Algorithmic contiguity from low-degree conjecture and
applications in correlated random graphs

Zhangsong Li
Peking University

February 17, 2025

Abstract

In this paper, assuming a natural strengthening of the low-degree conjecture, we
provide evidence of computational hardness for two problems: (1) the (partial) match-
ing recovery problem in the sparse correlated Erdés-Rényi graphs G(n, ¢; p) when the
edge-density ¢ = n~'1°(1) and the correlation p < \/a lies below the Otter’s threshold,
solving a remaining problem in [15]; (2) the detection problem between the correlated
sparse stochastic block model S(n, %; k,¢€; s) and a pair of independent stochastic block
models S(n, 22;k, €) when €2\s < 1 lies below the Kesten-Stigum (KS) threshold and
s < y/a lies below the Otter’s threshold, solving a remaining problem in [9].

One of the main ingredient in our proof is to derive certain forms of algorithmic
contiguity between two probability measures based on bounds on their low-degree ad-
vantage. To be more precise, consider the high-dimensional hypothesis testing problem
between two probability measures P and Q based on the sample Y. We show that if
the low-degree advantage Adv< D((‘%) = O(1), then (assuming the low-degree con-
jecture) there is no efficient algorithm A such that Q(A(Y) = 0) = 1 — o(1) and
P(A(Y) =1) = Q(1). This framework provides a useful tool for performing reductions
between different inference tasks.
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1 Introduction

Graph matching, also referred to as network alignment, is the problem of identifying a
bijection between the vertex sets of two graphs that maximizes the number of common
edges. When the two graphs are exactly isomorphic to each other, this problem reduces
to the classical graph isomorphism problem, for which the best known algorithm runs
in quasi-polynomial time [I]. In general, graph matching is an instance of the quadratic
assignment problem [7], which is known to be NP-hard to solve or even approximate [33].

Motivated by real-world applications (such as social network de-anonymization [45] and
computational biology [51]) as well as the need to understand the average-case computa-
tional complexity, recent research has focused on developing theoretical foundations and
efficient algorithms for graph matching under statistical models. These models assume
that the two graphs are randomly generated with correlated edges under a hidden vertex
correspondence, and a canonical model among them is the following correlated random
graph model. For any integer n, denote by U = U,, the set of unordered pairs (i, ) with
I<i#j<n

Definition 1.1 (Correlated random graph model). Given an integer n > 1, for (i,j) € U,
let J; ; and K;; be independent Bernoulli variables with parameter s. In addition, let m,
be an independent uniform permutation on [n] = {1,...,n}. Then, we define a triple
of correlated random graphs (G, A, B) as follows: first we generate G independently with
{1;;, K;;} and m, from a specific probability distribution over all graphs on [n|, and then
(conditioned on G) we define for each (i,j) € U, that (note that we identify a graph with
its adjacency matriz)
A@j = Gi,jJi,j s Bi,j = Gi,ijjl(i),ﬂzl(j) .

In short, we will subsample A, B from G with subsampling probability s and then permute
the vertices of B by a uniform permutation.

Of particular interest in our paper are the following two special cases, namely the
correlated Erdds-Rényi models and the correlated stochastic block models (SBMs).

Definition 1.2 (Correlated Erdds-Rényi graph model). Given an integer n > 1 and two
parameters p,s € (0,1), we generate a triple of correlated random graphs (G, A, B) such
that we first generate G according to an Erdds-Rényi graph distribution G(n,p) (i.e., for
each (i,7) € U, we connect (i,7) in G independently with probability p), and then generate
(A, B) from G according to Definition 1.1. For ease of presentation, we shall reparameterize



such that ¢ = ps and p = SEI_;,I;)

G(n,q;p).

Definition 1.3 (Stochastic block model). Given an integer n > 1 and three parameters
E € NJA > 0,e € (0,1), we define a random graph G as follows: (1) sample a labeling
ox € [E]" =A{1,...,k}" uniformly at random; (2) for every distinct pair (i,j) € U, we let
Gi; be an independent Bernoulli variable such that G;; = 1 (which represents that there

respectively. We will denote the marginal law of (A, B) as

is an undirected edge between i and j) with probability w if 0.(i) = 0.(j) and with
probability @ if 0x(i) # 04(j). In this case, we say that G is sampled from a stochastic
block model S(n, %; k,€).

Definition 1.4 (Correlated stochastic block models). Given an integer n > 1 and four pa-
rameters k € N, X > 0,¢,5 € (0,1), for (i,5) € Uy, let J; ; and K; ; be independent Bernoulli
variables with parameter s. We define a triple of correlated random graphs (G, A, B) as fol-
lows: we first sample G according to the law of a stochastic block model S(n, %; k,e€) and
then generate (A, B) from G according to Definition 1.1. We will denote the marginal law
of (A, B) as S(n, %;k,e; s).

Two fundamental problems in the study of correlated random graph models are as fol-
lows: (1) the detection problem, which involves determining whether a given pair of graphs
(A, B) is sampled from a pair of correlated random graphs or from a pair of independent
random graphs; (2) the matching problem, which focuses on recovering the latent match-
ing 7, from a sample (A, B) from the distribution of correlated random graphs. In recent
years, significant progress has been made in understanding these problems for both the
correlated Erdds-Rényi model and correlated stochastic block models (SBMs). Through
the collective efforts of the community, the information-theoretic thresholds for detection
and matching have been fully characterized for correlated Erdés-Rényi model and partially
characterized for correlated SBMs [10, 29, 54, 55, 25, 13, 14, 47, 28]. Additionally, var-
ious efficient detecting and matching algorithms have been developed with performance
guarantees [11, 4, 18, 20, 21, 24, 26, 27, 39, 40, 42, 41, 16, 17, 8, 9]. Notably, like many
other inference tasks in high-dimensional statistics [57, 48, 37, 22], these problems appear
to exhibit information-computation gaps. Specifically, for certain ranges of the correlation
strength, detection /matching is information theoretically possible but no efficient algorithm
is known to achieve these tasks. We now focus on the algorithmic side of these problems as
they are more relevant to our work. Indeed, it has been shown that many inference tasks
in the correlated random graph models exhibits sharp algorithmic phase transitions, as we
elaborate below:

e For the detection problem between a pair of correlated Erdds-Rényi models G(n, ¢; p)
and two independent Erdés-Rényi models G(n,q), we focus on the sparse regime
where ¢ = n=17°() | In this regime, on the one hand, it was shown in [42] that when
p > y/a where a ~ 0.338 is the Otter’s constant [46], there is an efficient algorithm



that strongly distinguish these two models; on the other hand, it was shown in [15]
that when s < y/a there are evidences suggesting that all algorithms based on low-
degree polynomials fail to strongly distinguish these two models.

A
s
independent Erdés-Rényi graphs G(n, %), we focus on the constant degree regime
where A\ = O(1). In this regime, on the one hand, it was shown in [9] that when
s > min{y/a, 5} where a ~ 0.338 is the Otter’s constant and 5 is the Kesten-
Stigum threshold [33], there is an efficient algorithm that strongly distinguish these
two models; on the other hand, it was also shown in [9] that when s < min{\/a, 5}
there are evidences suggesting that all algorithms based on low-degree polynomials
fail to strongly distinguish these two models.

e For the detection problem between a pair of correlated SBMs S(n, 2;k, €; s) and two

The lower bound in the aforementioned results explored inherent computational barri-
ers from the perspective of the low-degree polynomial framework. Indeed, it has been proved
that the class of low-degree polynomial algorithms is a useful proxy for computationally
efficient algorithms, in the sense that the best-known polynomial-time algorithms for a
wide variety of high-dimensional inference problems are captured by the low-degree class;
see e.g. [31, 30, 50, 37]. However, these aforementioned results suffer from two significant
limitations, which we now discuss. Firstly, the aforementioned result cannot provide the
evidence that partial matching recovery (that is, recover a positive fraction of the coor-
dinates of the latent matching 7,) is impossible by efficient algorithms although efficient
detection is already ruled out. This limitation arises because there is no evident reduction
from partial matching to detection. Secondly, (in the case of correlated SBMs) they are
only able to establish the computation threshold on the detection problem between the cor-
related model and a pair of independent Erdés-Rényi graphs. These limitations motivate
two natural questions:

Question 1.5. (1) Can we provide the evidences that partial matching recovery is im-
possible (by efficient algorithms) in the same parameter regime where detection is
impossible (by efficient algorithms)?

(2) What can we say about the (arguably more natural) detection problem between a pair
of correlated SBMs S(n, %; k,€;s) and a pair of independent SBMs S(n, %; k,e)?
The aim of this paper is to find (partial) answers for these two problems. Our main
result can be informally summarized as follows:

Theorem 1.6 (Informal). Assuming a natural strengthening of the low-degree conjecture
(see Conjecture 2.7 for its precise meaning), we have

(1) For the correlated Erdés-Rényi model G(n,q,p), when ¢ = n~ M) and p < Ja
it is impossible to recover a positive fraction of the coordinates of . with positive
probability by efficient algorithms.



(2) For the correlated stochastic block models S(n, %;k‘, €;s), when A = O(1) and s <
min{/c, %} it is 1mpossible to recover a positive fraction of the coordinates of m,
with probability tending to 1 as n — oo by efficient algorithms.

(3) For the correlated stochastic block models S(n, 2k, €;s), when s < min{\/a,%}
it 18 impossible to strongly distinguish this model and a pair of independent SBMs
s . . . .

S(n, 22k, €), provided that the average degree As is sufficiently large.
Remark 1.7. Note that when p > \/a (respectively, s > \/av), the results in []1, 2/, 26, 27]
shows (or naturally extends to show) that there exists an efficient algorithm that achieves
partial recovery of m. in a pair of correlated Erdds-Rényi models (respectively, correlated
SBMs) with probability tending to 1 as n — oo. Thus, Items (1) and (2) in Theorem 1.6
is tight in some sense and the algorithmic partial recovery threshold is indeed given by \/c.

