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Abstract

The Artificial Benchmark for Community Detection (ABCD) graph is a random graph
model with community structure and power-law distribution for both degrees and community
sizes. The model generates graphs with similar properties as the well-known LFR one, and
its main parameter £ can be tuned to mimic its counterpart in the LFR model, the mixing
parameter p.

In this paper, we investigate various theoretical asymptotic properties of the ABCD model.
In particular, we analyze the modularity function, arguably, the most important graph property
of networks in the context of community detection. Indeed, the modularity function is often
used to measure the presence of community structure in networks. It is also used as a quality
function in many community detection algorithms, including the widely used Louvain algorithm.

1 Introduction

One of the most important features of real-world networks is their community structure, as it reveals
the internal organization of nodes [I2]. In social networks communities may represent groups by
interest, in citation networks they correspond to related papers, in the Web communities are formed
by pages on related topics, etc. Being able to identify communities in a network could help us to
exploit this network more effectively.

Unfortunately, there are very few datasets with ground-truth identified and labelled. As a result,
there is need for synthetic random graph models with community structure that resemble real-world
networks in order to benchmark and tune clustering algorithms that are unsupervised by nature.
The LFR (Lancichinetti, Fortunato, Radicchi) model [29] 27] generates networks with communities
and at the same time it allows for the heterogeneity in the distributions of both node degrees and
of community sizes. It became a standard and extensively used method for generating artificial
networks.

In this paper, we analyze the Artificial Benchmark for Community Detection (ABCD graph) [23]
that was recently introduced and implemented] including a fast implementation that uses multiple
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threads (ABCDe)lﬂ Undirected variant of LFR and ABCD produce graphs with comparable
properties but ABCD/ABCDe is faster than LFR and can be easily tuned to allow the user to
make a smooth transition between the two extremes: pure (disjoint) communities and random graph
with no community structure. More importantly from the perspective of this paper, it is easier to
analyze theoretically. See Subsection [2:3] for a definition of the model.

The key ingredient for many clustering algorithms is modularity, which is at the same time a global
criterion to define communities, a quality function of community detection algorithms, and a way to
measure the presence of community structure in a network. The definition of modularity for graphs
was first introduced by Newman and Girvan in [35]. We present the definition in Subsection

Despite some known issues with this function such as the “resolution limit” reported in [13],
many popular algorithms for partitioning nodes of large graphs use it [I1], 34, 28] and perform very
well. The list includes one of the mostly used unsupervised algorithms for detecting communities in
graphs, the Louvain (hierarchical) algorithm [7]. For more details we direct the reader to any book
on complex networks, including the following recent additions [24] 26].

1.1 Summary of Results

In this paper, we investigate the modularity function for the ABCD model A. The paper is
structured as follows. The ABCD model is introduced in Subsection [2.3] and the modularity
function is defined in Subsection [2.4] Results for other random graph model in the context of the
modularity function are summarized in Section [3] Some useful general observations are made in
Section[#} concentration results that are used in almost all of our proofs are outlined in Subsection
useful expansion properties of random d-regular graphs are presented in Subsection [4.2

We start analyzing the ABCD model by investigating some basic properties—see Section
These properties will be needed to establish results for the modularity function but they are
important on their own. Lemma [5.2] shows that the degree distribution is well concentrated around
the corresponding expectations. Corollary shows a concentration for the number of communities
and well as the distribution of their sizes. The same generating process is applied in LFR so the
two results hold for that model as well. The ABCD model assigns nodes to communities randomly.
Clearly, there is no hope to predict the volumes of small communities of constant size but sufficiently
large communities have their volumes as well as the number of internal edges well concentrated
around the corresponding expectations—see Lemma

Then we move to the results for the modularity function. By design of the ABCD model, 1 — &
fraction of edges should become community edges and so should end up in some part of the ground
truth partition C. (¢ is the main parameter of the model responsible for the level of noice.) It is
indeed the case but it turns out that a negligible fraction of the background graph join them there.
As a result, the modularity function of the ground-truth partition C is asymptotic to 1 — &, as proved
in Theorem [6.11

Analyzing the maximum modularity is much more complex. We have two types of results.
The first result (Theorem shows that when the level of noise is sufficiently large (£ close to
one), then the maximum modularity ¢*(.A) is asymptotically larger than ¢(C), the modularity of
the ground-truth. In this regime, the number of edges within community graphs G; is relatively
small so a partition of the background graph into small connected pieces yields a better modularity
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function. To show this result, we need to investigate the degree distribution of the background graph
(Lemma [6.3) which might be of independent interest.

