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Abstract

A sparse stochastic block model (SBM) with two communities is defined by the community probability

mo, 71, and the connection probability between communities a,b € {0,1}, namely g, = <22. When gq is

n

constant in a,b, the random graph is simply the Erd6s-Rény random graph. We evaluate the log partition

function of the Ising model on sparse SBM with two communities.

As an application, we give consistent parameter estimation of the sparse SBM with two communities in a

special case. More specifically, let do,d: be the average degree of the two communities, i.e., do et ToQpo +

Ti01, d1 def moa1o + miai1i. We focus on the regime do = di (the regime do # di is trivial). In this regime,

there exists d, A and r > 0 with 7o = li—r, ™= W’"r,

Ocoo:d(1+r)\) a()l—al()—d(l— anfd1+

We give a consistent estimator of » when A < 0. The estimator of A given by (M 1, 201 A is valid

in the general situation. We also provide a random clustering algorithm which does not require knowledge of

parameters and which is positively correlated with the true community label when A < 0.
Key words: stochastic block model, clustering, parameter estimation, sparsity
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1 Introduction

Stochastic block model (SBM), also known as planted partition model, is one of the most commonly used gen-

erative network model. In this model, every node i € V' = {1,2,--- ,n} is assigned a latent type (community

label) o; with probability 7,,. Conditioned on node types, the connection between nodes is independent of each

other. For every two nodes ¢ and j, the conditional connection probability is ¢,,s,, which depends on the types

of the two nodes. Denote the SBM defined by ¢, 7 as SBM (g, 7). When the connection probability is a constant,

the model becomes the Erdés-Rény model G(n,q). The clustering (community detection) problem is to infer the

latent types from the network structure. This is an important problem in many areas such as computer science,

social network analysis, statistics, machine learning, biology and image processing (see (Fortunato

)

2010

) for a

thorough introduction). The parameter estimation problem is to estimate model parameters 4, ¢qp-
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SBM is one of the most popular network model, not only because of its simplicity, but also for the following rea-

sons. First, it well fits a lot of real world data in the following fields,social network (Holland and Leinhardt, 1981}
lN.e&unan_e_tjl], IZD_QA; IRQ_bins_e_t_al], lzmld) (notably, I.Hdlan.djnd_Lﬂn.hm_d.‘J (IJ_%]J) first proposed SBM), biology

Rohe et al., 2011)), gene regulatory network (Schlitt and Brazma, 2007; [Pritchard et all,2000), image processing

Shi and Malik, [2000; [Sonka et al., [2008). Second, the model is a nice tool to investigate clustering algorithms

from the theoretical perspective. Some early works in this stream are dDm_a,n_d_En_ezJ L%_d
|l9_9;4 lQ&nd&u_a.nd_&a.u:J IZ_O_OJJ Their focus is the algorithmic aspects of the min-bisection problem. Later a

vast amount of research is carried out to study and compare the performance of various clustering algorithms

on SBM. Roughly speaking, these algorithms can be divided into the following categories. Modularity algorithm

, ), likelihood algorithm (‘BJIJ&Q‘_&DM.QJ, IZD_O_J; Choi et al IZ_OJ.A Ammini et al ,IZQ]A;

, 12011; [Balakrishnan et al

Celisse et all, 2012) etc., and most importantly, spectral algorithm (Chatterjee et al

)

201 ;, 2015; [Sarkar and Bickel, 12013; [Krzakala et all, [2013) etc..

Notably, Bickel and Chenl (2009) provided a general framework to establish consistency of clustering. It was

further extended by (Zhao et al), 2012) to establish consistency of many clustering algorithms in more general
models. These algorithms include maximum likelihood estimation and various modularity methods. The technique

is largely based on finite covering plus concentration inequality. This line is also followed to establish consistency

of spectral clustering (Lei et all, 2015). Although there need the evaluation of the norm of a random matrix,

which is more complicated.

1.1 Related work on sparse stochastic block model

In reality, many networks are sparse. For example, [Leskovec et al] 42_0_&4) found that many large networks with

millions of nodes have an average degree less than 20. These networks include, social networks like LinkedIn

and MSN Messenger; collaboration networks in movies and on the arXiv (see also (Strogat4, 2001)); and some

biological networks.

Despite the vast amount of literature on SBM, most of the literatures has focused on dense SBM. Where dense

means that the average degree scales with network size and is usually of order at least logn. However, very few

is known for sparse SBM. A sparse SBM refers to the SBM with constant level degree, i.e., gup = “2t. Sparse
SBM is generally more difficult to handle. For instance, in contrast with dense SBM, consistent clustering is
impossible since there exists a constant portion of isolated nodes, and there is no way to identify the community
label of an isolated node. Also note that the local structure of the network can not be distinguished from that
of a Erdds-Rény model G(n, %) if the expected degree of each node is d. For instance, in such SBM, the degree
of the nodes follows the Poisson distribution with mean d, which is also the degree distribution in G(n, %) For

this reason, spectral algorithm based on the adjacent matrix A or a constant power of A or modifications of such

matrix (say the Laplacian) does not apply to sparse SBM.

In sparse SBM, we say the clustering problem is solvable iff there exists an estimator of the community la-



bel, which is positively correlated to the true community label. Most studies in sparse SBM have been limited

to balance case. Decelle et all (2011) investigated the sparse SBM with two communities and balance param-

’ ,wéb) = ng) = 1/2. Based on ideas from statistical physics (cavity method),

eters ie., ¢ = ¢ =

[ 319
2 3™

llle_c_d]_e_e_tjll dZ_OJJJ) conjectured that clustering in SBM (¢, 7(®)) is solvable if and only if dA\> > 1. On the
negative part, lMgss_Ql_e_t_a,]_] JZDJA) showed that clustering in SBM (¢, 7(*)) is not solvable if dA\?> < 1. The

same condition also implies that the model SBM (¢®), 7(*)) and the Erd6s-Rény model G(n, %) are contiguous

(which implies no consistent estimator of q® exist). On the positive part,|Coja-Oghlan (2010) provide a spectral

algorithm for clustering. But in their paper, the condition ensuring the positive correlation is stronger than

the condition dA? > 1. Finally, lMgss_Ql_e_t_a,]_] ) and IM@ssmmA JZDJAI) independently provide spectral algo-
rithms solving the clustering problem in SBM (¢(®), 7(®)) under the condition dA\?> > 1. Therefore [Mossel et al

(|2_OL4), IMLS_SM.‘J 42_01_4) and lM_a.ssm.LL‘A (‘ZQ]A) together confirmed the conjecture proposed by @]

( ). Recently, IBQEJ_QH@AE_QM]J (‘ZQLJ) deal with the general sparse SBM with arbitrarily many blocks (see

also (Abbe and Sandon, 12015)). Their result confirm the ”spectral redemption conjecture”, which is a generalized

version of the conjecture in (Decelle et al), 2011). They prove, based on non-backtracking walks on the graph,

that community detection is solvable down to the Kesten-Stigum threshold.

u et all (2014) studied the SBM with edge label. The edge label indicates the type of the connection.
For the SBM with edge label, lﬂﬂm]@ﬂjjjl 42_014) proposed a conjecture similar to dlle_c_au_e_e_ual], IZQ]_]J)

Lelarge et all (2015), similar to [Mossel et al! (2015), confirmed a half of the conjecture. They proved that the

condition proposed in (Heimlicher et all, 2012) implies that both consistent parameter estimation and positively

correlated clustering are impossible. On the positive part, ) proposed a clustering algorithm taking

advantage of the edge label. The proof of positive correlation of their algorithm only concerns Chernoff inequality.