Remark 1.8. From Item (3) in Theorem 1.6 we see that for the correlated SBMs (A, B),
when marginally both A and B are below the KS-threshold, there is no efficient algorithm
that strongly distinguish (A, B) from a pair of independent stochastic block models when
the correlation s < y/a. Since the result in [/2] extends naturally to the case of stochastic
block models which provides an efficient algorithm that strongly distinguish these two models
when s > \/a, we see that in the subcritical regime (i.e., when marginally both A and B
are below the KS-threshold) the algorithmic correlation detection threshold is given by +/c.
On the contrary, in the supercritical regime where A and B are above the KS-threshold, we
believe that the correlation detection threshold should be strict lower than /.

1.1 Key challenges and innovations

In this subsection, we first briefly discuss our approach of showing Theorem 1.6 and some
conceptual innovations behind it. Our idea can be summarized as follows:

(1) As for Items (1) and (2), for simplicity we take correlated Erdds-Rényi model for
example. Denote P to be the law of G(n, g, p) and Q to be the law of two independent
G(n,q). We will argue by contradiction and assume that there is a partial recovery
algorithm. Then we show that we can use this algorithm to efficiently construct a
family of statistics {g; : 1 <7 < n} such that g; approximates 1., (1)—;; under P in
a certain sense.

(2) We will show that the low-degree advantage between P(- | m.(1) = i) and Q is
bounded by an absolute constant. Then, from the standard low-degree conjecture (see
Conjecture 2.2 for details) these two measures cannot be strongly distinguished by
efficient algorithms. Thus, since g; is “not small” under the measure P(- | 7, (i) = 1)
(as it should approximate 1¢r,(1)=i) In some sense) we expect that g; should also be
“not small” under Q.



(3) Define g = g1 +...+gn. We then have a statistics g that can be efficiently calculated,
and (I) under Q we expect that g is “large” as it is the sum of n “not small” terms;
(IT) under P we expect that g is “small” as each g; should approximate 1ir (1)=4}
in some sense. Thus, the statistics ¢ accumulates more signals than all low-degree
polynomials, which violates the low-degree conjecture.

(4) As for Item (3), denote P’ to be the law of correlated SBMs and Q of independent
SBMs. Also denote Q to be the law of independent Erdds-Rényi graphs. As it was
already shown in [9] that P and Q cannot be strongly distinguished, (non-rigorously
speaking) we only need to show that Q and Q are also “indistinguishable” in some
sense.

However, there are certain obstacles when implementing the above ideas, as we shall
discuss below. In Step (2) we need to “transfer” the behavior of a statistics g; under
P(- | m«(1) = 4) to its behavior under Q. If the low-degree advantage between P(- |
m«(1) = 1) and Q is given by 1 + o(1), then the standard low-degree conjecture implies
that we cannot distinguish between P(- | m.(1) = i) and Q better than random by efficient
algorithms. Consequently, we expect the behavior of g; to be “almost identical” under both
P(- | m.(1) = i) and Q. However, in our case the low-degree advantage is just bounded by
a large (but fixed) constant. This weaker condition means that the standard low-degree
conjecture only rules out the possibility to distinguish these two measures with vanishing
errors, leaving room for non-negligible distinctions. Similar issues also arise in Step (4),
in which simply showing the low-degree advantage between P and Q and the low-degree
advantage between Q and Q is bounded is not strong enough for our goal.

To address these issues, one of the main conceptual contributions in our work is to give a
more refined characterization of the limitations of efficient algorithms when the low-degree
advantage is O(1). Specifically, we show that (assuming low-degree conjecture) bounded
low-degree advantage does not only excludes all algorithms that strongly distinguish P and
Q, but also suggest a certain kind of algorithmic contiguity. To be more precise, if the
low-degree advantage Adv< D(%) is bounded, then there is no efficient algorithm A such
that QA =0)=1—0(1) and P(A = 1) = Q(1). This framework allows us to transfer the
behavior of the behavior of a efficiently computable statistics g under different probability
measures more easily. For example, if we know that P(g > ¢) > Q(1) it immediately holds
that Q(g > ¢) > Q(1).

Another difficulty is that reducing between different inference tasks requires a frame-
work that better constrains the behavior of efficiently computable estimators. To address
this, we introduce a natural refinement of the low-degree conjecture: we posit that low-
degree polynomials achieve signal-to-noise ratios that are at least as good as those of any
efficient algorithm (see Conjecture 2.7 for a more precise description). While similar mod-
ifications to the low-degree conjecture have been explored in [44], our motivations differ
significantly. Their work focused on characterizing the limits of precise error for all com-
putationally feasible algorithms, whereas our goal is to enable reductions between distinct



inference tasks.

1.2 Notation

In this subsection, we record a list of notations that we shall use throughout the paper.
Denote G,, the set of permutations over [n] and denote p the uniform distribution on &,,.
In addition, denote v to be the uniform distribution on [k]". We will use the following

notation conventions on graphs.

e Labeled graphs. Denote by IC,, the complete graph with vertex set [n] and edge set
U,,. For any graph H, let V(H) denote the vertex set of H and let F(H) denote the
edge set of H. We say H is a subgraph of G, denoted by H C G, if V(H) C V(G)
and E(H) C E(G). Define the excess of the graph 7(H) = |E(H)| — |V (H)].

o Isolated vertices. For uw € V(H), we say u is an isolated vertex of H, if there is no
edge in E(H) incident to u. Denote Z(H) the set of isolated vertices of H. For two
graphs H, S, we denote H x S if H C S and Z(S) C Z(H), and we denote H € S if
H C S and Z(H) = (). For any graph H C K, let H be the subgraph of H induced
by V(H)\Z(H).

e Graph intersections and unions. For H, S C IC,, denote by H NS the graph with
vertex set given by V(H) N V(S) and edge set given by E(H) N E(S). Denote by
S U H the graph with vertex set given by V(H) U V(S) and edge set E(H) U E(S).
In addition, denote by Sm H, S \\ H and SA H the graph induced by the edge
set E(S)NE(H), E(S)\ E(H) and E(S)AE(H), respectively (in particular, these
induced graphs have no isolated points).

e Paths. We say a subgraph H C K, is a path with endpoints u, v (possibly with u = v),
if there exist distinct wy, ..., wy,, # w,v such that V(H) = {u,v,w1,...,w,} and
E(H) = {(u,w1), (w1, w2) ..., (wn,v)}. We say H is a simple path if its endpoints
u # v. Denote EndP(P) as the set of endpoints of a path P.

e Cycles and independent cycles. We say a subgraph H is an m-cycle if V(H) =
{vi,...,on} and E(H) = {(v1,v2),...,(Vm-1,Vm), (Um,v1)}. For a subgraph K C
H, we say K is an independent m-cycle of H, if K is an m-cycle and no edge in
E(H) \ E(K) is incident to V(K). Denote by C,,(H) the set of m-cycles of H and
denote by C,,(H) the set of independent m-cycles of H. For H C S, we define
(S, H) to be the set of independent m-cycles in S whose vertex set is disjoint from
V(H). Define €(S, H) = Up,>3&,,(S, H).

e Leaves. A vertex u € V(H) is called a leaf of H, if the degree of u in H is 1; denote
L(H) as the set of leaves of H.



e Graph isomorphisms and unlabeled graphs. Two graphs H and H' are isomorphic,
denoted by H = H', if there exists a bijection 7 : V(H) — V(H') such that
(m(u), m(v)) € E(H') if and only if (u,v) € E(H). Denote by H the isomorphism class
of graphs; it is customary to refer to these isomorphic classes as unlabeled graphs.
Let Aut(H) be the number of automorphisms of H (graph isomorphisms to itself).

For two real numbers a and b, we let a V b = max{a,b} and a A b = min{a,b}. We use
standard asymptotic notations: for two sequences a,, and b,, of positive numbers, we write
ap, = O(by), if a, < Cb,, for an absolute constant C' and for all n (similarly we use the
notation Oy, is the constant C' is not absolute but depends only on h); we write a,, = Q(by,),
if b, = O(ay,); we write a,, = O(by,), if a, = O(b,,) and a,, = Q(b,); we write a,, = o(by,) or
b, = w(ay), if a,/b, — 0 as n — oco. In addition, we write a,, = by, if a, = [1 + o(1)]b,.
For a set A, we will use both #A and |A| to denote its cardinality. For two probability
measures P and Q, we denote the total variation distance between them by TV(P, Q).

1.3 Organization of this paper

The rest part of this paper is organized as follows: in Section 2 we state the precise
framework of low-degree polynomials and how we relate it to the notion of algorithmic
contiguity (see Theorem 2.4). In Section 3 we use this framework to deduce the hardness
of partial matching in correlated Erdds-Rényi models and correlated SBMs, thus verifying
Items (1) and (2) in Theorem 1.6 (see Theorem 3.2). In Section 4 we again use this
framework to deduce the hardness of testing correlated SBMs against independent SBMs,
thus verifying Item (3) in Theorem 1.6 (see Corollary 4.2). Several auxiliary results are
moved to the appendix to ensure a smooth flow of presentation.

2 Low-degree framework and algorithmic contiguity

Initially emerged from the works of [5, 32, 31, 30], the low-degree polynomial framework
was later refined and extended in various directions. It has found applications in a wide
range of problems, including detection problems such as planted clique, planted dense
subgraph, community detection, sparse-PCA, correlated random graphs (see [32, 31, 30,
37, 50, 12, 2, 19, 43, 15, 306]), optimization problems such as maximal independent sets
in sparse random graphs [23, 53], and constraint satisfaction problems such as random
E-SAT [6] (see also the survey [37]). Furthermore, it is conjectured in [30] that the failure
of degree-D polynomials implies the failure of all “robust” algorithms with running time
nP®P) (here O means having at most this order up to a poly logn factor). In the remaining
of this paper, we will focus on applying this framework in the context of high-dimensional
hypothesis testing problems.

To be more precise, consider the hypothesis testing problem between two probability
measures P and Q based on the sample Y € RY. We will be especially interested in



asymptotic settings where N = N,,,Q = Q,,,P = P,,Y =Y, scale with n as n — oo in
some prescribed way. The standard low-degree polynomial framework primarily focus on
the following notions on strong and weak detection.

