, π)
w.h.p. once k ≥ C

√
n for a large constant C. In fact, we only need to show the set S̃2 constructed
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by the algorithm above is exactly S w.h.p., since once S is obtained, the permutation on S can be
read off easily in the planted ordered clique setting (p = 1 and q = 1

2).
By Chernoff bound, w.h.p. |S| = (1 + o(1))k. We split S into two sets S = L ⊔ R such that L

contains half of the elements of S that are ranked in the first half by π, and R contains the other half
of S that are ranked in the second half by π. Notice that |L| =

(
1
2 + o(1)

)
k and |R| =

(
1
2 + o(1)

)
k.

Fix a small constant ε > 0. There exists a large constant C = C(ε) > 0 such that a similar
argument goes through as in the proof of Proposition 4.8 and the proof of the spectral algorithm in
Theorem 1.7. In particular, replacing the o(1) dependency in the proofs with ε appropriately, we
can show that w.h.p. dH(L, L̃) ≤ εk and dH(R, R̃) ≤ εk. Then, it is an easy exercise of concentration
inequalities to show that S̃2 defined by the spectral algorithm w.h.p. recovers S exactly.

On the one hand, for every j ̸∈ S, we see that degin(j, L) is independently distributed as
Bin(|L|, 12), and degout(j, R) is independently distributed as Bin(|R|, 12). By Chernoff bound,
w.h.p. we have that for every j ̸∈ S, degin(j, L) ≤ 5

8 |L| and degout(j, R) ≤ 5
8 |R|. Here 5

8 is
just some arbitrary constant greater than 1

2 . Thus, we have for every j ̸∈ S,

degin(j, L̃) ≤ degin(j, L) + dH(L, L̃) ≤
5

8
|L|+ εk <

3

8
k, (74)

degout(j, R̃) ≤ degout(j, R) + dH(R, R̃) ≤ 5

8
|R|+ εk <

3

8
k. (75)

On the other hand, for every j ∈ S, either j ∈ L or j ∈ R. If j ∈ L, then degout(j, R) = |R|,
and if j ∈ R, then degin(j, L) = |L|. Thus, for every j ∈ S, one the following holds:

degin(j, L̃) ≥ degin(j, L)− dH(L, L̃) ≥ |L| − εk >
3

8
k, or (76)

degout(j, R̃) ≥ degout(j, R)− dH(R, R̃) ≥ |R| − εk >
3

8
k. (77)

From the above argument, we see that by definition of S̃2, w.h.p. we have S̃2 = S, and thus
exact recovery is possible if k ≥ C

√
n for a large constant C > 0.

5.2.2 Enhanced Exact Recovery: Proof of Corollary 1.19

Finally, we address how to reduce the constant in front of
√
n. We follow a similar idea as in

[AKS98]: the algorithm simply starts by guessing a few vertices, and then runs the spectral algo-
rithm described in the section above on a smaller tournament.

To be more concrete, let b ∈ N be a nonnegative integer. The algorithm iterates over all subsets
B ∈

([n]
b

)
of size b. For each B ∈

([n]
b

)
, define VB ⊆ [n] as

VB := {i ∈ [n] \B : degin(i, B) = b} , (78)

i.e., the set of vertices i ∈ [n] such that all the directed edges are oriented from B to i. The algorithm
then invokes the spectral algorithm used in the proof of Theorem 1.18 on the tournament induced
by VB, and tries to recover a set S̃B. The algorithm then checks if the tournament induced on
B ⊔ S̃B is acyclic. If so, it identifies the permutation π̃B on B ⊔ S̃B. Among all the sets B for
which B ⊔ S̃B is acyclic, the algorithm outputs (B ⊔ S̃B, π̃B) for the one with the maximum size of
|B ⊔ S̃B|.
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We will sketch the proof why such an algorithm works and can reduce the constant in front of√
n. We will argue that for some choice of B ∈

(
[n]
2

)
, the spectral algorithm on VB w.h.p. recovers

a set S̃B such that B ⊔ S̃B = S. In fact, this suffices for showing that w.h.p. S is the final output,
since the following proposition states that w.h.p. the planted S is the unique maximum acyclic set
of vertices in the random tournament, the proof of which is deferred to Appendix A.9.

Proposition 5.4. Fix p = 1 and q = 1
2 . For any constant c > 0, if k = k(n) ≥ c

√
n, then

w.h.p. the planted community S is the unique maximum acyclic subset in the random tournament
drawn from P.