But the condition ensuring positive correlation is stronger than that proposed by (Heimlicher et all, 2012). Tt is

not known whether the spectral algorithms in dMgasﬂﬁ_al], ; id, ) can be adapted to provide a
positively correlated clustering algorithm under the mere condition of (‘Hﬂmﬁghﬂjj_all, IZQ]_J) The problem of

estimating the distribution of edge label is also unknown.

1.2 Motivation and technique

The technique used in dense SBM can not be directly applied to sparse SBM. In dense SBM, consistent parameter

estimation is usually a by product of consistent clustering. But it does not seem that way in sparse SBM. For

instance, ) uses the technique of random matrix to estimate the community labels, while

Mossel et all (2015) estimates A by counting k—cycles. In dense SBM, the lower bound of estimation error is

usually given by information inequality such as Fano’s inequality , ). In sparse SBM, second

moment method, which yields the results that two models are closed, is used to prove impossibility of parameter

estimation (see (Mossel et all, 2015) section 5). There is a good reason to speculate that clustering is not solvable

if the SBM is not distinguishable from some Erdds-Rény model G(n, %) Neeman and Netrapalli, [2014) recently



obtained a result in this fold. Despite that Bordenave et all (2015) has solved the community detection problem

and the parameter estimation problem for the general sparse SBM down to the Kesten-Stigum threshold, it is

not known where exactly the threshold for reconstructibility and distinguishability is (see , ) for
such results). By far, most of results establishing indistinguishability employ second moment method. Hopefully,
calculating the log partition function of the Ising model on SBM provide an alternative approach. Also note that
the conditional distribution of o given G is approximately an Ising model when n is large. Therefore it is likely
that analysis of the Ising model on a sparse SBM ultimately provide an exact threshold for reconstructibility and

distinguishability.

1.3 Outline

Denote the probability of the two communities by 7y, 71. The connection probability between community a and

Qo0 Qo1

bis 22t Since the graph is undirected, it is required that agy = ao. Let ¢ = [ ", let dy = mooo +
o (o3
Th

map1,d] = oo + T1a1. 1t is easy to see if dg = di = d, then there exists r > 0, A with 7y = 1J1FT,7T1 = 1L+w

d(1+r))  d(1-))

n n

and q = . We focus on the regime dy = d; = d. The parameter estimation and community

d(1—X) d(1+2)
n n

detection in the regime dy # d; are trivial. Let SBM (d, A, r) denote the stochastic block model defined by d, A, r.

The paper is organized as follows. We show in section 21l that d, A can be estimated in the same way (by counting

k—cycles) as in the balanced SBM. We evaluate the log partition function of an Ising model on graph G in section

As an application, we propose a consistent estimator of 7 when A < 0 and d being sufficiently large. We

provide a random clustering algorithm, which samples ¢ according to an appropriate Ising model on G, in section

23] The clustering algorithm has positive correlation with the true community label when A < 0. Section [

contains proof of lemmas in section @l Concluding remarks and some further questions are given in section [l

1.4 Notations

For a given undirected graph G = (V, F) and a node u € V, let deg(u) denote the degree of u in G. For
A,BCV(G), eq(A,B) ={ {i,j} € E(G):i € A,j € B}. For an event A, I(A) denote the indicator function of
A. For two sets A, B, AAB denote A— B U B— A. For two sequences of reals f,, g, write f, ~ g, if nll)rgo g—: =1,
fn = Qgn) if fn > kgy for some positive real k. We write Ex|y[f(X,Y)] or Ex[f(X,Y)] (Px)y((X,Y) € Z)
or Px((X,Y) € Z)) to denote the expectation (probability) with respect to X conditional on Y. Write Ex~,p

(Px~p) to denote the expectation (probability) when the distribution of X is p.



2 Main results

Poo Dot Fogeo  Fipol
Denote both dy,d; by d. Let P = = do 4 | Bear in mind that P can be regard as a

T T
P10 P11 I Ta

markov transition matrix. Let A = p1; + poo — 1 denote the second large eigenvalue of P. In subsection [Z1]

we show that, similar with (Mossel et all, [2015) section 3, by counting k-cycles for appropriately large k we can

estimate A consistently provided d\? > 1. We give in subsection 2.2 a consistent estimator of 7 in the case A < 0;

and subsection 2.3l a random clustering algorithm with positive correlation with true labeling in the same case.

2.1 Estimating d, A

Let C} denote the number of cycles of length k. The following proposition says that A\ can be consistently

estimated by counting k-cycles.

Proposition 2.1. Let d = LS deg(u). Then d is a /n—consistent estimator of d. If d\2 > 1, k = o(logn),
ueV

(2kC—d*) F

then s a consistent estimator of \.

Proof. The /n-consistency of d is obvious. Prove the second conclusion, we compute the probability that a given

sequence of different nodes wuq,--- ,u; forms a cycle. Set up+1 = u;. Note that
k k o
18 | E R SR | e g
1=1 c€{0,1}k+! op =01 =1

d* -
:ﬁ Z HpUiUi+1'

oe{0,1}k+! oyt =0y i=1

k
Think of > I Po,oip, as the probability of the following event: a markov chain with transition
ce{0,1}k+1 o1 =01=h =1
matrix P starting at h, arrives at h after k steps. Therefore continue (II) we have

d dk k k 0
E [ HXUWHJ :m (17 O)P + (07 1)P (2)
i=1 0 1
dk

Thus, for k = o(logn),

n k k
B(0c] = () Ry S+ N = (4 O ) G440,

Similarly, for k = o(logn), Var(Cy) = O(d—]:(l + A¥)). This is given by (MM_@LI, IZD_‘IA) theorem 3.1 where



E [Ck(Cr — 1) (Cr —m)] is calculated. Therefore, if dA? > 1, k = o(logn), then

2ka—cZk:(1+O(%))(d)\) +o,(L +7+\/_dk/2+\/_(d/\)k/2) (AN (1 + 0,(1)).