Definition 2.1 (Strong/weak detection). We say an algorithm A that takes Y as input
and outputs either 0 or 1 achieves

e strong detection, if the sum of type-I and type-II errors Q(A(Y) = 1)+P(A(Y) = 0)
tends to 0 as n — oo.

e weak detection, if the sum of type-I and type-II errors is uniformly bounded above
by 1 — € for some fized € > 0.

Roughly speaking, the approach of low-degree polynomials amounts to studying the
capabilities and limitations of algorithms that can be represented as low-degree polynomial
functions of the input variables (in our case, the entries of Y). More precisely, denote
Pp = Pyp,p for the set of polynomials from RY to R with degree no more than D. With a
slight abuse of notation, we will often say “a polynomial” to mean a sequence of polynomials
f = fn € Pn.p, one for each problem size n; the degree D = D,, of such a polynomial
may scale with n. The polynomial degree is thought of as a measure of the algorithm’s
complexity and a proxy for runtime, with degree D corresponding to runtime roughly n”
(up to logn factors in the exponent), which is the number of terms in such a polynomial.
As suggested by [30], the key quantity is the low-degree advantage

dPy - Ep[f]
AdVSD (@) = feg)D 7\/W . (2.1)

The low degree conjecture, proposed in [30], can be summarized as follows.

Conjecture 2.2 (Low-degree conjecture). For “natural” high-dimensional hypothesis test-
ing problems between P and Q, the following statements are equivalent:

(1) AdeD(%) = O(1) (respectively, AdeD(%) =14o0(1)) as n — cc.

o(D)

(2) There is no algorithm with running time n that achieves strong detection (re-

spectively, weak detection) between P and Q.

This informal conjecture is inspired by [30, Hypothesis 2.1.5 and Conjecture 2.2.4], as
well as the fact that low-degree polynomials capture the best known algorithms for a wide
variety of statistical inference tasks. The conjecture appears to hold up for distributions
P, Q of a particular style that often arises in high-dimensional statistics, and we refer the
readers to [30, 37, 35, 56] for further discussion on which distributions P, Q are appropriate
for this framework. In addition, we point out that although in most applications (and in
the statement of [30, Hypothesis 2.1.5]) we will usually take Q to be a “null” measure and P



to be a “planted” measure (which makes (2.1) more tractable), several recent works [19, 34]
showed that this framework might also be applicable for many “planted-versus-planted”
problems. Nevertheless, we will be more conservative and will explicitly indicate in this
paper whenever Q is treated as a planted measure.

The framework in Conjecture 2.2 provides a useful tool for probing the computational
feasibility of strong or weak detection. However, as discussed in Subsection 1.1, it turns
out that the failure of strong detection is not enough in our cases, especially when we
hope to perform some reductions between statistical models in a regime where weak (but
not strong) detection is possible. Thus, in this regime, we aim to characterize a stronger
framework that rules out all one-sided test. This motivates thus to propose the following
notion of algorithmic contiguity, which is defined as follows.

Definition 2.3. We say an algorithm A that takes Y as input and outputs either 0 or 1
is a Q-based one-sided test, if

QA(Y) = 0) = 1 — o(1) and P(A(Y) =1) = Q(1). (2.2)

We say that Q is algorithmic contiguous with respect to P, denoted as Q <<p P, if no Q-
based one-sided testing algorithm runs in time n®P). We say that Q and P are algorithmic

mutually contiguous, denoted as Q <i<p P, if both Q <<p P and P <<p Q hold.

Recall that in probability theory we say a probability measure Q = @Q,, is contiguous
with respect to P = P, if for all sequence of events {A,,} we have P(A,) — 0 implies that
Q(A;,) — 0. Thus, our definition can be regarded as the generalization of contiguity in
algorithmic view. Our main result in this section can be stated as follows.

Theorem 2.4. Assuming the Conjecture 2.2, for the high-dimensional hypothesis testing

problem between P and Q, ifAdeD(%) = O(1) for some P, Q' such that TV(P,P’) = o(1)
and TV(Q, Q") = o(1), then we have Q <<p P.

The main part of this section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 2.4. We first briefly
explain our proof ideas. Suppose on the contrary that there is an efficient algorithm A
that takes Y as input and outputs either 0 or 1 with

P(A(Y)=1)=Q(1) and Q(A(Y) =0) =1—0(1). (2.3)
Since TV(Q,Q"), TV(P,P") = o(1), we also have
P'(A(Y)=1)=Q(1) and Q' (A(Y) =0) =1 — ¢ for some ¢ = ¢, — 0. (2.4)

Define

1

M=DM, =¢,>. (2.5)

The crux of our argument is to consider the following hidden informative sample problem.

10



Definition 2.5. Consider the following hypothesis testing problem: we need to determine
whether a sample (Y1,Ya,...,Yar) where each Y; € RN is generated by

o Ho: we let Yq,...,Yrr to be independently sampled from Q'.

o Hi: we first sample k € {1,..., M} uniformly at random, and (conditioned on the
value of k) we let Y1, ...,Yy are independent samples with Y, generated from P and
{Y; :j # K} generated from Q'.

In addition, denote P and Q to be the law of (Y1,...,Y ) under Hy and Ho, respectively.

Now assuming that (2.4) holds, we see that
@((A(Yl),...,A(YM)) = (0,..,0)) = 1= Me 21— o(1); (2.6)
P((A(Yl), LANYM)) £, ,0)) > Q(1). (2.7)

Thus, there is an efficient algorithm that achieves weak detection between P and Q. Our

next result, however, shows the low-degree advantage Adv< D( d(@) is bounde by 1+ o(1).
Lemma 2.6. IfAdV<D(dQ,) = O(1), then AdV<D(%) =1+o(1).
Proof. Note that
dP 1 L dAP(- | k =1i) i
—Y1,...,Ym) = — ——(Yy,...,Y 2.8
@IS ag ) Mzd@’ 29

In addition, recall (2.1). If we identify Pp as a (finite-dimensional) Hilbert space with the
inner product (f,g) = Eq/[fg], then using Schmidt orthogonalization procedure we can
find a standard orthogonal basis {f, : @ € A} of this Hilbert space. In particular, we can
choose A such that 0 € A and fy = 1. Note that in some cases (e.g., when Q' is a product
measure), this standard orthogonal basis have a closed form; however, for general Q' the
explicit form of {f,} is often intractable. We first show that

(ZEP, falY >2. (2.9)

a€N

Indeed, for any f € Pp, it can be uniquely expressed as

f:ZCafou

a€EN

11



where C,’s are real constants. Applying Cauchy-Schwartz inequality one gets

Ep(f] _ ZaeAC Ep/[fa(Y <ZEP’ (Y )1/2
Vv Eq[f? V2 aen O3 Ser ’

with equality holds if and only if C, o Ep/[f,]. This yields (2.9). Now, note that @_:
(Q")®M is a product measure of @', there is a natural standard orthogonal basis under Q,
given by

{Hfaz z %GAZdeg fal <D}

=1

Thus, similarly as in (2.9), we see that

(AdV<D(%)> - 3 Eﬁ[ﬁfai (Yi)]z. (2.10)
(a1y..yonr ) €A i=1

Z?i1 dog(fai )<D

In addition, using (2.8), we see from direct calculation that

dP
E—[Hfal Y))] = @[L[lfaxvi)-@(vl,...,vM)}
28) 1 M M dP’
- M;E@[Efal(yz) d@/(Yz):|
17 (ab ,OZM) = (07 70)7
- %Ep/[faj(yj')], (Oél,...,()éM):(0,...,0,0[j,0,...,0)§ (211)
0, otherwise .

Plugging (2.11) into (2.10), we get that

(2.10) _1+Z 3 (—EP/ Fur (Y 2)])2

i=1 a; €A\{0}
1 2 1 (2.5)
§1+M§Ep,[fa(vj)] =14 57-0(1) = 1+0(1),

where in the second equality we use (2.9) and the assumption that Adv< D(%) = 0(1).
This completes our proof. O

We can now finish the proof of Theorem 2.4.
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Proof of Theorem 2.J. Suppose on the contrary that there is an efficient algorithm A sat-
isfying (2.3). Consider the hypothesis testing problem stated in Definition 2.5. Using (2.6)
and (2.7), we see that there is an efficient algorithm that achieves weak detection between
P and Q, which contradicts with Lemma 2.6 and the equivalence between Items (1) and
(2) in Conjecture 2.2. O

In the remaining part of this work we will also need a strengthening of Conjecture 2.2,
as introduced in Subsection 1.1. As discussed in the beginning of this section, the low-
degree conjecture asserts that (for certain testing problems) low-degree polynomials are at
least as powerful as all algorithms of the corresponding runtime (where the correspondence
is described in Conjecture 2.2). For our purposes, we introduce a natural refinement of
the low-degree conjecture: we posit that low-degree polynomials perform at least as well
as all algorithms of the corresponding runtime in terms of the value of the ratio on the
right-hand side of (2.1).

Conjecture 2.7 (Revised low-degree conjecture). For “natural” high-dimensional hypoth-
esis testing problems between P and Q, the following statements are equivalent:

(1) AdeD(%) = O(1) (respectively, AdeD(%) =1+0(1)) asn — oo for some P',Q/
such that TV(P,P’), TV(Q,Q’) = o(1).
o(D)

(2) There is no algorithm with running time n that achieves strong detection (re-

spectively, weak detection) between P and Q.

(8) For all statistics f = f(Y) that can be computed in running time né(d), there ewists
some P, Q" such that TV(P,P’), TV(Q,Q") = o(1) such that Adv(f) = O(1) (respec-
tiwely, Adv(f) =1+ o(1)), where

Adv(f) = % = 0(1).