Now consider the set B ⊆ S given by the b elements that are ranked in the front by π. We
will show that if k ≥ (1 + ε) · C

2b/2

√
n for any ε > 0, then w.h.p. B ⊔ S̃B = S. Note that |VB| is

distributed as |S|−b+Bin(n−|S|, 1
2b
), and thus w.h.p. we have |VB| = (1+o(1))·

[
n
2b

+
(
1− 1

2b

)
|S|
]
=

(1+ o(1)) · n
2b
. The spectral algorithm invoked on VB then attempts to exactly recover the planted

ordered clique S \B in VB, which w.h.p. succeeds once |S \B| ≥ C ·
√
|VB| = (1 + o(1)) C

2b/2

√
n by

Theorem 1.18.
Since the argument works for any b ∈ N, there exists a polynomial time algorithm that achieves

exact recovery if k ≥ 1.01 · C
2b/2

√
n, at the cost of running the spectral algorithm described in

Figure 4 O(nb) times. This concludes the proof.

A Omitted Proofs

A.1 Proof of Proposition 3.2

Without loss of generality, center and scale f so that EP [f ] = µ, EQ[f ] = −µ, VarP [f ] ≤ 1,
and VarQ[f ] ≤ 1, for some µ = µn ≥ 0. By assumption we can take µ ≥ ε for all sufficiently
large n, where ε > 0 is a constant independent of n. We can also assume µ ≤

√
3, or else

Chebyshev’s inequality shows that the choice t = 0 works, namely PY∼P [f(Y ) ≤ 0] ≤ 1/3 and
PY∼Q[f(Y ) ≥ 0] ≤ 1/3.

Recall, for any (integrable) random variable X, the formula

E[X] =

∫ ∞

0
P[X ≥ u] du−

∫ 0

−∞
P[X < u] du =

∫ ∞

0
(P[X ≥ u]− P[X < −u]) du.

For a constant C = C(ε) >
√
3 to be chosen later,

E
P
[f ] =

∫ C

0

(
P

Y∼P
[f(Y ) ≥ u]− P

Y∼P
[f(Y ) < −u]

)
du+∆P (79)

where, using Chebyshev,

|∆P | :=
∣∣∣∣∫ ∞

C

(
P

Y∼P
[f(Y ) ≥ u]− P

Y∼P
[f(Y ) < −u]

)
du

∣∣∣∣
≤
∫ ∞

C
P

Y∼P
(|f(Y )| ≥ u) du

≤
∫ ∞

C
(u−

√
3)−2 du
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= (C −
√
3)−1.

Choose C large enough so that |∆P | ≤ ε/2. The same calculations hold with Q in place of P. Since
EP [f ]− EQ[f ] ≥ 2ε and |∆P |, |∆Q| ≤ ε/2, we have from (79),∫ C

0

(
P

Y∼P
[f(Y ) ≥ u]− P

Y∼Q
[f(Y ) ≥ u]− P

Y∼P
[f(Y ) < −u] + P

Y∼Q
[f(Y ) < −u]

)
du ≥ ε.

There must exist some u for which the integrand exceeds its average value, which gives us s ∈ [0, C]
such that

P
Y∼P

[f(Y ) ≥ s]− P
Y∼Q

[f(Y ) ≥ s]− P
Y∼P

[f(Y ) < −s] + P
Y∼Q

[f(Y ) < −s] ≥ ε/C.

This means one of the two quantities PY∼P [f(Y ) ≥ s] − PY∼Q[f(Y ) ≥ s] or PY∼Q[f(Y ) < −s] −
PY∼P [f(Y ) < −s] is at least ε/(2C), and in either case we get weak detection by choosing the
threshold t = s or t = −s, respectively.

A.2 Proof of Proposition 4.2

Note that, by the Knuth shuffle construction of random permutations, when π ∼ Unif(Sym([h])),
then

inv(π)
(d)
= X1 + · · ·+Xh−1

where Xi ∼ Unif({0, . . . , i}) are independent. Thus we may compute and use Hoeffding’s inequality
on this representation, introducing a parameter 0 < r ≤

(
h
2

)
:

E
π∼Unif(Sym([h]))

(1 + x)(
h
2)−2inv(π)

≤ E
π∼Unif(Sym([h]))

exp

(
x

((
h

2

)
− 2inv(π)

))
≤ exp(xr) +

∫ exp(x(h2))

exp(xr)
P
[
exp

(
x

((
h

2

)
− 2inv(π)

))
≥ t

]
dt

= exp(xr) +

∫ exp(x(h2))

exp(xr)
P
[
inv(π) ≤ 1

2

(
h

2

)
− log t

2x

]
dt

≤ exp(xr) +

∫ exp(x(h2))

exp(xr)
exp

−2

(
log t
2x

)2
h3

 dt

= exp(xr) +

√
π exp

(
1
2x

2h3
)erf

 x(h2)
x2h3

−1√
2

x2h3

− erf

(
xr

x2h3
−1√
2

x2h3

)
√

2
x2h3

since the indefinite integral is
∫
exp(−(log t)2/a) dt =

√
πa·exp(a/4)erf

(
2 log(x)−a

2
√
a

)
2 + C, and finally we

may bound

≤ exp(x2h3/2)
(
1 + 2

√
x2h3/2

)
,

62



by setting r = xh3/2, provided that r ≤
(
h
2

)
.