L
Thus, if d\? > 1, k = o(logn), then W is a consistent estimator of A.

2.2 Evaluating the log partition function

Let SBM(d, \,r,n) denote the SBM defined by d, A, r of size n. Clearly, the SBM defined by d, A\, r and d, A, %
are identical. Therefore, without loss of generality, assume r > 1. Also note that 1 + rA > 0 is automatically
required since agg > 0.

For any undirected graph G and o € {0,1}V() let J(0;G) = H {u,v} : {u,v} € E(G),o(u) = U(U)H. We

evaluate the following log partition function:

Z(3,G) =log ( Z e_BJ(U?G)).

ce{0,1}V (&)
To state our main results, we introduce the following symbols. Denote by ¢g(z) the function

( min{ z — (1 —z)log(1 —2), (1+2)log(l+2)—z} f0<z<I;
9(2) =
00 if z > 1.

Let

C(r,\) = inf {[r/\(a: — )2+ (x4 ry —

ST>L,UXYS

147, (1+7)2 '
D+ 2

*

= 1 _— 1 e
Y mm{2(r+)\), b, oz 0
4log?2 - (1+7)?
_ 1 .
EO _g ( dO(T )\) )7
2(r + 1) (2582 + 229)

min{r — 2r\ — 1, A(rg\r) },

= min T (o2 | oc) Wlm ( 1°g2+2€°)}.

[2(72 + rX)y* —r2 — 7|’ rZ )

€0 —

Condition 2.2.

1. 0<p <,

2. (a) (r+1)2(282 4 2¢)) < G4 O, );



. (147)° (21952 +2¢0) 2(1+7)2 (21252 4 2¢) il
(b) min { 12(r2+rX)y*—r2—r|’ r24r\ < mln{2 r+>\) ’ 1} T 2

(r2 + 7)) - (min{r —2rA—1, /\(H_T) })

(©) (r+1)2(2552 4 220) < e

9 4lo 2~(1+r)
(d) d>3- 7%(“” )

Remark 2.3. For any 7, A there exists sufficiently large d and sufficiently small 8 satisfying the condition In

the sense d being large and r, A being constant, the 8 we bear in mind satisfy the follows: 8 = o(1), fd — oo,

€0 = O(%) =o0(1), g = O(ﬁ + é) =0(1), e = O(, /ﬁ + %) = o(1). To get an intuition of these quantities,
the reader is referred to theorem 212 lemma 2.9

Let

d r— A lo
O(d,r,)\,ﬂ)——(lf_r ~(m1{ ll—l—r )’|4|((r—|—)\§ }—(2[3—!— ﬁgd2—|—12max{eo,el})).

The following properties of these quantities are needed.

Proposition 2.4.

If A < 0 then:

1. under condition [2.3 item 2, ¢ < x A % <yorly—y*|>e A % <y implies

1+7r d d d
: —y)? _ % %> ¢ 21og 2 + 28¢0d.
BA (e —y)* + (@ +ry— — )](HT)Q+4}_ﬁ(1+r)2C(T,A)+ 0g 2 + 2fzg
2.
i x* yrr 11—z (I —y*)r I+ r—ytr+ytrA
mln{1+Td(1+r)\)+ rd(l A), 1+Td(1+r)\)+ 1o r d1-2) } = 15y d,
) x* yrr A 1—a* (1 —y*)r A ye(r+ )
d(l — d(l+ =), ——d(1 — ——d(1+ — =>——2d.
min { r 1=+ r ( +7°)’ 1+7r (1=2)+ 1+7r ( +r)} 1+7r
> 24 2rA+1
# ifr <1-—2\ (14 1)
C(r,\) = 5 And C(r, \)
(r+2\)1+r) iFr>1-2) 4
4(r+ ) - '

4. x*,y* is a minimizer of [rA(z — y)? + ( $1)%) + (1+T) ,and y* = 14ff r <1—2A\.

5. There exists two constants depending on X\, namely C1(\),Ca(N\) > 0, such that for any A < 0, any d >

Ci(N), any % >8> ﬁ we have:

(a) d,r, N\, B satisfy condition[2Z2 for all r > 1;

(b) r—1> C;—g‘) implies C(d,r, \, ﬁ) <0 and V0 <+ <r ([}, C(d,t,\ J=)dt <0).

Vi



The proof of proposition 2.4 and other lemmas, propositions in this subsection are all delayed to section

The following theorem establish the upper derivative of the log partition function with respect to » when A < 0.

Theorem 2.5. Consider this function of d, \,7 and 8, Eg~sBr(d.rn) [ Z(8,Q) }

1. Let G ~ SBM(d, A\, 7, n), then |2 Z(8,G,) —E[2Z(B8,Gy)] | = OP(ﬁ).

2. If A\ < 0 then under condition [2.9

. . 1 1
limsup lim sup g( Eg~sBM(dAr+6n) [ Z(B,G) | —EgosBM(drrm) | EZ(B’ G) ]) <C(d, A\, B).

§—0 n—00

3. EgasBM(dArn) [ %Z(ﬁ,G) ] is Lipschitz continuous in d, \,r and 3 uniformly in n. i.e.,

. . 1 1 1
limsup limsup =| Egospa(itorrn | —2(8,G) | —Eausprmrren | —2(8,G) ||,
§—0 n—ooo 0 n n
. . 1 1
limsup limsup <|Egusam@atorn) | —Z(8,G) | = Eguspmarrm) | —=Z(8,G) ]|,
§—0 n—ooo 0 n n
1 1
limsup limsup —| Egosprmarrton) | —=2(8.G) | —Eaaspmarrn [ —Z2(8,G) ||,
5—0 n— 00 0 n n
. . 1 1
limsup limsup — EGNSBM(d,A,r,n) [ —Z(B+ 9, G) } EGNSBM(d \,7,n) [ Z(B, ) ]
§—0 n—o00 0 n

<00.

Before proving theorem 2.5 we give a direct application of theorem providing the following consistent

estimator of r.

Corollary 2.6. If A <0,d> Ci(A),r—1> C;(l’\), then the following estimator of r is consistent :
a4

1
= (Bousmmiasnm | 5EG=601) G2l G

Here EqsBM(d,Nrn) [ %(Z(ﬁ,G)) } is regarded as a single variable function in v and ()~ denote its inverse.

Constants C1(N), Ca(X) are defined in proposition conclusion 5.