Note that in Conjecture 2.7 we are allowed to replace P,Q with some P/, Q' that are
statistically indistinguishable with P, Q. This modification enables us to avoid some situa-
tions where the low-degree advantage explodes due to some “rare events” (see [3, 15, 12, 9]
for example). This revised low-degree conjecture was first proposed in [44] (in a slightly
different manner) for a different purpose where they aimed to study the limits of precise
error of all computationally feasible algorithms. However, we will show in the next two sec-
tions that this conjecture is also useful in performing reductions between different inference
tasks.
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3 Partial recovery in correlated random graphs

In this section, we will use the framework we established in Section 2 to show the hardness
of partial matching in correlated random graphs, thus justifying Items (1) and (2) in
Theorem 1.6. To this end, we first state the precise meaning of an algorithm achieves
partial matching.

Definition 3.1 (Partial recovery algorithm in correlated Erdés-Rényi model). Given a
sample (A, B) from the law a pair of correlated random graphs in Definition 1.1 (we denote
this law of P, ). We say an algorithm A achieves strong partial matching, if it takes (A, B)
as input and outputs a family of estimators {h; ;j : 1 <i,j < n} such that

(1) h;j €{0,1} for all1 <i,j <n a.s. under P;
(2) hii+ ...+ hin =1 foralll <i<mn as. underP,;

(3) There exists a fived constant © > 0 such that

P, (hl,m(l) + oot b)) 2 m) =1-o0(1).

We say an algorithm A achieves weak partial matching, if it takes (A, B) as input and
outputs a family of estimators f1,..., fn satisfying Items (1), (2) above and

P, (hl,m(l) +...+ hn,m(n) > m) = Q(l) .

We point out that in the above definition h;; can be thought as the estimator of
1¢r, (5)=j}, where Item (3) implies this algorithm correctly matches a positive fraction of
7« (i) with probability 1 — (1) (or with positive probability) and Items (1) and (2) are some
regularity requirements. Our result in this section can be stated as follows:

Theorem 3.2. Assuming Conjecture 2.7, we have the following:

(1) For the correlated Erdés-Rényi graphs G(n,q, p) where ¢ = n~'T°W) and p <Va-9
for a fized constant & > 0. There is no algorithm with running time n°P) that
achieves weak partial matching, provided that

D = exp (o(l(}g(gnr;) A +/log n)) . (3.1)

(2) For the correlated SBMs S(n, 2k, e;s) where A= O(1) and X <1 — 6,5 < J/a—§

)
for a fized constant & > 0. There is no algorithm with running time n°P) that
achieves strong partial matching, provided that

D = O(logn). (3.2)

14



The main step of proving Theorem 3.2 is to show the following proposition:
Proposition 3.3. Assuming Conjecture 2.7, we have the following:

(1) If (G,A,B) ~ G(n,q,p) and let P, to be the joint low of (m.,G, A, B) where m,
is the latent matching. Suppose that q,p, D satisfy the assumptions in Item ({) of
Theorem 3.2. Then for all {f;; : 1 <i,j < n} that can be computed in time nOD)
we have Ep, [f; » )] = o(1) for all 1 <i <n.

(1) If (G, A,B) ~ S(n, %;k, €,8) and let P, to be the joint low of (s, G, A, B) where
is the latent matching. Suppose that \, k, €, s satisfy the assumptions in Item (2) of
Theorem 3.2. Then there exists an event € such that P.(E) = w(1) such that for all
{fij : 1 <14,j <n} that can be computed in time n®P)

o(1) for all1 <i<n.

, we have Ep, [f; . i) | €] =

Clearly, based on Proposition 3.3, we can deduce Theorem 3.2 via a simple Markov
inequality. The rest of this section is devoted to the proof of Proposition 3.3. In the
following subsections, our main focus is on proving Item (1) of Proposition 3.3. Given the
similarity between the proofs of Item (1) and Item (2), for Item (2) we will provide an
outline with the main differences while adapting arguments from proving Item (1) without
presenting full details.

3.1 Proof of Item (1) in Proposition 3.3

This subsection is devoted to the proof of Item (1) in Proposition 3.3. Throughout this
subsection, we will denote P, to be the law of (m,, G, A, B) where (G, A, B) ~ G(n,q; p).
We will also denote P to be the marginal law of (A, B). In addition, we assume throughout
this subsection that there exists a small constant 0 < § < 0.01 such that

pPP<a—6, gq=n"tT0 logD= 0(1012(%:;) A y/log n> . (3.3)

We first introduce some notations used in [15].

Definition 3.4. Given a graph H = H(V, E), define
CI)(H) — (n1+4/DD20)|V(H)‘ (qDﬁ) |E(H)| (34)

and the graph H is said to be bad if ®(H) < (logn)~!. Furthermore, we say a graph is
admissible if it contains no bad subgraph, and we say it is inadmissible otherwise.

Denote &€ for the event that G does not contain any bad subgraph with no more than
d? vertices. In addition, let P, be the conditional version of P, given &, and let P be the
corresponding marginal distribution of P, on (A, B).

15



We remark here that our definition of “bad” amounts to an atypically large edge density,
with a carefully chosen quantitative threshold on “large”. Roughly speaking, we expect
that any subgraph with size no more than D? = n°1) of a sparse Erdés-Rényi graph
has edge-to-vertex ratio 1 + o(1). In the definition of ®, the term n'**? D% should be
thought as n'*°(M) and ¢DS as n='+°() The o(1) terms are tuned carefully so that for
a typical subgraph H of a sparse Erdds-Rényi graph, ®(H) is much bigger than 1. The
choice of (logn)~! as the ®-threshold for bad graph is somewhat arbitrary, which we will
only need to be vanishing as n — oco. In [15], the authors showed that one the one hand,
we have P.(£) = 1 — o(1) and thus TV (P,,P,), TV(P,P) = o(1); on the other hand, we
have Adv<p (%) = O(1), thus verifying the low-degree hardness for the detection problem.
The first step of our proof is to slightly generalize the result in [15], as incorporated in the
following lemma.

Lemma 3.5. For all 1 <1i,j < n, we have AdeD(%Q@:j)) = 0Os(1).

The proof of Lemma 3.5 is quite technical and thus is postponed to the end of this
subsection. Now, based on Lemma 3.5, we establish the following result, which basically
suggests that it is impossible to obtain a “good approximation” of 1. (;)—;} in some sense.

Lemma 3.6. Assuming Conjecture 2.7, we have for all 1 < i < n and all statistics
{9i; = gi;(A,B) : 1 <j <n} that can be computed in time n®P), it holds that

> Ep, [(1{m(i)=j} - gi,jﬂ >1-o(1). (3.5)
j=1

Proof. Without losing of generality, we may assume that ¢ = 1 in the following proof.
Suppose on the contrary that there are statistics {g; = g;(A4, B) : 1 < j < n} that can be

computed in time n°®) such that

ZEP* [(1{m(1):j} - gj)2] <1 — ¢ for some constant ¢ > 0. (3.6)
j=1

Without losing of generality, we may assume that 0 < ¢g; < 1, since otherwise we may
replace g; with min{max{g;, 0}, 1}, which will only make the left hand side of (3.6) smaller.
Denote

. 1-¢
A= {1 <j<n:Ep, [(l{w*(l):j} — gj)2] < - 2 } . (37)
Using Markov inequality, we see that
1—
Al >n——opn> (3.8)
1-3 2
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In addition, it is straightforward to check that for all i € A
Ep[(1 - g:)* | m(1) =] <n-Ee, [(Lr )= — 9)°] <1 5.
Thus, using Markov inequality we see that (note that 0 < g; < 1)
P(gi > 5) > Q(1).
Since TV(P,P) = o(1), we have
P'(g; > §) > Q(1) for all TV(P',P) =o(1). (3.9)

However, using Lemma 3.5 and Theorem 2.4, we see that (assuming Conjecture 2.7) we
have Q <<p PP. Thus we must have

Qg > £) > Q(1) for all TV(Q',Q) = o(1). (3.10)
This yields that
Eq [gi] = Q(1) for all TV(Q,Q’) =o(1) and i € A. (3.11)

To this end, define g = g1 + ...+ gn. Using (3.8) and (3.11), we see that (recall again that
0<g;<1)
Eqlg] = Q(n) for all TV(Q,Q’) =o(1). (3.12)

However, using 0 < g < n, we see that for all TV(P,P") = o(1) we have

Ep[g°] < TV(P,P) - |lg]l3% + Eglg?] < o(n®) +2(1 + Egl(g — 1)°])

<o(n?) + QEFKi(l{m(l):i} N gi))2]

i=1

(3.6)

)+ 2n - ZE [1{7” gl)} 5 om2) £ 0m) = on?).  (3.13)

Combining (3.12) and (3.13), we see that for all TV(Q,Q"), TV(P,P") = o(1) we have

Eq 9]

e w(1). (3.14)

Thus, using the equivalence of Items (2) and (3) in Conjecture 2.7 on the testing prob-
lem between P and Q, we see that there exists an algorithm with running time n©®)
that strongly distinguish P and Q. However, it is impossible assuming Conjecture 2.7 as
[15] showed that AdV<D(dQ) = O(1) where TV(P,P) = o(1). This implies that (3.6) is

impossible and thus completes our proof. O
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Now we can finish the proof of Theorem 3.2.

Proof of Theorem 3.2 assuming Lemma 3.6. Suppose on the contrary there are statistics
{f; : 1 < j < n} that can be computed in time nOD) with Ep, [fr. (5] = 1—c for some fixed
constant 0 < ¢ < 0.01. Using Items (1) and (2) in Definition 3.1, we see that f;f; = 0 for
all k # j, and thus

1=Ep[(f1+ ...+ fn)] ZE]P’ (3.15)

In addition, we have

Ep, [fr.) ZEP* [fj | ma(i) = 3] > c. (3.16)

Thus, for all A € [0, 1] we have

" (3.15),(3.16)
ZEP*[(l{mm:j} — 52 = Af) } < 1+ 22— 2eA +0(2).