Note that it is possible that r >
(
h
2

)
, but in this case we may just bound the original expectation

above by exp(xr) = exp(x2h3/2). Thus, in all cases the bound above is valid, completing the proof.

A.3 Proof of Proposition 4.3

Computing directly, we have

EM

[
exp(x2M3)

]
≤ exp

(
64x2

k6

n3

)
+

∫ exp(x2k3)

exp
(
64x2 k6

n3

) P [exp(x2M3) ≥ t
]
dt

= exp

(
64x2

k6

n3

)
+

∫ exp(x2k3)

exp
(
64x2 k6

n3

) P
[
M ≥

(
log t

x2

) 1
3

]
dt

= exp

(
64x2

k6

n3

)
+

∫ exp(x2k3)

exp
(
64x2 k6

n3

) P
[
M − E[M ] ≥

(
log t

x2

) 1
3

− E[M ]

]
dt

≤ exp

(
64x2

k6

n3

)
+

∫ exp(x2k3)

exp
(
64x2 k6

n3

) exp
−

((
log t
x2

) 1
3 − E[M ]

)2

2E[M ] +

((
log t
x2

) 1
3 − E[M ]

)
 dt

by Chernoff bound,

≤ exp

(
64x2

k6

n3

)
+

∫ exp(x2k3)

exp
(
64x2 k6

n3

) exp
(
−C ·

((
log t

x2

) 1
3

− E[M ]

))
dt

since for t ≥ exp
(
64x2 k6

n3

)
,
(
log t
x2

) 1
3 − E[M ] ≥ 4k2

n − k2

n−k ≥ 2k2

n ≥ E[M ],

≤ exp

(
64x2

k6

n3

)
+

∫ exp(x2k3)

exp
(
64x2 k6

n3

) exp
(
−C ′ ·

(
log t

x2

) 1
3

)
dt

since for t ≥ exp
(
64x2 k6

n3

)
,
(
log t
x2

) 1
3 ≥ 4k2

n ≥ 2E[M ],

= exp

(
64x2

k6

n3

)
+

∫ x2k3

64x2 k6

n3

exp

(
−C ′ ·

( u

x2

) 1
3

)
exp(u)du

by setting u = log t,

≤ exp

(
64x2

k6

n3

)
+

∫ x2k3

64x2 k6

n3

exp

(
−C ′′ ·

( u

x2

) 1
3

)
du

63



since for u ≤ x2k3, C ′ ( u
x2

) 1
3 ≥ 2u when pq2k = o(1),

≤ exp

(
64x2

k6

n3

)
+ exp

(
−4C ′′k

2

n

)
3

[(
(x2)

1
3

C ′′

)(
64x2

k6

n3

) 2
3

+ 2

(
(x2)

1
3

C ′′

)2(
64x2

k6

n3

) 1
3

+ 2

(
(x2)

1
3

C ′′

)3 ]

since the indefinite integral is
∫
exp(−u1/3/b) du = −3(bu2/3 + 2b2u1/3 + 2b3) exp(−u1/3/b) + C

≤ 1 + o(1) + exp

(
−4C ′′k

2

n

)(
C ′′′p2q4 + o(1)

)
since p2q4 k6

n3 = o(1),

≤ 1 + o(1) + exp

(
−4C ′′k

2

n

)( c

k2

)
when pq2k = o(1), where c > 0 is an arbitarily small constant,

≤ 1 + o(1) + c · exp
(
−4C ′′

n

)
since the relevant term is nondecreasing as k decreases, and k ≥ 1

≤ 1 + o(1) + c,

which is arbitrarily close to 1 since c > 0 is arbitrarily small, under the assumptions x2 k6

n3 =

o(1), xk = o(1), x2 k
2

n = o(1).

A.4 Proof of Proposition 4.6

We explicitly multiply the putative eigenvectors by A to verify the claim:

(Aℓv
(i))j =

l∑
t=1

(Aℓ)j,tv
(i)
t

= −
j−1∑
t=1

i · exp
(
−iπ

(2i− 1)t

ℓ

)
+

l∑
t=j+1

i · exp
(
−iπ

(2i− 1)t

ℓ

)

= i

−
j−1∑
t=1

exp

(
−iπ

(2i− 1)t

ℓ

)
+

l∑
t=j+1

exp

(
−iπ

(2i− 1)t

ℓ

)
= i

j−1∑
t=1

exp

(
−iπ

(2i− 1)t

ℓ
− iπ(2i− 1)

)
+

l∑
t=j+1

exp

(
−iπ

(2i− 1)t

ℓ

)
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= i

ℓ+j−1∑
t=j+1

exp

(
−iπ

(2i− 1)t

ℓ

)

= i · exp
(
−iπ

(2i− 1)j

ℓ

)
·
ℓ−1∑
t=1

exp

(
−iπ

(2i− 1)t

ℓ

)