The second set of results is concerned with graphs with low level of noise (£ close to zero).
For these graphs, the situation is quite opposite. It turns out that the ground truth partition
is asymptotically the best possible, that is, the maximum modularity ¢*(A) is only o(1) away
from ¢(C), the modularity of the ground truth partition C; both of them are asymptotic to 1 — &
(see Theorem [6.7)). For some technical reason, it is assumed that ¢, the minimum degree of A, is
sufficiently large: the lower bound of 100 easily works but it may be improved with more detailed
treatment. Having said that, it seems that one needs a different approach to uncover the real
bottleneck. On the other hand, the above property is not true if § =1 (see Theorem : ifo=1,
then ¢*(\A) is substantially larger than ¢(C), regardless of how close to zero ¢ is.

Finally, let us mention that the approach used to prove Theorem [6.7] utilize a coupling of random
graph P(w) on n’ nodes and a given degree sequence with a random b-regular graph P, j on n'
nodes. We use this coupling to show that good expansion properties of P, ; imply good expansion
properties for P(w). This coupling seems powerful and might be potentially useful for some other
applications.

1.2 Simulations

This paper focuses on asymptotic theoretical results of the ABCD model. Having said that, we
performed a number of simulations and compared asymptotic predictions with graphs generated by
computer. These simulations show that the behaviour of small random instances is similar to what
is predicted by the theory. This is a good news for practitioners as it shows that, despite the fact
that the generative algorithm is randomized, the model has good stability. The code is accessible on
GitHub repositoryiﬂ

1.3 Open Problems

Theoretical results and simulations suggest that if ¢, the minimum degree of A, satisfies § > dg for
some dp > 2, then there exists a constant {y = £p(d) (that possibly depends also on other parameters
of the ABCD model A) such that the following holds w.h.p. (that is, with probability tending to
one as n — 00):

o if 0 < & < &, then ¢*(A) ~ ¢(C), where C is the ground truth partition of the set of nodes of
A,

o if &€ > &, then ¢*(A) is separated by a constant from ¢(C).

Our results make the first step towards this conjecture by showing upper and lower bounds for such
threshold constant &y, when dy = 100. The bounds for &y are not close to each other. The next step
would be to narrow the gap down or perhaps to determine the threshold value exactly, provided that
dg is sufficiently large. Another natural direction would be to decrease the lower bound for §, that is,
to decrease the value of 3. We showed that § = 1 does not have the desired property but maybe
do = 27 Or maybe one can always construct a better partition than C when ¢ = 2, regardless how
small parameter & is? These questions are left as open questions for future investigation.
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2 Definitions (of ABCD Model and Modularity)

2.1 Asymptotic Notation

Our results are asymptotic in nature, that is, we will assume that the number of nodes n — oo.
Formally, we consider a sequence of graphs G,, = (V;,, E,,) and we are interested in events that hold
with high probability (w.h.p.), that is, events that hold with probability tending to 1 as n — co.
It would be also convenient to consider events that hold with extreme probability (w.e.p.), that is,
events that hold with probability at least 1 — exp(—Q((logn)?)). An easy but convenient property is
that if a polynomial number of events hold w.e.p., then w.e.p. all of them hold simultaneously.
Given two functions f = f(n) and g = g(n), we will write f(n) = O(g(n)) if there exists an
absolute constant ¢ € Ry such that |f(n)| < c|g(n)| for all n, f(n) = Q(g(n)) if g(n) = O(f(n)),

f(n) =O(g(n)) if f(n) = O(g(n)) and f(n) = Q(g(n)), and we write f(n) = o(g(n)) or f(n) < g(n)
if limy, 00 f(n)/g(n) = 0. In addition, we write f(n) > g(n) if g( ) = o(f(n)) and we write

f(n) ~g(n) if f(n) = (14 0(1))g(n), that is, limy, o0 f(n)/g(n) =
2.2 Other Notation

We will use logn to denote a natural logarithm of n. For a given n € N:={1,2,...}, we will use [n]
to denote the set consisting of the first n natural numbers, that is, [n] := {1,2,...,n}. Finally, as
typical in the field of random graphs, for expressions that clearly have to be an integer, we round up
or down but do not specify which: the choice of which does not affect the argument.