Thus, by choosing A = A(c) to be a sufficiently small positive constant we get that
S Be [(1ru oy — 9)7] = 1= Q1) where g = 122 425,

contradicting to Lemma 3.6. This leads to the desired result. U

Now we provide the postponed proof of Lemma 3.5. For two graphs 51,52 € K,,, define
the polynomial ¢g, s, associated with Si,S> by

_IESDIHIE(SY)] _ _
¢s1,5 ({Aij}, {Bij}) = (a1 - 9)) 2 II 4, [ B, 617

(1,7)€E(S1) (1,7)€E(S2)

where Zi,j = Am—q,gm = B;j—qforall (4,7) € U. In particular, ¢y 9 = 1. It can be easily
checked that Op = {¢g,.5, : |[E(S1)| + |E(S2)| < D} constitutes a standard orthogonal
basis of Pp under Q. In addition, we say a polynomial ¢g, s, € Op is admissible if both Sy
and S are admissible graphs. Furthermore, we define O, C Op as the set of admissible
polynomials in Op, and define P}, C Pp as the linear subspace spanned by polynomials in
O’,. Tt has been shown in [15, Proposition 3.4] that for any f € Pp, there exists f' € P},
such that Eg[(f’)?] < 8Eg[f?] and f’ = f a.s. under both P and P,. Thus, we get that

e s B[ f | (1) = Eo(f | 7 (1) =
o (SUSH) = pp S < e
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Thus, it suffices to show the right hand side of (3.18) is bounded by O(1). Similar as (2.9),

we have
Eplf | m(1) =112 _

> Eslesis | m) =]

/ Eolf?
fePy Q[f ] 65,.5,€0)
Without losing of generality, in the following we will only show that
2
D Eplbsis [ m(1)=1]"=0(1). (3.19)
$s51,5,€0p

For a deterministic permutation 7 € &,,, we use P, and P, to represent P, (- | . = 7) and
P, (- | m« = m), respectively. For Sy, Se € ), with |E(S7)],|E(S2)| < D, define

F(S1.8) = Y. p~ PEIEEERL B (H)| -6(1B(51)|+B(S2)| -2l BHO)) Ayt (Hy) |
HoeH
Ho—9;,i=1,2
(3.20)

where the notation H < S means that H can be embedded into S as a subgraph. The
key of our proof is the following estimation.

Proposition 3.7. We have
|Eplos,,s, | me(1) = 1| < [1+ o(1)](L1gv(s)nv(ss) + Plievsnnv(ss)) - F(S1,92). (3.21)
Proof. For Sy < 51,59, define
M (S, S1, Sy) = plB(S0)l = EREEE LV (S0)] p=T(BSDHBEI21ES))  (3.99)

Using [15, Equation (3.29)], for any S, .S2 € K,, with at most D edges and any permutation
m € &, we have that (denote Sy = S; NSy below)

|Ep_[¢s1,5,]] < M(So,S1,852). (3.23)

Thus, note that

|Eplds,,s, | (1) =1]| = o i 1),‘ Y. Eg [bs5)

Cre,,m(1)=1

<Y [Es bsisll, (3.24)

1)
(n 1)'neen,7r(1)=1

we can group the permutations m € &,, according to the realization of Sp = S; N7 ~1(Ss)
and obtain that |Eg[¢g, s, | m(1) = 1]| is bounded by

Y #{med,w(1) =1,7(S) = S5, So = S1 w1 (S2) 1M (S0, S1, 52) .-

S0,50:S0=25},
S()CS1,S(/)CSQ

(n—1)!

(3.25)
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For the case when 1 ¢ V(S1) NV (S2), we must have 1 ¢ V(Sp) and thus
Enum := #{r € &, : m(1) = 1,7(Sy) = S, } (3.26)
is upper-bounded by
Aut(So)(n — 1 — [V(So)|)! = [1 + o(1)] Aut(Sp)(n — 1)! - n~ VS0l (3.27)
Thus, we have that (3.25) is further upper-bounded by (up to a factor of (1 4 o(1)))

S V6Ol Aub(So) M (Sp, 51, 52)

S0,50:S025},
SoCSl,S{)CSQ

Aut(H
= ) %M(HO,SMSQ) - #{(S0,5p) = So C 1,5y C 52,50 = S = Ho}
Hye n
Ho—5;,i=1,2
Aut(Ho) |B($1)|+E(S2)~21 B(Ho)
< Y AR s s Do) A
HoceH
Ho—5;,i=1,2
where the last inequality follows from Lemma A.1 (v) and the assumption that |E(S})]
and |F(S2)| are bounded by D. For the case 1 € V(S1) NV (Sz2), we have Enum < [1 +
o(1)] Aut(Sp)n!-n~ V50! and thus we get an additional factor of n in the final estimation.
This completes the proof of Proposition 3.7. O

We are now ready to establish (3.19), thus completing the proof of Lemma 3.5.

Proof of (3.19). We divide the left hand side of (3.19) into two parts: the first part consists
of those S1,52 such that 1 ¢ V(S1) NV (S2), and the second part consists of those with
1€ V(S1)NV(S2). We bound the first part

Yo Eplbss | m(1)=1)7 (3.28)
¢s5,,5,€0p
IQV(S1)QV(52)

via Proposition 3.7 by

Pl B0 Ayt (Hy) ?
[1 4 o(1)] > > T
S1,S2€K admissible HoeH D6(|E(Sl)|+‘E(52)|_2|E(H0)|)n5(‘V(S1)|+‘V(SQ)D

|E(S1)|+]|E(S2)|[<D  Ho—>S;,i=1,2

2AEM o)l Aut(Hy)?

P ut(Ho

< [L+o(1)] ) < D DEGIRIEG ), VEIT VG
S1,S2€K,admissible HoeH

[E(S1)[+|E(S2) <D Ho>5,i=12

><< 3 D—6<|E<sl>+|E<sz>—2E<Ho)>>7 (3.20)

HocH
Ho>S;,i=1,2
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where the last inequality comes form Cauchy-Schwartz inequality. Using [15, Equations (3.28)],
we have that the second bracket (3.29) is bounded by Og(1). Thus, (3.28) is bounded by
a constant factor times

n=IV(S)[=V(S2)]

9| E(Hy)| 2
> A Aut(Ho) > DEEGITEG) 2By - 530)
HoeH S1,52€K,admissible

Ho=5,,i=1.2 E(S1) |41 B(S2)[<D

By denoting S7 = S; and So = Sy with Sq,Sy € H, the right hand side of (3.30) reduces
to

2| E(Ho)| 2 #{S1,92: 51 = 81,5, = Sy}
> P Aut(Ho) > ~ DSUES)HIES)[—2E o)) |V (S1[+V(Ss)]
HoceH S1,S2€H admissible
Hy—S;,i=1,2
|E(S1)|+|E(S2)|<d
Aut(H0)2
< Z p2|E(H0)| Z
= 6(|E(S1)|[+|E(S2)|—2|E(Ho
HocH admissible S1,826H,Ho—S;,i=1,2 Aut(S1) Aut(8) DOFEHIHES2)| =215 (Ho))
|E(S1)|+|E(S2)|<d

<0os5(1)- Y pAPEII2EEDN = 05(1), (3.31)
HyeH admissible

where the first inequality follows from

CAut(Sy)  Aut(Ss)’

F#{S51,52: 81 281,585 =Sy} < [1+0(1)]

the second inequality follows from [15, Equations (3.31)—(3.32)], and the last equality
follows from [15, Lemma A.3]. Thus, we have

(3.28) = Os(1) . (3.32)
We now deal with the second part
2
Y. Egldss [ m(1)=1]". (3.33)
#5,,5,€0
1€V (S1)NV (S2)

Following a similar derivation of (3.30), we see that (3.33) is bounded by a constant factor
times

n=IV(S)[=V(S2)]

2|E(Ho)| 2 2
> r Aut(Ho) > DEEG)HEG—ZE@E)) < "
HoeH S1,52€Kadmissible
Ho—S;,i=1,2 1EV(S1)NV (S2)

|E(S1)|+|E(S2)|<D
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(Note that in the above there is an additional factor of n? compared with (3.30).) However,

due to the restriction 1 € V(S1) N V(S2), for any fixed S1,Se € H the enumeration of

(S1,52) such that S} =2 Sy, Sy = Sy is upper-bounded by
nlVSVI=1 plV(S2)l=1 ) VS)IHV(S2)]
Aut(Sl) Aut(Sg) N Aut(Sl)Aut(Sg)

x n "2

Thus, after canceling the factor of n~2 with the factor of n? above we arrive at the same
upper bound as we obtain on (3.28). This shows that

(3.33) = 05(1) . (3.34)

Combining (3.32) and (3.34) leads to the desired result. O

3.2 Proof of Item (2) in Proposition 3.3

This subsection is devoted to the proof of Item (2) in Proposition 3.3. Throughout this
subsection, we will denote P, to be the law of (7., G, A, B) where (G, A, B) ~ S(n, %; k,e;s)
and P the marginal law of (A, B). In addition, we denote Q to be the law of a pair
of independent Erdds-Rényi models G(n, %) In addition, we assume throughout this

subsection that there exists a small constant 0 < § < 0.01 such that
s<yVa—68, Exs<1-4. (3.35)
We also choose a sufficiently large constant N = N(k, A, d,¢€,s) > 2/6 such that

(Va =81+ eVk) < Va—6/2; 10k(1 - )N < (1-4§/2)";

3.36
(Va—06/2)1+1-6/2M) <Va—-6/4; 1-6/2N(N+1)<1. (3.36)
Again, we begin by recalling some notations in [9].
Definition 3.8. Denote A = AV 1. Given a graph H = H(V, E), define
22220 [V(H)| 11000020 k20 DO [E(H)|
=) () (3:37)

Then we say the graph H is bad if Y(H) < (logn)~!, and we say a graph H is self-
bad if H is bad and Y(H) < Y(K) for all K C H. Furthermore, we say that a graph
H is admissible if it contains no bad subgraph and C;(H) = 0 for j < N; we say H is
inadmissible otherwise. Denote & = EMN N ED) | where £V is the event that G does not
contain any bad subgraph with no more than D? vertices, and @ is the event that G does
not contain any cycles with length at most N.
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Definition 3.9. List all self-bad subgraphs of IC,, with at most D3 vertices and all cycles
of K,, with lengths at most N in an arbitrary but prefized order (Bi,...,By). Define a
stochastic block model with “bad graphs” removed as follows: (1) sample G ~ S(n, %; k,€);
(2) for each 1 < i <M such that B; C G, we independently uniformly remove one edge in
Bji. The unremoved edges in G constitute a graph G', which is the output of our modified
stochastic block model. Clearly, from this definition G’ does not contain any cycle of length
at most N nor any bad subgraph with at most D? vertices. Conditioned on G’ and T, we
define

ety K

where J' and K' are independent Bernoulli variables with parameter s. Let ﬁ* = ]?’*n be
the law of (o4, me, G,G', A', B") and denote P =P, the marginal law of (A, B).