= i · exp
(
−iπ

(2i− 1)j

ℓ

)
· exp

(
−iπ

2i− 1

ℓ

)
·
1− exp

(
−iπ (2i−1)(l−1)

ℓ

)
1− exp

(
−iπ 2i−1

ℓ

)
= exp

(
−iπ

(2i− 1)j

ℓ

)
· i ·

1 + exp
(
−iπ 2i−1

ℓ

)
1− exp

(
−iπ 2i−1

ℓ

)
= exp

(
−iπ

(2i− 1)j

ℓ

)
· i ·

exp
(
iπ 2i−1

2l

)
+ exp

(
−iπ 2i−1

2l

)
exp

(
iπ 2i−1

2l

)
− exp

(
−iπ 2i−1

2l

)
= exp

(
−iπ

(2i− 1)j

ℓ

)
· 1

tan
(
2i−1
2l π

)
=

1

tan
(
2i−1
2l π

) · v(i)j ,

so v(i) is an eigenvector corresponding to eigenvalue λi = 1/ tan(2i−1
2ℓ π). Moreover, since the

eigenvalues λi are distinct, the eigenvectors v(i) form an orthogonal basis of Cℓ, completing the
proof.

A.5 Proof of Proposition 4.9

We compute directly using the orthogonal polynomial expansion:

g(Z,P )

=
∑
A,B

f̂A,B E
X,θ

bA,B

 ∏
{i,j}∈A

Pi,j((1− θiθj)Zi,j + θiθjXi,j)


 ∏

{i,j}∈B

(
P 2
i,j((1− θiθj)Zi,j + θiθjXi,j)

2 − p
)


=
∑
A,B

f̂A,B E
X,θ

bA,B

PA
∑
A′⊆A

ZA′
XA−A′

(
J − θθ⊤

)A′ (
θθ⊤

)A−A′
 (P − p)B


=
∑
A,B

f̂A,BbA,B · PA(P − p)B
∑
A′⊆A

ZA′
E
X

[
XA−A′

]
E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A′ (
θθ⊤

)A−A′]
=
∑
A,B

f̂A,BbA,B · (P − p)B
∑
A′⊆A

ZA′
PA′ ∑

δ⊆A−A′

(P − p)δp|A−A′−δ|

E
X

[
XA−A′

]
E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A′ (
θθ⊤

)A−A′]
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=
∑
A,B

f̂A,BbA,B ·
∑
A′⊆A

ZA′
PA′ ∑

B′:
B⊆B′

B′−B⊆A−A′

(P − p)B
′
p|A−A′+B−B′|

E
X

[
XA−A′

]
E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A′ (
θθ⊤

)A−A′]

=
∑
A,B

f̂A,BbA,B ·
∑
A′⊆A

∑
B′:

B⊆B′

B′−B⊆A−A′

hA′,B′(P ◦ Z) · 1

bA′,B′
p|A−A′+B−B′|

E
X

[
XA−A′

]
E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A′ (
θθ⊤

)A−A′]

=
∑
A′,B′

hA′,B′(P ◦ Z) ·
∑
A,B:
A′⊆A
B⊆B′

B′−B⊆A−A′

bA,B

bA′,B′
· p|A−A′+B−B′|

E
X

[
XA−A′

]
E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A′ (
θθ⊤

)A−A′]
· f̂A,B.

A.6 Proof of Proposition 4.10

Suppose B ̸= ∅. We will prove by induction that wA,B = 0. We prove by induction on the
lexicographic order of the pair (|A| + |B|, |A|). Now suppose |wA′,B′ | = 0 for any pair of (A′, B′)
with B′ ̸= ∅ such that (|A′|+ |B′|, |A′|) ≺ (|A|+ |B|, |A|). Then, (33) simplifies to

wA,B · E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A]
= 1{B = ∅}p|A|/2 E

X

[
XA
]
E
θ

[(
θθ⊤

)A
θ1

]
−

∑
A′⊆A
B′⊇B

(A′,B′ )̸=(A,B)

wA′,B′ · 1{B′ −B ⊆ A−A′}
bA,B

bA′,B′
· p|A−A′+B−B′|

E
X

[
XA−A′

]
E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A′ (
θθ⊤

)A−A′]

= −
∑
A′⊆A
B′⊇B

B′−B⊆A−A′

(A′,B′ )̸=(A,B)

wA′,B′ ·
bA,B

bA′,B′
· p|A−A′+B−B′| E

X

[
XA−A′

]
E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A′ (
θθ⊤

)A−A′]

= 0,

since for any pair (A′, B′) that satisfies A′ ⊆ A,B′ ⊇ B,B′ − B ⊆ A − A′, and (A′, B′) ̸= (A,B),
we have (|A′| + |B′|, |A′|) ≺ (|A| + |B|, |A|). This proves the claim that wA,B = 0 if B ̸= ∅, as
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Eθ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A] ̸= 0.

A.7 Proof of Proposition 4.11

We prove by induction on |A|. Suppose A has a connected component not containing vertex 1, and
suppose we have proved the statement for every A′ with fewer edges than A.