Proof. By theorem conclusion 2 and proposition 2.4 conclusion 5, for all » — 1 > C;()‘ d > Ci()N), for any

" > 1, EgusBM(darn) [ %Z(ﬁ, G) } Eg~sBM(dNr,n) [ (— G) ] implies v’ = r. So the inverse function

is well defined at 17 (%, Gy) with large probability. +Z (ﬁ’ G) has fluctuation of order ﬁ by theorem

conclusion 1, so it is closed to its expectation with large probability. Finally the conclusion follows by noting
that d, \ are consistent estimator of d, A and Eg~sBM(dArn) [ %Z(ﬁ, G) } is continuous in d, A by theorem 2.7]
conclusion 3.

O

Proof of theorem[23 Conclusion 1 of theorem 2.5l follows by concentration inequality such as Azuma’s inequality



and its proof is therefore omitted. Conclusion 3 of theorem follows in the same way as conclusion 2 and its
proof is therefore omitted. Now we focus on the proof of conclusion 2 of theorem 2.5 Through out the proof, fix

0 to be a sufficiently small positive constant which will be smaller than any other constant whenever necessary.

We prove theorem conclusion 2 by evaluating

Ecesamanrton) [Z2(8,G)] — EausBrm(arn) [Z(8,G)]

for small 4. To this end, we adopt the variational method. We firstly construct a graph G. Based on G, we then
inductively construct three sequences of random graph Go ;, G, , G’L ; by adding nodes, deleting edges or adding
edges. Through these sequences we obtain two graphs G{, G (see definition 7). We argue that the marginal law
of Gj, (G}) is sufficiently close to SBM (d, A\,r,n) (SBM(d, A\, + d,n)) (see proposition [Z8). Finally we evaluate
E[Z(8,Gy) — Z(8,GY)] by evaluating E [Z(8, Ghi+1) — Z(8,Gh,i)] (lemmaZI0), E [Z(8, G}, 141) — Z(B,G), )]
(lemma 2.TT)), for h € {0,1}.

More specifically, G is generated according to a SBM consisting of two communities Ng, N1 with |Np| =

The within-community connection probability of Ny, Ny are d(l'”)‘) , d(1+ ) respectively;

1+r (1+r )20 |N1| ~ m

d(1-))

and the across community connection probability is . G} is constructed by adding (1i—?)2 many nodes to

community Ny and connect each new node with every old node according to model SBM (d, A, r). i.e., connect
each new node with every old node, say u, with probability (1+M) if u € Ny, probability (1 D if gy e Ny, G}

is constructed by firstly adding Tz many nodes to community N1 and connect each new node with every old

1+ )
node according to model SBM (d,\,r + d). i.e., connect each new node with every old node, namely w, with
(1 A)

probability if w € Ny, probability da +T) if u € N;. Then adjust the connection probability of G by
deleting [2(?‘11?)12] many edges in e (No, No) uniformly at random and adding [Qfmi?z] many disconnected pairs,

{u,v}, with u,v € Ny uniformly at random. Note that no new nodes are connected. The precise definition is as

follows.

Definition 2.7. [Construction of G, Goi, G1.i, G Z]

o G: V(G) = NgUN; where Ng = {1,2,--- , 1= _[(1+T)2]} Ny = {5 - [@—’;)2]“,--- n— [(1?;;)2]}
G is the following random graph: presence of edges are independent and

d(l+rA

LT) if u,v € N07
n

a1+ 2

P({uohe B@G) = { WH2) ey ey, 3)

n

d(l—X

g if u e Nyg,v e Ny orue Ni,v e Ng.
n

° G07O:G17O:(~;; set k; =n — [(1+T)2]+z Forz<[(1+T) 1,

Go.it1 : V(Goir1) = V(Goi) U{ki}; let Xou,u € V(é) be independent random variables with Xg ;,, ~
Bin(l, M) ifu € Ng and XO,iu ~ BZ?’L(l, @) ifu € Ny; E(GO,H-I) = E(GQJJ)U{ {kl,u} : XO,iu =1 }



Giit1 2 V(Giiy1) = V(G1) U{ki}; let Xy 44, u € V(G) be independent binary random variables with

Xy ~ Bin(1, 82 if o € Ny and X 50 ~ Bin(1, %22 if w € Ny; E(Gyip1) = BE(G14) U { {kiyu} -

n

Xl,iu = 1}.

;o . d|\|6n
* Cro= Gl’[(li?«)*z]' For i < [2(1+T)2]’

GYiv1 1 V(GLi1) = VI(Glp); E(GY,44) is obtained by deleting an edge in e/  (No, No), namely {u;, v},

uniformly at random.

Then for [Q‘f‘lﬁli;lg] +1<5< 2[2'?1)1‘;7;2], Gl i1t V(G j41) = V(G ); E(GY j44) is obtained by adding a

disconnected pair {u;,v;} with u;,v; € N to E(G ;) uniformly at random.

d|)\|sn
1,2[ 221

e Denote G07[(1it)2] by G and G’ by G}.

Proposition 2.8.

‘E[ Z(8,Gy) | — Egaspmanrm)lZ(6,G)] ’,
\ E[ Z(8.G) | - Egmsmtanssanm Z(5,C)] \

=0(v/n + 6%n).

The term /1 is due to the fluctuation of community size. The term §2n is due to the approximation error
of connection probability. For instance, there is no connection among "new nodes” in G/, G, while the expected

number of edges among "new nodes” should be O(§%n). For instance, the expected number of edges in the two

A (82
d(1+535)(r+9) 7’L+O(52n)~

communities in G are UL+ N 4 0(8°n), S+ +9)2

2(1+710)2
Now we evaluate E [Z(83, Ghip1)—Z(8,Gn,i)], E [Z(B, G 111)—Z(8,G, )], for h € {0,1}. Denote by IS(8, G)
the following Ising model on {0,1}"(%):
PREACHE)

e—BI(G)’
y€{0,1}V()

P(o) =

For h,1 €{0,1}, o € {0,1}V (G let el (0) = |ec, .., (ki,o™1(1))|. Recall from definition 27 that k; is the node

added into G, ; at step i. The key observation is:

Z(B,Gh,iz1) — Z(B, Gh,i) (4)

1 ( § : e BJ(:Ghi) . (e*ﬁe?o(g) i eﬁegi(d))>
€{0,1}V@n,i) > e—BJ(viGh,i)
e ’ ~e{0,1}V(Cn)

_B.eh —B.eh
=log ( Eonis(pa ol e 70 +e 7] ).
Here and below, e is short for el (o). Another key point is to take advantage of the convexity of log as

10



follows:
Ex,yllog f(X,Y)] <Ex [ log ( Eyx[f(X,Y)] )] <logExy[f(X,Y)]. (5)

Therefore using @) () we have:

EGh’i+1|Gh,i [ Z(ﬂ? Gh,i+1) - Z(ﬁ) Gh,l) ] (6)
_geh _geh
:EGh,i+1|Gh,i {IOg (EUIGh,i [6 Preio te Preiy }> ]

SlOgEGh,,HLU\Gh,,i [ e_Bve?O + e—,@-e?l ]

EGh,,i+1|Gh,i [ Z(ﬁv Gh7i+1) - Z(ﬁv Gh,i) ] (7)
ZEGh,,i+1>U|Gh,z' [ IOg( e—B»efo + 6_6'6?1 ) }

. ok
>Eg, ii1,00Gh.l =B mm{ €305 €i1 } ].