P
Aij =G

Z?j’

A
Bij =G

It was shown in [9, Lemmas 4.2 and 4.4] that
P,(&) = Q(1) and TV(P,P(- | £)) = o(1).
We now show the following lemma.
Lemma 3.10. We have AdVSD(idP('h;éi):j)) = Os(1).

Based on Lemma 3.10, we can deduce our main result just as how we deduce Theo-
rem 3.2 from Lemma 3.5. The only difference is that we will replace all P with P and replace
all P with P(- | £) so we omit further details here. Now it remains to prove Lemma 3.10.
Recall the definition of ¢g, g, in (3.17) (here we will take ¢ = 22). We first show the
following estimation. Again, we say a polynomial ¢g, 5, € Op is admissible if both Sy
and Sy are admissible graphs. Furthermore, we define O}, C Op as the set of admissible
polynomials in Op, and define P}, C Pp as the linear subspace spanned by polynomials
in O,. Using [9, Proposition 4.5], we see that for any f € Pp, there exists some f' € P,
such that Eg[(f)?] < O(1) - Eg[f?] and f' = f a.s. under both P, and P. Thus, we get
that

= N E~ i) =7 E~ L) =g
AdV<D(%§)—J)):;€% plf II;QE;)Q] i, ﬁfi‘;%? plf E@E??] ]

Thus, it suffices to show that

Ep [¢51752 | ma(i) = ]]2 = 0s(1).

E- (1) =1
p B 17D =1 g
fEPID EQ[f] d)Sl,SQEO,D

For notational simplicity, in the following we will only show

Yo Eslbss | m(1) =1]" = 05(1), (3.38)

i
$5,,55€0
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and the general cases for m.(i) = j can be derived in a similar manner. For H C S, we
define N(S, H) to be

N(S, H) = (%f)%(\E(S)\V(H)HT(S)—T(H))(1 o g)\E(S)|—\E(H)|. (3.39)

We first show the following estimation.

Proposition 3.11. For all admissible S1,Sy € K,, with |E(S1)l],|E(S2)| < D, we have
that |Ez[ds,,s, | m(1) = 1]| is bounded by Os(1) times (note that in the summation below
Hy, Hy may have isolated vertices)

Z (Va — g)IE(Hl)I Aut(Hy) 2CELH)IHICS.H2)IN (S, | H)N(S,, H) (3.40)
* .
o plVHD)I=Lgev i nv)) n3 VSOV (S2)| |V (H1) =V (Hz)))
1,
H1=Ho

Proof. For each deterministic permutatlon 7 € &, and each labeling o € [k]", we denote
Por = P(- | oy = o,m =7), P = P(- | 7, = 7) and P, = P(- | 0, = o) respectively. It is
clear that

‘ 5051, | me(1) = 1] ‘_‘ = 1)1 Z Es [¢s1,5,]
T

Z \ 5 [651,5]] - (3.41)
meSn
7T(1)
For H C S, we define
1 T —T _
M(S, H) = (nDTi) 3 (ILSN\V(H)|+7(S5) (H))(l _ g)\E(sn |B(H)| (3.42)

Applying [9, Lemma 4.10], we have that for all admissible Sq,Ss € K,, with at most D
edges and for all permutation 7 on [n], denote H; = S; N7 1(S2) and Hy = m(S1) N So.
We have that UE [¢5,,5,]| is bounded by O(1) times

_ 5\|E(H)) M(Sl,Kl)M(SQ,Kg)M(Kl,Hl)M(KQ,Hg)
(Vor=3) B g{;csl HW%C& S IVEOHVE)-VHE) -V HE)) | (343)
1

Note that we have
p({m:7(1) = 1L, w(Hy) = Ha}) < [1+0(1)] - Aut(Hy)n VEDIFF evamavan) - (3.44)
Thus, it yields that the right-hand side of (3.41) is bounded by (up to a O(1) factor)

5 Aut(Hy) (Vo — §)/ B . P(Sy, H1)P(S2, Ha)

3.45
plVED I =hevapavm) 5 (VISOIHIV(S2)|=|V(H)| =V (H2)]) ’ ( )

Hi,Ho:H1=H>
H1CS1,HaCS2
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where (recall (3.42))

P(S,H)= Y M(S KMK, H). (3.46)

HxKcCS
Using [0, Claim 4.11], we have that P(S, H) < [1 4 o(1)] - 2/¢5HIN(S, H), thus leading to
the desired result. O

Now we prove (3.38) formally, thus finishing the proof of Lemma 3.10.

Proof of (3.38). By Proposition 3.11 and Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, (3.38) is upper-
bounded by Os(1) times

3 ( T no.oz\I(Hﬂ\N(Sl,Hl)N(S2,H2))>< (3.47)
¢Sl,SQEOID HlCI_I»SiléII{{ZCSQ

(v — 3)2EED] Aut(H, )2 AI€STH) S 2N (S, | HL (S, Ha)

Z nz\v(Hl)|—2.1lev<H1>nv(H2)+o.o2|z(H1)|' n(V(S)I+IV(S2) ||V (Hy) |-V (H2)]) )

H1CS1,H2CS2
H{=~Ho

It was shown in [9, Equation (4.35)] that (3.47) is bounded by O(1). Thus, we see that the
left hand side of (3.38) is bounded by Os(1) times

Z (Va— g)2|E(H1)\ Aut(H;)?

n2lV(HD)=211ev (my)nv (Hy) +0.02|Z(H1)|

. L(Hl,Hg) ,

H1=~Ho,H1,H> admissible
|E(H1)|+|E(Hz)|<D

where

Z 4|¢(51,H1)\+|¢(52,H2)\N(517Hl)N(S%H2)

L(H1, Hp) = IV EIF VS -V -V ()]

H1CS1,H2CS2

Using [9, Equation (4.37)], we see that L(H;, Hy) = Os(1). Thus, the left hand side of
(3.38) is bounded by Ogs(1) times

5 (Va — §)ZEE)] Aut(H, )?

2|V(H1)|=211ev(n,)nv (Hy) T0.02|Z(H1)|

H1=Hs,H1,H> admissible
|E(H1)|+|E(H2)|<D

(va — §FU Aut(H,)?

- Z n2lV (H1)|+0.02|Z(Hy)| (3.48)
H12Hs,H1,H> admissible
|E(H1)|+|E(Hz2)|<D
1V (H1)NV (Hz)
(Va — 92EHE Aug(Hy)?
i Z n2lV (H1)|+0.02|Z(Hy)| X ne. (3.49)

H1=Hs,H1,H> admissible
|E(Hq1)|+|E(H2)|<D
1eV(H1 )NV (Hz2)
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Recall that we use H 1 to denote the subgraph of H; obtained by removing all the vertices in
Z(Hy). In addition, for [V (Hy)| < [V(S1)| < 2D, we have Aut(H1) = Aut(Hy) - |Z(H1)[! <
(2D)2PHII Aut(Hy). Thus, we see that Thus, we have that

oo Aut(H)2(2D)¥ (a — 8)2Em)
0.01 1
(348 = 2 2 2 e 2V E)+))

‘E(H)|§D,Z(H):@]ZO (Hl,Hz):ﬁlgﬁz%H
H is admissible |Z(H1)|=|T(H2)|=7
= Y (Va- 8 <o),
|E(H)|<D,Z(H)=0
H is admissible
As for (3.49), due to the restriction 1 € V(H;) NV (Hz), for any fixed Hy,Hy € H the
enumeration of (Hy, Hy) such that Hy; = Hy, Hy = Hs is upper-bounded by

plVED-T p[V(H)=1 ) [V(H)+]V(H)|
Aut(H;) Aut(Hy)  Aut(Hp) Aut(Hy)

x n "2

Thus, after canceling the factor of n=2 with the factor of n? above we arrive at the same
upper bound as we obtain on (3.49). This yields that (3.49) = Oy(1) and thus completes
our proof. O

4 Detection in correlated SBMs

In this section, we will use the framework we established in Section 2 to show the hardness
of detection between correlated SBMs and independent SBMs. The main results of this
section is incorporated as follows.

Theorem 4.1. For any constant K € N, denote P to be the law of K independent stochastic
block models S(n, %; k,e) and denote Q to be the law of K independent Erddés-Rényi graphs
G(n, %) Then, assuming Congecture 2.2, for any 6 > 0 there exists \g = \o(d,k) to be
a sufficiently large constant such that when €\ < 1 — 6 and X\ > Ao, we have we have

P>icp Q for any D = ne,

Our result has an immediate corollary in the detection problem between a pair of
correlated SBMs and a pair of independent SBMs, as incorporated in the following corollary.

Corollary 4.2. Assuming Conjecture 2.2, when €2Xs < 1—68, s < \/Ja—04 and X > )Xo, there

is no algorithms with polynomial running time that can strongly distinguish S(n, %; k,e;s)
and two independent S(n, 22k, €).

M n )
Proof. Denote picorsBM; findseM and pnder to be the law of a pair of correlated SBMs
S(n, %; k,e;s), a pair of independent SBMs S(n, %; k,€) and a pair of independent Erdés-

Rényi graphs G(n, %), respectively. Suppose on the contrary that there exists an efficient
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algorithm A such that
ficorsem (A(A,B) =1) =1—0(1), jundgsem(A(A,B) =0) =1—0(1).  (4.1)
Using Theorem 4.1 with K = 2, we see that jingsem >X<p finder for D = n°M . Thus
funder (A(A, B) = 0) =1 —o(1).