Let δ be the connected component of A containing vertex 1, and note that δ could potentially
be empty.

By induction, we have

wA,∅ · E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A]
= p|A|/2 E

X

[
XA
]
E
θ

[(
θθ⊤

)A
θ1

]
−
∑
A′⊊A

wA′,∅ ·
bA,∅
bA′,∅

· p|A−A′| · E
X

[
XA−A′

]
E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)A′ (
θθ⊤

)A−A′]

using the recursive formula (33) and Proposition 4.10,

= p|A|/2 E
X

[
XA
]
E
θ

[(
θθ⊤

)A
θ1

]
−
∑
δ′⊆δ

wδ′,∅ ·
bA,∅
bδ′,∅

· p|A−δ′| · E
X

[
XA−δ′

]
E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)δ′ (
θθ⊤

)A−δ′
]

by our inductive hypothesis, as every A′ ⊊ A that is not a subgraph of the component δ contains
a connected component not containing vertex 1 and has fewer edges than A,

= p|A|/2 E
X

[
XA
]
E
θ

[(
θθ⊤

)A
θ1

]
−

(
p|δ|/2 E

X

[
Xδ
]
E
θ

[(
θθ⊤

)δ
θ1

]

−
∑
δ′⊊δ

wδ′,∅ ·
bδ,∅
bδ′,∅

· p|δ−δ′| · E
X

[
Xδ−δ′

]
E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)δ′ (
θθ⊤

)δ−δ′
])

· 1

Eθ

[
(J − θθ⊤)

δ
] · bA,∅

bδ,∅
· p|A−δ| · E

X

[
XA−δ

]
E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)δ (
θθ⊤

)A−δ
]

−
∑
δ′⊊δ

wδ′,∅ ·
bA,∅
bδ′,∅

· p|A−δ′| · E
X

[
XA−δ′

]
E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)δ′ (
θθ⊤

)A−δ′
]

by separating out the term corresponding to δ from the summation over δ′ ⊆ δ and applying (33)
to the δ term,

= p|A|/2 E
X

[
XA
]
E
θ

[(
θθ⊤

)A
θ1

]
− p|δ|/2 ·

bA,∅
bδ,∅

· p|A−δ| · E
X

[
Xδ
]
E
X

[
XA−δ

]
67



· E
θ

[(
θθ⊤

)δ
θ1

]
· 1

Eθ

[
(J − θθ⊤)

δ
] · E

θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)δ (
θθ⊤

)A−δ
]

−
∑
δ′⊊δ

wδ′,∅ ·

(
bA,∅
bδ′,∅

· p|A−δ′| · E
X

[
XA−δ′

]
E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)δ′ (
θθ⊤

)A−δ′
]

−
bδ,∅
bδ′,∅

·
bA,∅
bδ,∅

· p|δ−δ′| · p|A−δ| · E
X

[
Xδ−δ′

]
E
X

[
XA−δ

]
· E
θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)δ′ (
θθ⊤

)δ−δ′
]
· 1

Eθ

[
(J − θθ⊤)

δ
] · E

θ

[(
J − θθ⊤

)δ (
θθ⊤

)A−δ
])

= 0,

since by component-wise independence (as we have argued in Proposition 3.11), for two vertex
disjoint A1, A2, we have

E
X
[XA1XA2 ] = E

X
[XA1 ]E

X
[XA2 ],

and more generally for any functions f1, f2 that take input from disjoint sets of variables,

E
θ

[
f1
(
{θi}i∈V (A1)

)
f2
(
{θj}j∈V (A2)

)]
= E

θ

[
f1
(
{θi}i∈V (A1)

)]
E
θ

[
f2
(
{θj}j∈V (A2)

)]
.

A.8 Proof of Remark 4.14

Recall that the observed matrix Y ∈ {0,±1}n×n, when Y ∼ P, is generated in the following way:

1. First, sample a random vector θ ∈ {0, 1}n such that θi
iid∼ Bern(k/n).

2. Next, sample a permutation π ∈ Sn uniformly at random.

3. Then, generate each entry of Yi,j for i < j independently as

Yi,j =

{
0 with probability 1− p

Ti,j with probability p

where Ti,j ∼ Rad(1/2 + q · θiθjπ(i, j)) independently. The lower diagonal entries are set to
Yj,i = −Yi,j .

We may use a different strategy from the one used in Section 4.3.2, and equivalently sample Y
using the following procedure:

• Sample the random vector θ ∈ {0, 1}n such that θi
iid∼ Bern(k/n) and the permutation π ∈ Sn

as before.