2.3 ABCD Model

Table 1: Parameters of the ABCD model

parameter | range description

n N number of nodes

~ (2,3) power-law exponent of degree distribution

0 N minimum degree at least ¢

¢ (0, Til] maximum degree at most nS

I5; (1,2) power-law exponent of distribution of community sizes
s N\ [6] | community sizes at least s

T (¢, 1) community sizes at most n”

I3 (0,1) level of noise

The ABCD model is governed by 8 parameters summarized in Table For a fixed set of
parameters, we generate the ABCD graph A = A(n,~,46,(, 3, s,T,§) following the steps outlined
below. Each time we refer to graph A in this paper, we implicitly (or explicitly, but it happens
rather rarely) fix all of these parameters.



2.3.1 Degree Distribution

Let v € (2,3), d € N, and ¢ € (0,1). Degrees of nodes of ABCD graph A are generated randomly
following the (truncated) power-law distribution P(,d, () with exponent v, minimum value J, and
maximum value D = n¢. In order to make sure the sum of degrees is even, if needed, we decrease by
one the degree of one node of the largest degree.

It is easy to show (see Lemma that for any w = w(n) tending to infinity as n — oo w.h.p.
the maximum degree of A is at most n'/("=Dw (of course, by definition, it is deterministically at
most n¢). As a result, for any two values of (1, (s € (,Y—il, 1) one may couple the two corresponding
ABCD graphs A so that w.h.p. they produce exactly the same graph. Hence, for convenience but
without loss of generality, we will later on assume that ¢ € (0, ﬁ]

2.3.2 Distribution of Community Sizes

Let 8 € (1,2), s € N\ [0], and 7 € ((,1). Community sizes of ABCD graph A are generated
randomly following the (truncated) power-law distribution P(8,s,T) with exponent £, minimum
value s, and maximum value S = n”. Communities are generated with this distribution as long as the
sum of their sizes is less than n, the desired number of nodes. Suppose that the last community has
size z and after adding it to the remaining ones, the sum of their sizes will exceed n by k € NU {0}.
If £ = 0, then there is nothing else to do. If z — k > s, then the size of the last community is
reduced to z — k so that the total number of nodes is exactly n. Otherwise, we select z — k < s old
communities at random, increase their sizes by one, and remove the last community so that the
desired property holds.

The assumption that 7 > ( is introduced to make sure large degree nodes have large enough
communities to be assigned to. Similarly, the assumption that s > ¢ 4+ 1 is required to guarantee
that small communities are not too small and so that they can accommodate small degree nodes.

2.3.3 Assigning Nodes into Communities

At this point, the degree distribution (w; > wy > ... > wy) and the distribution of community sizes
(c1 > ca > ... > ¢) are already fixed. The final ABCD graph A will be formed as the union of
¢+ 1 independent graphs: ¢ community graphs G; = (Cy, E;), @ € [¢], and a single background graph
Go = (V, Ey), where V = Uie[ﬁ] C;. Roughly &w; edges incident to node 4 will, by definition, belong
to its own community but a few additional edges from the background graph might end up in that
community. In order to create enough room for these edges, node of degree w; will be allowed to be
assigned to a community of size ¢; if the following inequality is satisfied:

[(1 = &p)wi] <cj—1, where ¢ =1 - (cg/n).
kel
Note that this condition is equivalent to the following one:
Cj — 1
1-&¢

An assignment of nodes into communities will be called admissible if the above inequality is satisfied
for all nodes. We will show in Subsection that there are many admissible assignments. In
particular, there are linearly many nodes of degree § but, fortunately, w.h.p. communities of size