Thus, this algorithm A strongly distinguish pcorsgm and pnger. This contradicts Conjec-
ture 2.2 and the low-degree hardness established in [9, Theorem 1.3]. O

The rest part of this section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 4.1. For notational
simplicity, in the following we will only prove the case where K = 1 and the proof for
general K is similar. Note that €2\ < 1 and A > )\g implies that € < ¢y = Ao 1 2 We
choose \g to be a sufficient large constant such that

(2)) - VIVl g 59 for all € < eg = Ay /2. (4.2)
In the rest part of this section we will always assume that
D =n°M X\> X\ and €2X\ < 1 — § for some constant 0 < § < 0.01. (4.3)

Clearly, using Theorem 2.4, it suffices to show that under (4.3) and A\g we have
Adv<p(§5) = O(1) and Adv<p(5E) = O(1).

Indeed, it has been shown in [32] that AdeD(%) = O(1) provided with (4.3). It remains
to show that under (4.3) we have (note that now PP is the planted measure)

Adv<p(92) = sup _Eolf] _ 0s(1). (4.4)

f€PD / E]P’[f2]

We point out that our approach to proving (4.4) is based on the the work [52]. While
the authors of [52] mainly focus on showing the low-degree hardness for community recov-
ery problems, extending their approach to bound the left hand side of (4.4) is relatively
standard. To this end, define

k‘ -1 i — 04,

w(ai,07) = A (4.5)
—1, g; 75 g

In addition, for all S € K,, define

¢s({Gig}) = | I1

(4.6)
(HEES) /2 (1 —2)
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It is well known in [32] that {¢s : S € K, |E(S)| < D} constitutes a standard orthogonal
basis of Pp under Q. Thus, each f € Pp can be written as

@)= > fs-es(G), (4.7)

Sekn,|E(S)|<D

which means that f is uniquely characterized by a vector f indexed by {Sek,:|E9) <
D}. In addition, direct calculation yields that

Eq[¢s(G)] = 1{s—p} - (4.8)
Thus, we have
(4.7 = 3
Eqlf] = fo=(f0), (4.9)
where c is a vector indexed by {S € I, : |E(S)| < D} with
cs = 15y (4.10)

We now turn to Ep[f?]. For any o € [k]" and S € K,,, define

Gi L (I4-ew(oi,05))A
- n (4.11)
\/(l—l—ew(oi,crj)))\(l — (tew(

T;Z)U,S({Gi,j}) = k%]-o*:o‘ . H

(1,7)€E(S)

C’i#’j))A)

We can check that {¢, 5 : 0 € [k]",S € K,,} is standard orthogonal under P,, i.e., we have
EP* [¢U,S¢U’7S’] = 1{0’:0',7525/} . (4.12)

Lemma 4.3. We have

Ep[%(G)%,H(G)]:lZgS II neei0)) I1 wlono)\/S2,  (4.13)

(i.5)EE(H) (1.5)€E(S)\E(H)
where
(1+ew(oi,05))A
I ——70=)1 i,0j
Proof. Note that using (4.6) and (4.11), we have that Ep[¢s(G)ts, 1 (G)] equals
. Gyi— A Gyi— (I4-ew(o4,05))A
Ep k214, —y - H b n_ H J n
(ieEs) 20— 2) erin f LELlonm () Grelzoi

Gi,j _ (I4-ew(o4,05))A

Gii— A
T = 11 J . (4.15)
A A \/(1+5w(0i,0j))>\ (1 . (1+ew(ai,aj)))\)

HNEBES) \/ 7 (L= 5) (i.j)eBE(H) — -

=k 2Ep,
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Clearly, when H ¢ S we have (4.15) cancels to 0, since (denote (7,7) to be an element
in E(H) \ E(S)) under P, we have Ep_[G; ; — M] = 0 and all the edges {G} :

n
(i,7) € Uy} are independent. In addition, from direct calculation we have that

E]P’g [GZJ . A] _ edw(o;,05) ,

n n

Ep, [(G',j _ %)(Gi,j . (1+ew(0i70j)))\)] _ (I4ew(oi,05))A (1 B w) '

n n n

Plugging this result into (4.15), we get (4.13) and thus completes the proof. O

Based on Lemma 4.3, we define a matrix M with rows indexed by {S : S € I,,, |E(S)| <
D} and columns indexed by {(¢,S5) : 0 € [k]", S € Ky, |E(S)| < D}, and entries given by

Ms;(mH):lH%CS I newoy) I wlono)y/<. (4.16)
(1 )E B (1) BS\E()

From Parserval’s inequality, we see that

Bl > Y Bl Y (X FEelbsvon])

o€k, HeK oelk]", HeK,  SEKn
|E(H)|<D |E(H)|<D  |E(S)|<D
~ 2 ~
- Y (X FsMsem) =P, (4.17)

ocelk]", HeK,  SE€Kn
|E(H)|<D  |E(S)|<D

Thus, we have

AdeD(?iLQ) = sup {Mf]]} < sup{ /) } {Hu”} (4.18)

Ep[f? IF M|
where the last inequality follows from the fact that for Mu] = ¢ we have
(F.e) = (F.Mug) = (FM,uo) < [luo| - | FM]].

Regarding (4.18), it suffices to show that there exists Mu' = c and ||u|| = O(1). Note that
Mu' = ¢ is equivalent to

> Z 2 I &y 11 W(az,aj)\/:—ls 0- (4.19)

o€k HCS (i,J)eE(H) (4,4)€E(S)\E(H)

The first step of our analysis is to simplify (4.19). Based on Lemma A.8, we see that for
all H C S with £(S)\ V(H) # 0, we have (denote V=V (H))

ZUUH H h(o;,05) H w(al,aj)\/:

o€[k]™ (i.j)€E(H) (i.7)EE(S)\E(H)
\E(S)\ \E(H)\
= ( - Z H h(oj, 05) % Z H w(oi,05) =0.
ov€[n]" (i,j)EE(H) opvER] PN (L5 EE(S)\E(H)
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Thus, (4.19) can be further simplified to

) I wewey 1 wlo a2 =152y, (420)

oelk £(SI;ICC\§(H) (i.5)EE(H) (1.7)EB(S)\E(H)
We now construct the solution {uy, g : 0 € [k]", H € K,,|E(H)| < D} of (4.20) as follows:
let o g = kL% -E(H), where
=(0) = 1 and =(S) = 0 for £(S) #£ 0 (4.21)

and then iteratively define for all £(S) =0

[ES)|=|E(H)]|
5 -

b,
E(5) =- (EUNV{ ' H h(”v”j)}) Z (%)7:(}[

(DEES) £(ih=0 (4.22)
X EUN,,[ H h(oj,05) H w(ai,aj)},
(i,j)EE(H) (1,7)EE(S)\E(H)

To prove (4.4), it suffices to show the following lemma

Lemma 4.4. The vector {usqg : 0 € [k]",H € K,,|E(H)| < D} satisfies (4.20) and
[[ull = Os(1).

The crucial input in our proof of Lemma 4.4 is the following estimation on Z(H ).

Lemma 4.5. Assuming (4.3) with |E(S)| < D and L(S) = 0. We have the following
estimation:

(1) If S = S1 U Sy such that V(S1) NV (Sy) =0, then Z(S) = Z(S51)=Z(S2).
(2) If S can be decomposed into different cycles C1,...,Cyp,, then

|E(H)| _\E(2H)\

2(S)| <E™(1—-06/2) 2 n
(3) If T(S) > 0 and € (S) = my, for 3 <k < D, then
[E(H)]| _\E(ZH)\

12(9)| < (107(S)! - (2kD)' ") (1 —§/2) "2 n

Proof. We first prove Item (1). We will prove by induction on |F(S)|. The case S = () is
trivial. Now Suppose S = S; U Sy, for all H C S with £(H) = ), we have H = H; U Ho
with Hy C Sy, Hy C Sy and L(Hy), L(H3) = (). In addition, denote

P(S)=Fous| [[ o0y,

(1,7)eE(S)
Q(S, H) :EUN,/[ H h(O’i,O'j) H w(ai,aj)] .
(i,4)eE(H) (1:4)€E(S)\E(H)
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We have P(S) = P(S1)P(S2) and Q(S, H) = Q(S1, H1)Q(S2, H2). Also, it is straightforward
to verify that Q(S,S) = P(S). Thus, we have

= Q(Sl, Hl)Q(SQ,HQ)E(Hl L] Hg) Q(SQ,HQ)E(Sl L] Hg)
EE= 2 P(51)P(S2) ps P(S,)
H1CS1,H2CS2 HyCSo
L(H1),L(H2)=0 L(H2)=0
S1, H1)Z2(H U S
n Z Q(S1 ;)(S()l 2)
H1CS: 1
L(H)=0
-y Q(S1, H1)Q(Se, H2)E(H1)=(Ha) - Q(S2, H2)E(S1)E(H2)
Hy CS1,H2CSo P(51)P(S2) H2CS» P(52)
L(HY),L(H2)=0 L(Hz)=0
Q(S1, H1)=(H1)=(52)
+ D
H,CS1 P(Sl)
E(Hl)Z@

= (=Z(51)) - (=E(S2)) + E(51) - (=E(S2)) + (=E(S1)) - E(S2) = —=(51)E(S2),

where the second equality follows from induction hypothesis and the third equality follows
from (4.22). This yields Item (1).