• For i < j, sample Pi,j
iid∼ Bern(p), Zi,j

iid∼ Rad(1/2), σi,j
iid∼ Bern(2q), and Xi,j ∼ Rad(1/2 +

θiθjπ(i, j)/2) independently. For i < j, set Pi,j = Pj,i, σi,j = σj,i, Zi,j = −Zj,i, and Xi,j =
−Xj,i.
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• Then, generate
Yi,j = Pi,j · [(1− σi,j)Zi,j + σi,jXi,j ] ,

or, in matrix form Y = P ◦ [(J − σ) ◦ Z + σ ◦X].

Note that the X variables are defined differently compared to those defined in Section 4.3.2. As
before, we want to upper bound low-degree correlation

Corr≤D(P) := sup
f∈R[Y ]≤D

E(θ,Y )∼P [f(Y )θ1]√
EY∼P f(Y )2

. (80)

by simplifying the demoninator using Jensen’s inequality, but now we take the average with respect
to X,σ variables.

For any f ∈ R[Y ]≤D,

E
Y∼P

[f(Y )2] ≥ E
(Z,P )∼P

[
E

(X,σ)∼P
[f (P ◦ [(J − σ) ◦ Z + σ ◦X])]2

]
=: E

(Z,P )∼P

[
g(Z,P )2

]
,

where we define g(Z,P ) := E(X,θ)∼P f (P ◦ ((J − σ) ◦ Z + σ ◦X)).
Similar to Proposition 4.9, we may explicitly compute the coefficients ĝ in the expansion

g(Z,P ) =
∑

A,B ĝA,B · hA,B(P ◦ Z) using the expansion of f(Y ) =
∑

A,B f̂A,B · hA,B(Y ):

g(Z,P ) =
∑
A,B

f̂A,B E
X,σ

bA,B

 ∏
{i,j}∈A

Pi,j((1− σi,j)Zi,j + σi,jXi,j)



·

 ∏
{i,j}∈B

(
P 2
i,j((1− σi,j)Zi,j + σi,jXi,j)

2 − p
)


=
∑
A,B

f̂A,B E
X,σ

bA,B

PA
∑
A′⊆A

ZA′
XA−A′

(J − σ)A
′
σA−A′

 (P − p)B


=
∑
A,B

f̂A,BbA,BP
A(P − p)B

∑
A′⊆A

ZA′
E
X

[
XA−A′

]
E
σ

[
(J − σ)A

′
σA−A′

]
=
∑
A,B

∑
A′⊆A

ZA′
PA(P − p)B · bA,B · E

X

[
XA−A′

]
E
σ

[
(J − σ)A

′
σA−A′

]
f̂A,B

=
∑
A,B

∑
A′⊆A

ZA′
PA′ ∑

δ⊆A−A′

(P − p)δ+B · bA′,δ+B ·
bA,B

bA′,δ+B
p|A−A′−δ|

E
X

[
XA−A′

]
E
σ

[
(J − σ)A

′
σA−A′

]
f̂A,B

=
∑
A,B

∑
A′⊆A

δ⊆A−A′

hA′,δ+B(Z ◦ P ) ·
bA,B

bA′,δ+B
p|A−A′−δ| E

X

[
XA−A′

]
E
σ

[
(J − σ)A

′
σA−A′

]
f̂A,B
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=
∑
A′,B′

hA′,B′(Z ◦ P )
∑
A,B
A⊇A′

B⊆B′

B′−B⊆A−A′

bA,B

bA′,B′
p|A−A′+B−B′| E

X

[
XA−A′

]
E
σ

[
(J − σ)A

′
σA−A′

]
f̂A,B.

This means that in the expansion

g(Z,P ) =
∑
A′,B′

ĝA′,B′ · hA′,B′(Z ◦ P ),

the coefficient vector ĝ satisfies ĝ = Mf̂ , with M(A′,B′),(A,B) = 0 unless A′ ⊆ A, B ⊆ B′, and
B′ −B ⊆ A−A′, and when these conditions are satisfied, then

M(A′,B′),(A,B) =
bA,B

bA′,B′
· p|A−A′+B−B′| · E

X

[
XA−A′

]
E
σ

[
(J − σ)A

′
σA−A′

]
.

We remark that this matrix M is different from the one that appeared in Section 4.3.2. Notice
that the indices can be arranged so that M is upper triangular, and moreover the diagonal entries
M(A,B),(A,B) = Eσ

[
(J − σ)A

]
= (1− 2q)|A| ̸= 0 when q < 1

2 . Thus, M is invertible.
Carrying out the same steps as in Section 4.3.2, we may upper bound Corr≤D by

Corr≤D(P) = sup
f

Eθ,Y [f(Y )θ1]√
EY [f(Y )2]

≤ ∥c⊤M−1∥
=: ∥w∥,

for the same vector c defined in Section 4.3.2 with entries cA,B = E[hA,B(Y )θ1] and w⊤ := c⊤M−1.
While c is the same vector, we shall use a different expression for its entries using the new collections
of variables Z,P, σ,X defined here:

cA,B = E[hA,B(Y )θ1]