(1)

w; <



more than n¢ (more than the maximum degree) have space for almost all nodes. We select one
admissible assignment uniformly at random. Sampling uniformly one of such assignments turns out
to be relatively easy from both theoretical and practical points of view. We will discuss it in detail
in Subsection [5.3l

2.3.4 Distribution of Weights

Parameter £ € (0, 1) reflects the amount of noise in the network. It controls the fraction of edges
that are between communities. Indeed, asymptotically (but not exactly) 1 — ¢ fraction of edges are
going to end up within one of the communities. Each node will have its degree w; split into two
parts: community degree y; and background degree z; (w; = y; + z;). Our goal is to get y; ~ (1 —&)w;
and z; =~ £w;. However, both y; and z; have to be non-negative integers and for each community
C CV, > iccyi has to be even. Note that since ) i, w; is even, it will imply that

ZziZZ(wi*yi):Zwi*ZZyi

icV icV eV C ieC

is even too.

For each community C' C V' we identify the leader, a node of the largest degree w; associated
with community C. (If many nodes in C' have the largest degree, then we arbitrarily select one of
them to be the leader.) For non-leaders we split the weights as follows:

Yi = [(1 - f)wi—‘ and zi = Wi — Yi,

where for a given integer a € Z and real number b € [0,1) the random variable |a + b] is defined as
a with probability 1 — b
latb] = oY 2)

a+1 with probability b.

(Note that E[|a 4+ b]] = a(l —b) + (a + 1)b = a + b.) For the leader of community C' we round
(1 — &)w; up or down so that the sum of weights in each cluster is even. If (1 — §)w; € N and the
sum of weights y; in C' is odd, then we randomly make a decision whether subtract or add one to
make the sum to be even.

2.3.5 Creating Graphs

As already mentioned, the final ABCD graph A = (V| E) will be formed as the union of ¢ + 1
independent graphs: ¢ community graphs G; = (C;, E;), i € [¢], and a single background graph
Go = (V, Ey), where V = Uie[ﬁ] C;, that is, E = Uie[ﬁ}u{o} E;. Each of these £ 4+ 1 graphs will be
created independently. The partition C = {C},Cy,...,Cy} will be called a ground-truth partition.

Suppose then that our goal is to create a graph on n nodes with a given degree distribution
w = (wy,ws,...,w,), where w is any vector of non-negative integers such that w := Zie[n] w;
is even. We define a random multi-graph P(w) with a given degree sequence known as the
configuration model (sometimes called the pairing model), which was first introduced by
Bollobas [8]. (See [6], 38, B9] for related models and results.) We start with w points that are
partitioned into n buckets labelled with labels vq,vo, ..., v,; bucket v; consists of w; points. It is

easy to see that there are W pairings of points. We select one of such pairings uniformly at



random, and construct a multi-graph P(w), with loops and parallel edges allowed, as follows: nodes
are the buckets vy, va, ..., v, and a pair of points zy corresponds to an edge v;v; in P(w) if  and
y are contained in the buckets v; and v;, respectively.

2.3.6 Simulation Corner

Note that the ABCD model A allows loops and multiple edges. Indeed, they can occur both in
any of the generated graphs G; (i € [¢] U {0}) or after taking a union of their edge sets. In general,
however, there will not be very many of them. To keep the theoretical model simple, in this paper
we allow A be a multi-graph but, alternatively, one may condition on A to be a simple graph.
In practice, the algorithm performs some kind of edges “switching” that is known to generate a
random graph that is very close to the uniform distribution [18]. We will use simple graphs for our
experiments to show that, indeed, the difference is not detectable. Moreover, to get closed formulas
in some theoretical results proved in this paper we use the continuous variant of the power law
distribution. For example, if X € P(7,d, (), then for any k € {§,5 + 1,..., D} we assume that

Pr(X = k) g
Qk g T = = ———
f6D+1 r—Vdx

Alternatively, one may use the discrete counterpart, namely, assume that
k7
r, =Pr(X =k) = m. (3)
All results proved in this paper hold for both variants. We state them for continuous one but one
may replace g with 7 to get the discrete counterparts. Since the default implementation of the

ABCD model uses the discrete distribution, we use it for our simulations. For more details we
direct the reader to the original paper on the ABCD model [23].