Where o|G}, ;i is the Ising model 1.S(3,Gp,i). Note that in the calculation of Eg, .., sG> 0; Gh,i+1 conditioned

on Gy ; are mutually independent. It is not surprise that we need some properties on the Ising model on G, ;.

Let
1
7= argmaxw; (8)
1€{0,1} | N1]
lo=1 (1) N No| lo=1 (1) N Ny |
2(o)=——F——, ylo)= ——.
@) | No| y(o) | V1|

We prove that for G, ;, G} ;, with large probability (with respect to Gyi, G ;): y(o) ( (o) ) is closed to y*
(z*) with large probability (with respect to o). By condition 22 item 2-(d), ¢ is well defined and therefore €, €;

are well defined. So the following lemmas make sense.

Lemma 2.9. Assume condition [Z2 holds. If A\ < 0, then for any i < [(1?’_—?)2], j< 2[2%‘11?)12]’ h € {0,1}, with

probability larger than 1 —4-27":

Pa’w[S(B,Ch,i)< €p < I(O’)), PUNIS(,B,GLﬁ( €g < :E(o')) <27m,

PUNIS(B,Gh,i)< ly(o) —y*| > e >, ]P)UNIS(B,G’LJ-)< ly(o) —y*| > 61) <27

Combine (@) () with lemma 29 and after some tedious calculation, we are able to evaluate E [Z(8, Gh,iv1) —
Z(B,Gni)| E[Z(B,G), 111) — Z(B. G, )]

11



Lemma 2.10.

14+7r—y*r+y*ri

limsup sup E [ Z(B8,Go,iv1) — Z(B,Go.i) } <log2+ (e*ﬁ —1)d-[ —2max{eg, 1} +

n—00 ig[(li:l«P] 1+7r
. -y yr(r+A)
limsup sup E[ Z(8,Gri41) — Z(8,G1) | <log2+ (e —1)d- [ —2max{eg,e1} + BE ]
e iS[(lﬂﬂ] +r

14+7r—y*r+y*ri

liminf sup  E[ Z(8,Go,41) — Z(8,Go,) | > —fd - (2max{eo, &1} + )s
N0 .1 _sn ] 1 +r
=Ha+n)?
- ye(r+ N
liminf sup E [ Z(B,G1,i+1) — Z(B,G1,) } > —fd - (2max{eg, €1} + ————=d).
N0 _en 1+7r
=t(1+n)2
Lemma 2.11.
lim sup sup E[Z(B,G'UH)—Z(B,G'U”
n—oo | d|x|sn J+1<i<2[ d|)\|sn ’ ’
sanz TSI
<(e =1 (1-2y"(1—y") = 2e1 ).
Now we can prove theorem conclusion 2. By lemma 2.10,
~ 1+r—y*r+y*ri on
E|Z(B,Gy) — Z(B,G)] > —pBd- (2 .
2(5.G4) = 2(8.G)] > ~pd- (2miac{eg, e} + L)

(r—l—)\)”. on
1+7r (1+4+7r)2

E [Z(ﬁ, '170) — Z(ﬁ,é)} < [10g2 + (e_ﬂ —1)d- ( —2max{eg,e1} + Y
It is obvious that,

E [Z(8, G’l)[

on
!
d|\|én - b S /1 . _\o°
2(‘1+‘i)2 )= 208 GLO)} ﬁdl)\|2(1 +17)2

And by lemma 211

on
AN ! -8 _ _ * ) . e
E[2(8.G1) = Z(8,G) apsn )] < (7 = D(1 =297 (L= y") =261 ) - dN 55

12
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In summary of (I2) (I3 ([I4),

E [2(8,G)) - 2(8,GY)] (%)
= [log2+ (e = - ( = 2max{en,ca} + M) ) 2
- BCMM%

—(e7P -~ D(1—2y"(1—y*)— 26 ) - d|/\|(17+)

odn l+r—y r+yrA  y*(r+ ) . .
> A —Ba. _ _
“(1+1r)? ( p ( 1+7r 1+7r +y @ y))
—2e P 4+p5-1)— 1052 —4(1 — e P + B) - max{eg, €1} )

Intuitively, the dominating term is —3 - ( 1+T_7{I:‘y*r)‘ - y*ﬁt’\) + 2[Aly*(1 — y*) ), which is of order S.

It is helpful to recall that 8 = o(1), max{eg,e1} = o(1),% = o(1),3d >> 1. The last three terms are of order

O(8%),0(1/d),0(B), and are thus ignorable compared to f3.

The dominating term is,

l+r—yr+yrA  y'(r+2)

r<1-2\ = y*=1 = + [Aly*(1 = y")

1+r 1+r
:(r—l)()\—l)<0;
1+r
. r+1 I+r—y r+y*rA  y*(r+ ) . .
1—2 = — — 1_
rel= s =y T 1T+r 15y A=)
A 2
:M<O
4(r + )2

Also note by condition Z2item 1, e™# + 8 —1 < 82 and 32 < 8 . Thus continue (I3,

E [Z(8,Go) — Z(8,GY)]

pd (r=D =X @A+ log 2
25n~(1+r) '(ml { 1—|—r TA(r+ ) b (28 5r pd +12max{eo.a}) >

The conclusion 2 of theorem thus follows.

2.3 Clustering when A\ <0

Recall that mp = ™ = and 7 > 1. We provide the following random clustering algorithm: given the

T
observed graph G,, ~ SBM(d, \,r,n), sample a o ~ IS(-=,G,,); let I’ = argmax |o~1(1)|; the estimator for the

7; mn)
d 1e{0,1}

community label is, 7(u) = I(u € 0= 1(I")). Let My, M7 denote the two communities of G,, with E[|M]|] = mon.

1
1472

13



Recall from proposition 24] conclusion 5 the definition of Cy(\).

Theorem 2.12. If A <0, d > C1()\), then the estimator 7(-) is positively correlated to the true labeling since

‘_Oa

p( |

| o' )N M| ’ _ o0n)
| Mo 1+ 1—|—7° -

| M |

Proof. By proposition 4] conclusion 5 and consistency of d, condition holds for 8 = \/L_” d,r, A with large
d
probability. Therefore, by lemma [2.9]

| o= () N Mo|

} lo=1(1) N My y*r
| Mo| 1+

M, ] _1+r}<€1>21_2n+1'
1

| <,

11»< (31 € {0,1})

But for the [ € {0,1} with | % —a*| < eo,| a2l y*| < €1, by large deviation theorem for [M|,

[ M ]

-1
we have that with probability 1 — e~ ("), lgnﬂ > 1 since by condition item 2-(b) e 1;5:)7“ > 1. ie., with

—Q(n)

probability 1 — e , I =1". The proof is thus accomplished.