= bA,B · E
[
PA [(J − σ) ◦ Z + σ ◦X]A (P − p)B · θ1

]
= bA,B · E

P
[PA(P − p)B] E

Z,X,σ,θ

∑
A′⊆A

XA′
ZA−A′

σA′
(J − σ)A−A′

 · θ1


=

1

p|A|/2 · 1

(p(1− p))|B|/2 · p|A|1{B = ∅} · (2q)|A| E
X,θ

[
XAθ1

]
= 1{B = ∅}p|A|/2(2q)|A| E

X,θ

[
XAθ1

]
As before, we solve for w from w⊤M = c⊤ and arrive at the following recursive formula for w:

wA,B · (1− 2q)|A|

= 1{B = ∅}p|A|/2(2q)|A| E
X,θ

[
XAθ1

]
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−
∑
A′⊆A
B′⊇B

B′−B⊆A−A′

(A′,B′) ̸=(A,B)

wA′,B′ ·
bA,B

bA′,B′
· p|A−A′+B−B′|(1− 2q)|A

′|(2q)|A−A′| E
X

[
XA−A′

]

Setting κA,B =
wA,B(1−2q)|A|

bA,B
, we get

κA,B

= 1{B = ∅}p
|A|/2

bA,B
(2q)|A| E

X,θ

[
XAθ1

]
−

∑
A′⊆A
B′⊇B

B′−B⊆A−A′

(A′,B′ )̸=(A,B)

κA′,B′ · p|A−A′+B−B′| (2q)|A−A′| E
X

[
XA−A′

]

= 1{B = ∅} (2pq)|A| E
X,θ

[
XAθ1

]
−

∑
A′⊆A
B′⊇B

B′−B⊆A−A′

(A′,B′ )̸=(A,B)

κA′,B′ · p|A−A′+B−B′| (2q)|A−A′| E
X

[
XA−A′

]

Similar to Proposition 4.10, Proposition 4.11, we have the following

Proposition A.1. κA,B = 0 if B ̸= ∅.

Proposition A.2. Suppose A has any connected component containing an edge but not containing
vertex 1. Then κA,∅ = 0.

The first proposition follows from the identical reasoning, and we give a straightforward proof
of Proposition A.2, using the same strategy as in Appendix A.7.

Proof. We prove by induction on |A|. Suppose A has a connected component not containing vertex
1, and suppose we have proved the statement for every A′ with fewer edges than A.

Let δ be the connected component of A containing vertex 1, and note that δ could potentially
be empty.

Using the recursive formula for κ and Proposition A.1, we have

κA,∅

= (2pq)|A| E
X,θ

[
XAθ1

]
−
∑
A′⊊A

κA′,∅ (2pq)|A−A′| E
X

[
XA−A′

]
= (2pq)|A| E

X,θ

[
XAθ1

]
−
∑
δ′⊆δ

κδ′,∅ (2pq)|A−δ′| E
X

[
XA−δ′

]
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since by our inductive hypothesis, κA′,∅ = 0 for any A′ ⊊ A that is not fully contained in the
connected component δ,

= (2pq)|A| E
X,θ

[
XAθ1

]
− κδ,∅ (2pq)|A−δ| E

X

[
XA−δ

]
−
∑
δ′⊊δ

κδ′,∅ (2pq)|A−δ′| E
X

[
XA−δ′

]
= (2pq)|A| E

X,θ

[
XAθ1

]
− (2pq)|A−δ| E

X

[
XA−δ

]
· (2pq)|δ| E

X,θ

[
Xδθ1

]
+ (2pq)|A−δ| E

X

[
XA−δ

]∑
δ′⊊δ

κδ′,∅ (2pq)|δ−δ′| E
X

[
Xδ−δ′

]
−
∑
δ′⊊δ

κδ′,∅ (2pq)|A−δ′| E
X

[
XA−δ′

]
= 0,

since EX,θ[X
Aθ1] = EX,θ[X

A−δ]EX,θ[X
δθ1] and for any δ′ ⊊ δ, EX,θ[X

A−δ′ ] = EX,θ[X
A−δ]EX,θ[X

δ−δ′ ].

Next we bound the terms κA,∅ for A a connected graph (aside from isolated vertices) containing
vertex 1.

Proposition A.3. We have

κ∅,∅ =
k

n
,

|κA,∅| ≤ (2pq)|A|
(
k

n

)|V (A)|
(|A|+ 1)|A| ,

for A with |A| ≥ 1.

Proof. The case when A = ∅ is straightforward. Let us now consider A ̸= ∅.

|κA,∅|

=

∣∣∣∣∣ (2pq)|A| E
X,θ

[
XAθ1

]
−
∑
A′⊊A

κA′,∅ · (2pq)|A−A′| E
X

[
XA−A′

] ∣∣∣∣∣
≤ (2pq)|A| ·

∣∣∣∣ E
X,θ

[
XAθ1

]∣∣∣∣
+
∑
A′⊊A

|κA′,∅| · (2pq)|A−A′| ·
∣∣∣∣E
X

[
XA−A′

]∣∣∣∣
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≤ (2pq)|A|
(
k

n

)|V (A)∪{1}|

+
∑
A′⊊A

(2pq)|A−A′|
(
k

n

)|V (A−A′)|
|κA′,∅|.