2.4 Modularity Function

The modularity function favours partitions of the set of nodes of a graph G in which a large proportion
of the edges fall entirely within the parts but benchmarks it against the expected number of edges one
would see in those parts in the corresponding Chung-Lu random graph model [10] which generates
graphs with the expected degree sequence following exactly the degree sequence in G.

Formally, for a graph G = (V, E) and a given partition A = {41, Ag, ..., Ay} of V', the modularity
function is defined as follows:

e(4; vol(A; 2
- (e

AiEA AiGA

where for any A CV, e(4) = [{uv € E : u,v € A}| is the number of edges in the subgraph of G
induced by set A, and vol(A) = > ., deg(v) is the volume of set A. In particular, vol(V') = 2|E|.
The first term in , > a.ea €(Ai)/|E], is called the edge contribution and it computes the fraction
of edges that fall within one of the parts. The second one, ZAieA(VOl(Ai)/VOI(V))2, is called the
degree tax and it computes the expected fraction of edges that do the same in the corresponding
random graph (the null model). The modularity measures the deviation between the two.



It is easy to see that for any partition A, ¢(A) < 1. On the other hand, it can be shown
that ¢(A) > —1/2. Also, if A = {V}, then ¢(A) = 0, and if A = {{v1},{v2},...,{vn}}, then
q(A) = — Y (deg(v)/vol(V))? < 0. The maximum modularity ¢*(G) is defined as the maximum of
q(A) over all possible partitions A of V; that is, ¢*(G) = maxa ¢(A). In order to maximize q(A)
one wants to find a partition with large edge contribution subject to small degree tax. If ¢*(G)
approaches 1 (which is the trivial upper bound), we observe a strong community structure; conversely,
if ¢*(@G) is close to zero (which is the trivial lower bound), there is no community structure. The
definition in can be generalized to weighted edges by replacing edge counts with sums of edge
weights. It can also be generalized to hypergraphs |21 22].

3 Related Results for Random Graphs

Analyzing the maximum modularity ¢*(G) for sparse random graphs is a challenging task. The most
attention was paid to random d-regular graphs G, 4 but even for this family of graphs we only
know upper and lower bounds for ¢*(G, 4) that are quite apart from each other. For example, for
random 3-regular graph G, 3 we only know that w.h.p.

0.667026 < ¢*(Gp,3) < 0.789998.

These bounds were recently proved in [30] but the main goal of that paper was to confirm the
conjecture from [32] that w.h.p. ¢*(G,,3) > 2/3 + € for some € > 0. We refer the reader to [32], [37]
for numerical bounds on ¢*(Gy, 4) for other values of d > 3 and for some explicit but weaker bounds.
It is also known that w.h.p. ¢*(Gn2) ~ 1 [32].

The binomial random graphs G(n,p) were studied in [33] where it was shown that w.h.p.
q*(G(n,p)) ~ 1, provided that pn < 1 whereas w.h.p. ¢*(G(n,p)) = ©(1/,/pn), provided that pn > 1
and p < 1 — ¢ for some ¢ > 0. The modularity of the well-known Preferential Attachment
(PA) model [5] and the Spatial Preferential Attachment (SPA) model [I] was studied in [37].
Finally, the modularity of a model of random geometric graphs on the hyperbolic plane [25], known
as the KPKBYV model after its inventors, was recently studied in [9].

4 Preliminaries

4.1 Chernoff Bounds and Their Generalization

Let us first state a specific instance of Chernoff’s bound that we will find often useful. Let
X € Bin(n, p) be a random variable with the binomial distribution with parameters n and p. Then,
a consequence of Chernoff’s bound (see e.g. [19, Corollary 2.3]) is that

P(1X — E[X]| > ¢ E[X]) < 2exp (—52 I‘im) (5)

for 0 < e < 3/2. However, at some point we will need need a stochastic upped bound for X when
E[X] is small. In such situations the following bound can be applied instead of (see e.g. [19,
Theorem 2.1|):

u2
P(X > E[X]+u) <exp <_2(E[X]+u/3)> . (6)



Let us mention that the above bounds hold for the general case in which X = > | X; and
X, € Bernoulli(p;) with (possibly) different p; (e.g. see [19, Theorem 2.8]). Moreover, they also hold
for a hypergeometric distribution with parameters n, z, and ¢, where max(z,t) < n. Let T be a
subset of [n] of size t selected uniformly at random. Then a random variable with a hypergeometric
distribution is defined as follows: X = |T'N [z]|. Then the above inequalities hold with E[X]| = zt/n
(again, e.g. see [19] Theorem 2.10]).