O

In practice, a variety of techniques are available to sample o ~ I.5(3, G), for example the MCMC sampling.

3 Proof of lemmas

3.1 Proof of proposition [2.4]

Conclusions 2, 3,4 follow by direct computation. We only give a sketched proof of item 1 and 5. Let f(x,y) =
Ar(z —y)? 4+ (z +ry — H2)2) + %. It suffices to show that the condition for z,y implies f(x,y) — C(r,\) >
(r+1)% (2952 + 2c9).

For the first half of conclusion 1, suppose the minimum of f(z,y) on = € [e, 1],y € [5, 1] is attained at 2/, v/,

1
27
then either 2’ lies on the boundary of [eg, 1] or y' lies on the boundary of [,1]. Therefore it is easy to check that

the minimum must be attained at either (eg, ) or (3 for some g. Clearly, we only have to deal with the case

3:3)

(€0,9) since f(5,3) = C(r,A) + (r + 1)2(21;3)52 + 2¢0) by condition ZZ item 2-(a). If § = y* then the conclusion

(r+ 1)(952 + 220)
5:(0,57)

If § = 3 then f(eo,§) > f(3.5) = C(r,A) + (r +1)? (210g2 + 2g). If § # y* A§ > % then it must be the case

follows by definition of €y (= 2 ) and the fact 2 £(0,y*) > 0 ,aa—;f(x,y) =2(1+7A) >0

aauf(ﬁo, g)=0A @yf(fo, *) > 0 since a%f((),y*) <0 and %;;’) > 0. This implies § < y* since %;f(:zr,y) > 0.

Moreover,
62 2

0 0 0
8—yf(€0,ﬂ) -y - )8 5f(@,y) — %f(%y) = 8_yf(0’y*) <0.

r(1—X)
247\

Therefore, f(eo,y*) — f(e0,7) < (y* — g)a—yf(eo,y ) < 62% < (r+1)> (210g2 + 2g9) (the last inequality

Soy* —g <eo Also note that for any = € [0, €],y € [§,y*], 2 55 (@ y) < €0 8261;10(33 y) =€o-2r(l = N).
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follows from condition item 2-(c)). Therefore by definition of e,

2log2
Bd

- 0 « . .
Fle0,§) = C(r,2) = €07 £(0,47) = (f(eo,y™) = fleo, 7)) = (r+ 1)*( +2e9).
For the second half of the conclusion 1, note that by condition item 2-(b) (which implies 2r(1 — \)(y* —
€1) — (r+1) > 0) and the fact agayf(:v,y) =2r(1—X) >0, we have 0 < 2 f(0,y" —€1) < 2 f(0,y* +€1). So by
the fact 821(;%37’), %{;}y) > 0 the minimum of f(z,y) on z € [0,1], |y — y*| > €1,y € [§,1] is attained at either of

following points: (0,y* —€1), (3,1), and (0,y* + €1) (if y* + €1 < 1 of course). It is clear that by definition of e,

2log2
Bd

2 By 2f el\a 0,5°)| > (r+1)*( + 2€9).

Thus, f(0,y*—e1) > C(r,\)+(r+1)%(22 o ) and f(0,y*+e€1) > C(r,\)+(r+1)? (21°g2+250) ify*+e <1.

By condition ZZitem 2-(a), f(3,3) > C(r,\)+(r+1)? (21°g2 +2¢¢). Thus the second half of conclusion 1 follows.

Now we prove conclusion 5. Note that, for any A < 0, the following quantities are bounded away from 0 on

r € [1,00): min{ﬁ, 1} — ot % — C(r,\),r? + rA, min{r — 2r\ — 1, 7*}:{ }, C(r,\). Therefore, if
2\/— <pg< \/— then there exists a constant depending on A, namely C7(\) > 0, such that for any » > 1, any

d > C1(N), d,r, \ satisfy condition 22

If 2\/_ <g< \/— then for large d, we have, uniformly in r, ¢y = O(%), €0 = O(ﬁ), € = O(j{). Note

d
that when 7 is close to 1, it is possible that C(d,, A, \/—) > 0 since mln{ (r= 1)(1 ’\), ";I((::;F } O(r —1). But
obviously, there exists a constant C2() such that for any d > C1()\), any r — 1 > C;—(;‘) :
4
1. C(d, A\, \/—) < 0;
2. V0 <v' <r (f,C(dAt, \/_)dt<0)

Thus the conclusion follows.

3.2 Proof of proposition 2.8

Let X;;(Y;),1 < i < j < n denote a set of random variables whose joint distribution is the law of I({3,j} €
E(Gy), 1 <i<j<n(I({ij}€E(G))),1<i<j<n).

To prove the conclusion for Gy, let G ~ SBM (d, \,r,n); let Z;; = I({i,j} € E(G)) and denote by My, M,

the two random communities of G. Without loss of generality suppose

on n on n on

=1 T T T T T T

=

M|}
T |+ 1M1y

Note that Xj;,4,7 < n are mutually independent. It is easy to see that we can couple X;;,1 < i < j < n with

Zij,1 <i < j <mn in the following way,

15



o (Xij,Zi;),1,j <n are mutually independent;

[ ] 1f E[XU] S E[Zij], then ]P)(Zij = 1|Xij = 1) = 1, ]P)(Zij = 1|XU = O) = %}i{ﬁ],

o if E[X;j] > E[Zy], then P(X;; = 1|2 = 1) = 1, P(Zy; = 1|X;; = 0) = 22525l

Let Na = {n —| 1ir)2] +1,--+,n}. Then we have,

E[ ) ‘Xij—Zij‘]§2d"|Ml|_|Nl| + 0(8%n).

1<i<j<n

Thus,

Eno [ E [ 12(8.G4) - 2(8,G)| ‘Mo,Ml] ]
<|B] - Eny, a1y { E [ Z |Xi; — Zij| ] ]
1<i<j<n

SO(&QTL) + 2d - ]EMO;]WI |: |M1| — |N1|

=0(6°n + v/n).

The conclusion for Gy, is done.