Again, using a proof by induction following the steps as in the proof of [SW22, Lemma 3.9], we get

|κA,∅| ≤ (2pq)|A|
(
k

n

)|V (A)|
(|A|+ 1)|A| .

With the tools above in hand, we get back to upper bound Corr≤D(P) as

Corr≤D(P)2

≤ ∥w∥2

=
∑
A,B

w2
A,B

recall that κA,B =
wA,B(1−2q)|A|

bA,B
and q < 1

2 , so we can write wA,B in terms of κA,B and get

=
∑
A,B

b2A,B

(1− 2q)2|A| · κ
2
A,B

=
∑
A

b2A
(1− 2q)2|A| · κ

2
A,∅

by Proposition A.1,

=
∑
A

(
1

p(1− 2q)2

)|A|
κ2A,∅

≤ k2

n2
+

D∑
d=1

d∑
h=0

∑
A connected:

1∈V (A),|A|=d,
|V (A)|=d+1−h

(
1

p(1− 2q)2

)d

(2pq)2d
(
k

n

)2(d+1−h)

(d+ 1)2d

by Proposition A.2 and Proposition A.3, and that every connected A satisfies |V (A)| ≤ |A|+ 1,

≤ k2

n2
+

D∑
d=1

d∑
h=0

(dn)d
(
d

n

)h( 1

p(1− 2q)2

)d

(2pq)2d
(
k

n

)2(d+1−h)

(d+ 1)2d

using the bound on the number of A in Proposition 4.13,

≤ k2

n2
+

k2

n2

D∑
d=1

d∑
h=0

(
d · n

k2

)h(
4d(d+ 1)2 · pq2

(1− 2q)2
· k

2

n

)d
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≤ k2

n2

D∑
h=0

(
4D2(D + 1)2 · pq2

(1− 2q)2

)h D∑
d=h

(
4D(D + 1)2 · pq2

(1− 2q)2
· k

2

n

)d−h

≤ k2

n2
· 1(

1− 4D2(D + 1)2 · pq2

(1−2q)2

)(
1− 4D(D + 1)2 · pq2

(1−2q)2
· k2

n

) ,
as desired. This finishes the proof.

A.9 Proof of Proposition 5.4

Assume for contradiction that S is not the unique maximum acyclic subset. Then, there exists
S′ ⊆ [n] that is also acyclic, |S′| = |S|, and S′ ̸= S. In particular, T = S′ \ S is also an acyclic
subset, and moreover it does not involve any vertex in the planted community S. It is known
that w.h.p. the maximum acyclic subset in a random tournament on n vertices has size at most
(2 + o(1)) log2(n) [SS08], and thus |T | ≤ (2 + o(1)) log2(n). We will show that this leads to a
contradiction as the directed edges between T and S, which are outside the ranked community S,
are atypical of randomly oriented edges.

Similar to the analysis presented in Section 5.2.1, let us split S = L ⊔ R such that L contains
half of the elements of S that are ranked in the first half by π, and R contains the other half of S
that are ranked in the second half by π. W.h.p., we have |L| =

(
1
2 + o(1)

)
k and |R| =

(
1
2 + o(1)

)
k.

Since S′ = T ⊔ (S∩S′) is acyclic, for every j ∈ T , either j is ranked after the elements in L∩S′,
or j is ranked before the elements in R ∩ S′. Therefore, one the following holds:

degin(j, L ∩ S′) = |L ∩ S′|, or

degout(j, R ∩ S′) = |R ∩ S′|.

Notice that since T = S′ \ S has size at most (2 + o(1)) log2(n), we have

|L ∩ S′| = |L| − |L \ S′| ≥ |L| − |S \ S′| = |L| − |S′ \ S| ≥
(
1

2
− o(1)

)
k − (2 + o(1)) log2(n),

|R ∩ S′| = |R| − |R \ S′| ≥ |R| − |S \ S′| = |R| − |S′ \ S| ≥
(
1

2
− o(1)

)
k − (2 + o(1)) log2(n).

This means that for every j ∈ T , either

degin(j, L) ≥ degin(j, L ∩ S′) ≥
(
1

2
− o(1)

)
k − (2 + o(1)) log2(n), or

degout(j, R) ≥ degout(j, R ∩ S′) ≥
(
1

2
− o(1)

)
k − (2 + o(1)) log2(n).

However, by application of Chernoff bound for degin(j, L) and degout(j, R), and a union bound over
all j ̸∈ S, we can show that w.h.p. for every j ̸∈ S,

degin(j, L), degout(j, R) ≤ 3

8
k,

which contradicts the degree bound above for j ∈ T , completing the proof.
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