We will also need the following result which can be viewed as a generalization of Chernoff bounds.
In particular, the two inequalities above ((5( and @) are special cases when ¢ = 1.

Lemma 4.1. Let (ci,c¢2,...,¢) be a sequence of natural numbers with ¢ = max;c;. Let S; =
Zg:.l ciZ;, where Z;,i € [r] are independent Bernoulli(p) random variables. Let p; = E[S;] =
pY.1_y ¢, and let = p, = E[S,]. Then for u > 0 we have that

2
P (max (Sj — ny) > u) < exp <_20(u> and

1<j<r p+u/3)
u2
5> < —— .
P <1%1?%(T(uj S;j) > u) < exp < 26,u>

In particular, for e < 3/2 we have that

e2u
P max |S; — pj| > ep | <2exp 3. )
c

1<y<r

To prove this lemma, one can easily adjust the proof of the classic Chernoff bound. Alternatively,
the same bounds come from [31]. In that paper, the counterpart of Lemma is stated for S, — p
(see Theorem 2.3); however, the author comments that S, — ;1 can be replaced with maxi<j<,(S;— ;)
(which is a slightly stronger version than we need here) as follows. A standard martingale bound
shows that eg. for any h > O:

) > < p—hu [ h(Sr—M)} )
P (1@?2{7"(8] [i) > u) <e "E|e
Then plugging this into the appropriate place in the proof of Theorem 2.3 yields the desired bounds.

4.2 Expansion Properties of Random d-regular graphs

Let G, 4 be the probability space of random d-regular simple graphs with uniform probability
distribution (d > 2 is fixed and n is even if d is odd). It is an easy fact that the probability of
a random pairing P, 4 := P(w) with w := (d,d, ..., d) corresponding to a given simple d-regular
graph G is independent of the graph. As a result, the restriction of the probability space P, 4 to
simple graphs is precisely G,, 4. Moreover, it is well known that a random pairing generates a simple
graph with probability asymptotic to e(1-d*)/4 depending on d, so that any event holding w.h.p. over
the probability space of random pairings also holds w.h.p. over the corresponding space G, 4. For
this reason, asymptotic results over random pairings can be immediately transferred to G,, 4. For
more information on this model, see [39].



We will use the well-known expansion properties of random d-regular graphs that follow from
their eigenvalues. These expansion properties are known to hold w.h.p. for G, 4 but, fortunately,
they actually hold w.h.p. for P, 4 (and so, by the argument mentioned above, they immediately hold
w.h.p. for G,, 4 which is what is typically used). In one of our proofs (see the proof of Theorem ,
we will couple the ABCD model A with a random pairing P,, 4. This coupling will allow us to
deduce some useful expansion properties of A from the corresponding properties of P, 4.

The adjacency matrix A = A(G) of a given a d-regular (multi)graph G with n nodes, is an
n X n real and symmetric matrix. Thus, the matrix A has n real eigenvalues which we denote by
AL > Ao > -+ > Ay, It is known that certain properties of a d-regular graph are reflected in its
spectrum but, since we focus on expansion properties, we are particularly interested in the following
quantity: A = AM(G) = max(|A\2|, |\n]). In words, A is the largest absolute value of an eigenvalue
other than A\; = d. For more details, see the general survey [I7] about expanders, or [4, Chapter 9|.

The value of A for random d-regular graphs has been studied extensively. A major result due to
Friedman [I4] is the following:

Lemma 4.2 ([I4]). For every fized € > 0 and for G € Py, 4 (and so also for G € G, 4), w.h.p.
ANG)<2vVd—1+e.