The proof for G} is a little harder because I({i,j} € E(G})) are not mutually independent. Let G ~
SBM(d,\,r + A,n) and My, M; be the two communities as above. The coupling of Z;;,Y;; when (i,j) €
(No x N1) U (N1 x Ng) or i € Na or j € Na are the same as previous. In order to couple the rest of Z;;,Y;;,
consider an auxiliary graph GY which is obtained from G, 1[ =8 ] in the following way: delete each edge in

a+n?
(Np, No) independently with probability 1'—‘ add each disconnected pairs in N; independently to

—+rX?
[<1+T>2]

clearly we can couple Yi’j', 1 <i<j<nwith Z;;,1 <i < j <n such that

eq’ s
Haenz

E(G! Ml)“ Let Y/ = I({i,j} € E(GY)). Note that Y/ are mutually independent. So

E[Z

1<i<j<n

Y5 = Zi| ‘Mo,Ml} < 2d" [Mi| = [N1| = [Na| | +0(5%n).

Therefore

E[]Z(8,G)) - Z(8,G)| | = O(Wn+ 6°n).

Now it remains to couple Y7, Y;; for (i,5) € (No x No) U (N1 x Ni) . We demonstrate the coupling for Y7, Y;

with (i,7) € No x Ny as follows.

Sd|A| .
e To generate Y7, let Y ~ Bin( ’eG,l,O(NO’NO)’7 1JFM),
e delete Y many edges in eq;  (No, No) uniformly at random;

o V7 =1if and only if {1, j} € ec;  (No, No) and {i,j} is not deleted.

16



e To generate Yj;, let Egeiere denote the set of Y deleted edges.

If Y > min { [ﬁ’del;\)‘z], ‘eG’LO(NmNO)’ }, select Y — min { [25(’1“+‘T’\)|2], ‘eG,LO(NO,NO)] } many edges in

Egelete uniformly at random. For ¢,j € Ny, set Y;; = 1 if and only if, {i,j} € eq; U(NO,NO) — Eyeiete , or

{i,7} € Egerete but is selected;

If Y” < min { [%], }eG/LO(NO, No)| }, select other than Egeete, a set of min { [;E’lli':‘)‘g], |er1y0(N0, No)| }—
Y" edges from eg; (No,No) uniformly at random. For i,j € No, set Y;; = 1 if and only if {i,j} €

eay ,(No, No) and is not selected.

Clearly

Bl X v

{i-j}€eqy  (No.NO)

. nd|A|
! Y// <
1,00 ] < ‘mln{ [2

Aa T e oo (o N0l } =Y

However, it is obvious that

e, (N No) } "

} = O(v/n + &°n).

Thus the proof is accomplished.

3.3 Proof of lemma

We only prove that with probability larger than 1—27", P, 15(5,c,.,) ( € < x(a)) < 27", The other conclusions

follow in the same fashion.

Firstly we prove a large deviation result for J(o; G) with G generated by a SBM. Recall from (3] the definition

of g(-). Fix any o € {0,1}V(%) we have for any 0 < ¢,

PG< | J(0:6) — EalJ(0:G)] | > e EalJ(0: G) ) (16)

<exp{ - EalJ(0:6)]5(6) .

e?7(7:G)) as follows. Let

The proof of (@) follows by standard use of Chernoff inequality and a calculation of E¢(
P({u,v} € E(G)) = B2e, for any 0 € R,

Egle®’ @9 = T 1+ - 12)
u<veV(QG) "
< 9_ Puwv
copf{@ -1 ¥ Pl

u<veV(G)

—exp{ (¢! - DElIe: 6] .
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Combine (I6]) with Borel Cantali’s lemma we have,
P( (G € (01 17(63Gni) ~ B, (o3 Gri)| > &+ (sw e, UlesGaa]) ) (1)
<" exp{ —g(e) - (ingGh,i[J(U; Ghrai)l) }
We take advantage of the following evaluation for L Eg, ,[J(0; Gp,:)] (which clearly follows from the construc-

tion of Gy, ;):

d(1 d(1 — 2(9)
6, [(0:Gr)] - 5 (22, i) (L+rA) dl =N [ T5 )
n hi ) ) 2 \1+r> 1+r d(l _)\) d(l—I— A) leJ(rU)
o 1—z (o)
1 ((H(o))g(ky(o))) dl+rd) d(1-A) T ’
2 I+ T+r d1—N\)  d(1+ %) r(11—f£a))

| & B 036l = A1) ~ 9(0)? + (alo) +130) ~ 5Pz~ §

<dd.

Thus using (I8) (and since § is sufficiently small)

i ! d C(r, )
ae{o,i?"@h,i) - GnilJ(0;Ghi)] > il +r)QC(T A) —dd 50 ) (19)

1 d 3d
sup —Eg, ,[J(0;Gpry)] < 3 +di < T

Ue{oﬁl}v(ch,i) n
Substituting ([I9) into ([IT),

P( (Fo € {0,1}V () | J(0;Ghyi) — Ea, ,[J(0;Gni)] | > sgdn>

gexp{ 10g2-n—9(5)'d%'”}'

By condition 22 item 2-(d) ¢ is well defined. So substituting € by ¢ in [20) and by definition of £y we have,

3
]P’( (3o € {0,1}V @) | J(0;Ghyi) — Eg,, (J(0;Ghy)) | > %m) < e log2m, (21)

Now we can prove lemma Clearly for any o’,

E( )exp{—BJ(o; Ghi)}
eo<z(o
]P)G'NIS(B,Gh,i) < € < I(U)) < exp{—ﬁJ(U/; Gh,i)} . (22)
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Set o’ to be any element of {0, 1}V (%) satisfying:

147, d
y aep T =0

/. . _ 3 — 2 —
Eg,.[J(0"sGna)l = _inf_ { Pir(z —y)* + (@ +ry
By (I8) such o’ exists. By (2I), with probability larger than 1 — 27", for all o, approximating J(o;Gp,;) by

360d

Eg, ,[J(0; Gh,)] introduce an error smaller than Moreover, by ([8)), for all o approximating Eg, ,[J(0; G ;)]

by [rA(z(0) — y(0))? + (x(0) + ry(o) — 15)?] (1+T)2 4 introduce an error smaller than dd. Therefore, using ([22))

we have, for all i < [( the following event occurs with probability larger than 1 — 27"

s,

Pawsw,ch,i)( € < x(0) )

<2" GXP{ - ﬂn< inf { V(@ —y)+ (@+ry— ﬂ)Z] d } ds — d3io >}

co<x<1,1/2<y<1 2 (1+ )2
. 1+T d 350
~exp{ﬁn<0<1gﬁl}§<1{[)\r(a:—y)2+(x—|—ry— 5 )2](1+ 7 + - }+d5—|—d 1 > }

€
by proposition 2.4] conclusion 1 and since 2§ < 30

§exp{ [1og2+2580d— ( 2Beod + 2log 2 )} “n }

=2""
Similarly, with probability larger than 1 — 27"

Powsw,ch,i)( ly(o) —y*| > e ) <9,

Thus the proof is accomplished.