Now we focus on Item (2). Based on Item (1). it suffices to show that for any cycle C
with [F(C)| < D we have

[E(C)] _E@©)]
2 2

I2(0)] < k(1—8) "% n (4.23)

Note that using (4.21) and (4.22), we have that

- 2\ E(0)]/2 - _
=(C) = s,0) | (T)\)\ @1/2 _ (5(31)) (EN)EQON2p B2

where in the second equality we use Lemma A.7. Note that since (0;,0;) € {—1,k — 1},
we have

h(oy,05) = aw(os,05) + b,

where

o= 1+o(1)]- (k—l)\/_l—e—li; L) dp— 1+ o(1)] - \/1+e(k—kl)—\/_1—e '

Thus, using Lemma A.7 we get that
P(C) = a/PON 4 (k — 1)pIFON > glEC]

Plugging this result into the bound on =(C') yields Item (2) (recall (4.2)).
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Finally we prove Item (3). Again based on Item (1), we may assume that S is connected.
We prove Item (3) by induction on 7(5). The case where 7(S) = 0 is proved in Item (2).
Now assume Item (3) holds for 7(S) < m—1, we now focus on 7(S) = m. Using Lemma A.4,
we can decompose S into t disjoint self-avoiding paths Pi, ..., Py with t < 3m satisfying
Lemma A.4. In addition, applying Lemma A.4 for H C S and L(H) = L(S) = 0, we see
that assuming 7(H) = m — r for some r > 0, we then have S\ H = P;, U...UP;_ where
s < 3r. Denote V= Uj<i<;, EndP(P;), by conditioning on {0, : u € V} we see that

{ H h(ai,aj):lgigm}
(i,J)€E(Py)
are conditional independent, with (denote EndP(P;) = {ui, v; })
E[ H h(oj,05) | {on :u e V}} = al Bl L plEP) G (0, 04)
(i,7)EE(P;)
Thus, we have

P(S) = EoyrriEo\ gy [ H H h(oj,05) | {on :ue V}]

1<i<t (4,5)eE(Py)
= EUVNVV [ H H <a‘E(Pi)‘ + b|E(Pi)‘w(ui7 Ui)>] ‘
1<i<t {us,v; }=EndP(P;)

Similarly we can show that (denote A = {i1,...,1is})

Q(S, H) — EUVNVV [ H H < |E(P;)] + b\E (P1)] ul,vl > H H w(ui,vi)]

i€[t]\A {ui,vi }=EndP(P;) i€A {u;,vi }=EndP(P;)

ieA 1<i<t {us,v; }=EndP(P;)
< ksa~(F@)-EDDp(g)

Thus, we have that

(62>\)\E(S)I—\E(H)IQ(57 H)

< (2k)5 (2 \)| EOI=EH)| 4| E(S)|—|E(H)]
505 SCONCSY a

(4§2) (2k)%7 (1 — 6/2) EI=IEE]
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Thus, we have (combining the induction hypothesis on H)
2(S)] < (1= 5/2)/ PO ESI2 N (2k)3 (10(m — r))l#{H C S : L(H) = 0}
1<r<m
< (1= 6/2)FSNp~ESI2 N (2k)3 (10(m — r))1 D"
1<r<m
< (10m)(2kD)1O™ (1 — 6/2) 55
where in the second inequality we use Lemma A.6 with m; = 0, leading to Item (3). O
Now we prove Lemma 4.4 based on Lemma 4.5.

Proof of Lemma 4.4. 1t is easy to check that u satisfies (4.20). We need to show that

> > uig= Y EH)? (4.24)

oc[k]® HEK,,|E(H)|<D HEK,L(H)=0
|E(H)|<D

is bounded by Os(1). Using Lemma 4.5, we see that (4.24) is bounded by
> 2l matAmopl0h, S(H (] 5/2) U ENUM (ms, ... mpit),  (4.25)

m3,...,mp>0,t>0
v>3ma+...+Dmp

where
ENUM'(ms,...,mp;t) = #{S €K, : L(S)=0,C,(S) =my for k < D, 7(S) = t} .
(4.26)
Using Lemma A.5 with H = (), we see that
v 1
ENUM(ms, ...,mp;t) <n'D'% ] —- (4.27)
3<i<D "
Plugging (4.27) into (4.25), we get that
1
425 < 210t+m3+...+ka10t —(U+t) 1 o 6 2 v+t . vDIOt
(42)< Y e A | e

m3,...,mp=>0,t>0 3<i<D
v>3mz+...+Dmp

1
+...+ 10 110 10t
< > gmatetmo 0D M) (1 —5/2)" [ —
ms,...,mp>0,t>0 3<i<D "V
v>3mz+...+Dmp
1

< 1 1 2m3+...+mD 1 _5 2 v -
<h+om)] Y =52 1] 7

m3,....,mp>0 3<i<D
v>3m3z+...+Dmp

it tm 1
<05(1). Y et [T e = 05(1).

m3,...,mp >0 3<i<D

33



This concludes the desired result. O
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A Preliminary results in graphs and probability

In this section we include some preliminary results we will use in the main part of the

paper. We first state some results on the structural properties of graphs established in
[15, 9].

Lemma A.1 ([15], Lemma A.1). Let S,T € K,, satisfy S = S and T = T for some
S, T e H. Recall SUT,SNT € K,, defined as edge-induced graphs of K,,. We have the
following hold:

(i) [V(SUD)|+|V(SMT)| < [V(S)|+|V(T)], and |[E(SUT)|+|E(SAT)| = |[E(S)|+|E(T)].
(i) ®(SUT)D(SMT) < B(S)D(T).
(iii) If S C T, then |Aut(S)| < [Aut(T)| - |V (T)[2IEMI=IESD,
(i) #{T" € Ky : S C T |V(T')| = [V(S)| = &, |[E(T")| - |E(S)| =1} < nF([V(S)] +k)*.
(v) #{T" C S+ |B(S)| - |BE(T")| = k} < |B(S)[*.

Lemma A.2. Let S, T C KC,,. Recall that SMT € K,, is defined as edge-induced subgraphs
of K,,. We have the following properties:

(i) T(SUT)+7(SMT) >7(S)+7(T) and T(SUT)Y(SMT) < ®(S)P(T).
(i) [C;(SUT)|[ +|C;(SNT)| = |C;(S)] + |c;(T)]-
(i) If S C T, S is self-bad and V(S) = V(T), then T is self-bad.
(iv) If S and T are both self-bad, then S UT is self-bad.

Lemma A.3 ([9], Lemma A.3). For H C S, we can decompose E(S)\ E(H) intom cycles
Cy,...,Cy and t paths Py,..., Py for somem,t > 0 such that the following holds:

(1) C4,...,Cy are vertez-disjoint (i.e., V(Ci) NV (C5) = 0 for all i # j) and V(Ci) N
V(H) =0 for all1 <i<m.

(2) EndP(P;) C V(H) U (UP_,V(C5)) U (B2 (B)) UL(S) for 1< j <t
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(3) (V(Py)\EndP(P5)) N (V(H)U(Ur_, V(C)) V(U V(R))UL(S)) =0 for1 < j < t.
(4) = |L(S)\ V(H)|+7(S) - 7(H).

Lemma A.4 ([9], Corollary A.4). For H C S, we can decompose E(S)\ E(H) into m
cycles Cy,...,Cy and t paths P, ..., P; for somem,t > 0 such that the following hold:

(1) Cy,...,Cy are independent cycles in S.
(2) V(Py) 0 (V(H) U (U2, V(C2)) U (Uey V() U L(S)) = EndP(Py) for 1 < § < t.
(3) £ <5(IL(S)\ V(H)| + 7(5) — 7(H)).

Lemma A.5 ([9], Lemma A.9). For H C K,,, we have (below we write B = {(pNn+1,---,PD) :
ZZZNH pi <p, foral N+1<1< D} and Z‘B for the summation over (pN+1,...,PD) €

B)

#{S admissible: H x S;|€(S,H)| =0 forl > N;|L(S)\V(H)|+7(S) —7(H) =m;

D
B(S)| ~ |B(H)| = p.|V($)| ~ V(H)| = 0. |B($)| < D} < @Dt 3 T .
-

Jj=N+1 pj!
(A.1)
Lemma A.6 (][9], Lemma A.10). For S C K,, with |[E(S)| < D, we have
#{ B H o SL(S)\ V)] +7(5) ~ 7(H) =m.
D . (A.2)
Ci(S;H)y=mj,N+1<j< D} <o ] <‘C](S)’> ‘
j=Ng1 N T

We now show some preliminary results on calculating expectations under o ~ v.

Lemma A.7. For a path P with V(P) = {vo,...,v} and EndP(P) = {vo,v;}, we have

Eou [ﬁ <CL + bw(ai_l, O’Z)> ‘ 0o, O’l:| =a + b o.)(O'(), O’l) . (A3)

i=1
Proof. By independence, we see that EJNV[Hielw(ai_l,ai) | 00, O’l] =0if I C[l]. Thus,

l l

EUN,,[ (a + bw(ai_l,ai)> | o0, al] =d +bE,, [Hw(ai_l,ai) | o0, 01] .
1 i=1

2
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It remains to prove that

l

Egmy [Hw(ai_l,ai) | 00,01 = w(op,07) . (A.4)
i=1

We shall show (A.4) by induction. The case [ = 1 follows immediately. Now we assume
that (A.4) holds for I. Then we have

141
Egmv Hw(o“i—l,o’i) | 0’0,01+1]
=1
) I
=Eon W(Ulaal—i-l)EoNu[HW(Ui—laai) | 00,0’l701+1} | 0’0,01+1]
- i=1

=Eg |w(oy, 0141)w (00, 07) | 00701+1} = w(00,0741) s

which completes the induction procedure. O

Lemma A.8. For H C S with L(S) ¢ V(H), we have

EW[ I[I wio)l{ou:ue V(H)}] = 0. (A.5)
(i.d) € E(S)\B(H)

Proof. Denote v € L(S)\V(H) and (v,w) € E(S). Define oyy and o\;; to be the restriction
of o on U and on [n]\ U, respectively. Also define vy and 1y to be the restriction of v on
U and on [n] \ U, respectively. Then we have (let V=V (H))

Eow| I wlon0)) [ {ou:uwe V(Y|

(i.§) EE(S)\E(H)
= EU[n]\VNVV |: H (U(O'Z', 0]):|
(i.3)EE(S)\E(H)
= Eo,\ oo ~vEo oy~ [w(av, ow) H w(o,05)| =0. O
(1,3) EE(S)\(E(H)U{v,w})
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