The number of edges |E(S,T)| between sets S and T is expected to be close to the expected
number of edges between S and 7' in a random graph of edge density d/n, namely, d|S||T|/n. A small
A (or large spectral gap) implies that this deviation is small. The following useful bound is essentially
proved in [2] (see also [4]):

Lemma 4.3 (Expander Mixing Lemma). Let G = (V, E) be a d-regular (multi)graph with n nodes
and set X = X\(G). Then for all S, T CV

d|S||T
(s, 1)) - P < 3 s,

(Note that S N7 does not have to be empty; in general, |[E(S,T)| is defined to be the number of
edges between S\ T to T plus twice the number of edges that contain only nodes of SNT'.)

The Expander Mixing Lemma is very useful but for our purpose it is better to apply a slightly
stronger lower estimate for |E(S,V \ )|, namely,

(d—=MISIV A\ S|

[E(S,V\S)| = (7)
for all S C V. This is proved in [3], see also [4]. Combining this inequality with a simple averaging
argument gives immediately the following useful bound for the maximum modularity that was
observed in [37].

Lemma 4.4 ([37]). Let G = (V, E) be a d-regular (multi)graph with n nodes and set A\ = A\(G).

Then,
A

7 (G) < 7
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5 Some Properties of ABCD

5.1 Degree Distribution

Let v € (2,3),0 € N, and ¢ € (0,1). We will show soon that we may assume that ¢ < ﬁ but for
now we allow ¢ to be any value from (0, 1). Recall that the degrees of nodes of the ABCD model
are generated randomly following the (truncated) power-law distribution P(,d,() with exponent

7, minimum value ¢, and maximum value D = n¢. More precisely, if X € P(v,4,(), then for any

ke{dd+1,...,D},

ktl o —y 1—y _ 1—y
G = Pr(X —k) = P da::k (k+1)
5D+1 z=vde 0= (D+ 1)

k
k=7 (y —1)677 L (9)

As promised earlier, we start with a proof of an upper bound for the maximum degree, which
justifies our future assumption that ¢ € (0,1/(y — 1)].

Lemma 5.1. Let v € (2,3), 0 €N, and ¢ € (0,1). Let w = w(n) be any function tending to infinity
asn — oo. Then, w.h.p. the mazimum degree of A is at most min(n¢,n*/0=Yy).

Proof. Trivially, by definition, the maximum degree is at most D = n¢. Hence, the desired property
holds (deterministically) if ¢ < 1/(y — 1). Let us then assume that ¢ > 1/(y — 1). Our goal is to
show that w.h.p. the maximum degree of A is at most K := n/(=Dw. Note that the expected
number of nodes with degree at least K is equal to

D D+1 — 1— 1—
x Vdx K~ —(D+1)"7

- [P evde " (D

= 0K 0Dy = 0w ) = o(1).

Hence, by the first moment method, w.h.p. there is no node with degree at least K and the proof of
the lemma is finished. O

Now, we are ready to investigate the degree distribution.

Lemma 5.2. Let v € (2,3), d € N, and ¢ € (0, ﬁ] For k € N, let Y}, be the random variable
counting the number of nodes in A that are of degree k. For k € N and n = n(n), let Y} be the
random variable counting the number of nodes in A that are of degree at least k but at most (1 +n)k.

The following properties hold w.e.p.:

11



(a) If ¢ € (0, %), then for any k € N such that § < k < n® we have
Y = (1+0((logn)™)) ngy
- (1+cx1qyw—w)n(k4*4>—(k4-n—ﬁ—ﬂ)5*4
= 1+0k Y +0(logn)™)) nk™(y—1)57"1 (10)

(
(

(b) If ¢ € [’7 . 1) then for any k € N such that § < k < n'/7(logn)~*7 < n¢ random variable
Yy satisfies (@, and for any k € N such that n'/7(logn)=*"7 <k <n¢/(1+n) we have

Y, = (1+0((logn)™)) nnkqy
= (1+0((logn)™) (v = 1)o7 ! (logn)", (11)
where
n=mn(k) =n""(logn)'k"™" = O((logn)™") = o(1).
(c) If ¢ = ﬁ, then for any k € N such that § < k < n'/7(logn)~*" < n¢ random variable Y},

satisfies (@ and for cmy k € N such that nl/V(log n)~ v <k < nS(logn)~ 5/(=1) random
variable Y77 satisfies . The number of nodes of degree at least n(logn)~ 5/(r=1) s equal to