3.4 Proof of lemma [2.10

We demonstrate the proof of (@) by analyzing (@) for h = 0. Fix an arbitrary n,i, we have to evaluate

EGgii1.01G0.; [ e~Bel 4 e—Bel ] Note that e?l = > Xpsj. But X ;; are mutually independent whose
jea=1(l)
distribution does not concern o. Therefore,

Ecoii1|Goo | €760 ] (23)
<exp {(65 —-1)-( |‘jil(owd(l + 7)) + |Uﬁl(O%d(l -\)) }

Ecio,iilGose [ € 7]
<exp {(65 —-1)-( de(l + 7)) + |Uﬁl(l%d(l -\ )}.
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Note that,

“'(h) N No| o~ (h) N No|/|No|
n 1+7r

‘|0'71(h) NN|  rlo~"(h) ﬁN1|/|N1|’ -
’ n 147 -

r0
(147)2

Lo

(24)

By lemma 23] with probability larger than 1—27", Por5(5,6, ) ( [2(0) —2*| < €0, [y(0) —y*| <€) > 1-27"

Therefore continue (23) and approximate w ith 1(+27 o 71(201\]1' with y(a)r (recall from (R) the definition
of 1, (o), y(c)). By [@4), we have that with probability 1 — e~ for all i < [(1+ E >,
B
]EGO i+1,0Go,i [ clo te Prer } (25)
'60 - —,8-60— * *

SEcyolcos [ € 75T e | fu(0) — a7 S e, Jy(0) — y7| < ]

+2621 0N Py rss.60.0 (2(0) =27 > e V [y(o) —y*| > e1)

1 —y(o))r
- | 5 _ 1-2(0) A=yl , 1 _
<Esicy. [ exp{(e —dé + T d(l1+r)\) + Trr dr(1—X)]
+ exp —do + %d(l +7rA)+ 1(1):dr(1 -} ]} lz(o) — 2| < eo,|y(o) —y*| < e | +e M

<exp{ (e — 1= max{ea, e} - 60)

: { exp {(eﬁ - 1)[1ird(1 +7A) + %d(l - A)]}

1—a (1—y")r
)+

+ exp {(e—ﬁ —1)[

by proposition [2.4] conclusion 2

1 % *
§2exp{(e5—1)[—2max{eo,61}—|— rr yT+yT/\]-d}.

147

Similarly, with probability 1 — e=™): for all i < [ s T)2],

—B.ek _B.el
EG1,1+1,0\01,¢' [ € Peio te Fren } (26)

< eXp{ (e — 1)(— max{eq, €1 }d — 5d)}

: [ exp{(eﬁ - 1)[1a_j:rd(1 — A+ 1yj—rrd(1 * é)]}

r

Lo d(1—\)+ wd(l + é)]} } 4+ e~

1+r 1+r r

+ exp {(eﬁ - 1)

by proposition 24] conclusion 2

§26Xp{ (e? —1)[ —2max{eo, e1} + % ] 'd}'

20



Substitute (26)(2H) into (@) we have, with probability 1 — e~ for all i < [(1;5_—?)2],

EGyii11Gos | Z(B,Go,iv1) — Z(B,Goy) |
1+r—y*r+y"ri

<log2+ (e ? —1)[ —2max{ep, 1} + 15y |-d,
EGyialGr [ Z(8,Griv1) = Z(B,G1) |
<log2+ (e ? —1)[ —2max{ep, 1} + %—i_)\) ]-d.
T

Thus the conclusion of (@) follows.

e
Proving ([IQ) is similar. Using lemma 229, proposition 24 conclusion 2 and approximating Ww with

wl(fr , M% with %, in the same way as (23], we have that with probability 1 —e~*("): for all i < [(11—7;)2],

EGo ii1,00Go. [ min{e?o,egl} } =Egq,11,01G0. [ min{e? 1—7’6%} ] (27)

< min { EGO,i+110"GO,i [ 6? 1—1 ]7EG0,1‘+1,U\G0,1‘ [ e?j ] }

1+r—y'r+y*ri
1+7r

<[ 2max{eg, 1} + |-d,

EGL”“‘T‘GL%’ [ min{ego’elll} } :EGl,i+17UIG1,i [ min{ei 1—[’637} ]

< min { EGl,i+110"G1,i [ 6; 1—1 :I’EGl,iJrqu‘Gl,i [ 632 ]}

y*(T‘F)‘)] d

<[ 2max{eg, e1} + e

Substituting 7) into (), we have that with probability 1 — e~ ™): for all i < [(135_—’;)2],

EGyi1(Gos | Z(B:Go,iv1) — Z(B,Goy) |
1+r—yr+y*ri
1+r
EG1Y1+1|G111 [ Z(/B) Gl,i+1) - Z(ﬂ) Gl,i) }

(r+ A
>4 [Qmax{eo,el} + %

> — B [2max{ep, e1} + |d,

d.
Thus the conclusion of (I0) follows.

3.5 Proof of lemma 2.11]

Recall that {u;,v;} denote the edge added at step j in the construction of Gj. Note that,

Z(B, Gll,jJrl) - Z(B, Gll,j) = log (]EUNIS(&G;J)[e—ﬂf(a(uj)—a(w))])_

21



Using convexity of log (@) as in (@), we have,

EG,I,j+1‘Gl1,j [ Z(ﬂ7 ll,j-i-l) - Z(ﬂv /l,j) } < 1Og <EG,1,J-+1:<7G/1,]' [eﬁf(a(uj)_g(vj))}) . (28)

And in the calculation of E¢y . (a1 .5 0, G j+1 are independent conditional on G} ;. In another word, {u;,v;}Lo.

Thus,

Eor . ol [ePHO@I=0@)] 2, 5, { R ) } (29)

:EU|G1,j [ 1+ (e_ﬂ — 1)( y(0)2 +(1- y(a))2 )]

By lemma [2.9] for all [;ﬂ%@] +1<5< 2[%], with probability larger than 1 — 27"

Ponispay ) ( (o) —y*| > e ) <277

Therefore continue ([Z9) we have that with probability 1 — e~?(): for all [%] +1<5< 2[2'?1)1%12],

Eg, .. olcy, [e77TO0I=70D] <Epgr [(e77 = 1)(y(0)* + (1 - y(0))* ) ] (30)

ST+ (e —1)(1-2"1—y") —2e1 ) +27"

’
1,5+

Substituting [BQ) into ([28) and using inequality log(1 + z) < z, the conclusion thus follows.

4 Concluding remarks

In this paper we evaluate the log partition function of the Ising model on the SBM with two communities. The
evaluation yields a consistent estimator of the parameter . We also provid a random clustering algorithm with

positive correlation to the true community label.
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