9((10gn)5)-

Before we move to the proof of this lemma, let us mention the following straightforward corollary.
Recall that for a given set of nodes A C V', the volume of A is defined as follows:

vol(A) = Z deg(v)
vEA
In particular, vol(V') = 2| E].
Corollary 5.3. The volume of all nodes in A is w.e.p. equal to

D D
vol(V') = Z kY), = (1 4+ O((logn)™")) dn, where d := Z kqy.
k=0 k=0

Unfortunately, there is no closed formula for a constant d but one can easily approximate it
numerically and obtain some theoretical bounds. For example, note that

. Z k+1 — Z kJrl 21V _ §D+1 1 Vdx _ (5277 o (D + 1)277)/(7 _ 2)
D+l - s 6D+1 —dx JDH zVdx (17 =D+ 1)1)/(v-1)
— —((v=2) -1
(1+0(n »57_2

On the other hand,

fkkﬂx Ydx D k fkkH 2 Vdx 5 f5D+1 1 Vdx
d:Z D+1 >Zk 1 P 251 (P o
xvdx +1 [T avde + xvdx

k=5 5
2 y-1
- (1 —¢(v=2) R
(1+0(n )51 52



Proof of Lemma[5.3. For now, suppose that the degree sequence is simply a sequence of n independent
random variables, each of them following power-law distribution P(7,d, (). In the end, the degree of
a node of the largest degree might possibly be decreased by one to make sure the sum of degrees is
even. Clearly, this small adjustment will not affect out asymptotic bounds.

We will call a node light if its degree is at most K := nl/'y(log n)_4/7; otherwise, it will be called
heavy. Note that if ( < 1/7, then trivially all nodes are light. On the other hand, if { > 1/, then
(as will be shown soon) w.h.p. the maximum degree is equal to (1 + o(1))n¢ and so we will have a
mixture of light and heavy nodes. We need to make a distinction because for a given value of k,
0 < k < K, there are plenty of light nodes with their degrees are equal to k, that is, we will show
that w.e.p. Y > 0. Unfortunately, for a given value of k, K < k < n¢, it might happen (in fact, it is
quite often the case) that there will be no heavy node that has its degree equal to k, that is, Y = 0.
In order to solve this problem, we will need to group heavy nodes together and consider them in
batches, that is, consider Yk77 instead of Y.

We start with light nodes. Let us fix &k € N such that § < k < K. Using @D, we get that

E[Vi] = nax = O(nk™) = QK ) = Q((logn)?).
After applying Chernoff’s bound with € = (logn)~! we get that w.e.p.
Vi = (14 O((logn) " H)E[Y;] = (1 + O((logn)™1))ngy.

The other two equalities in follow immediately from and (9). This finishes part (a) and the
first half of part (b).

We move now to heavy nodes. Assume that ¢ > 1/ and let us fix k € N such that K < k <
n¢/(14n). If ( =1/(y—1) (part (c)), then we additionally assume that k < n¢(logn)=>/ =1 (We
will independently deal with nodes of degrees that are very close to the maximum degree.) Recall
that

n=n(k) =n"(logn)*k’ L.

Recall also that random variable Yk77 counts a batch of nodes with degrees at least k but at most
(14 n)k. Note that n(k) is an increasing function of k. Moreover, n(K) = 1/K so only a few values
are considered for k = K (note that n(/K)K = 1). On the other extreme, n(n¢) = n~ 1< (logn)*
which is O((logn)~!) = o(1), provided that ¢ < 1/(y—1). If { = 1/(y—1) (part (c)), then additional
upper bound for k also guarantees that at the extreme case n(nS(logn)~%(=D) = (logn)~! = o(1).
In any case, if n = O((logn) 1), then all nodes in the batch have degrees equal to (14 O(n))k =
(14 O((logn)~1))k. Using (9) as before, we get that

(14+n)k
EY/=n Y ¢ =0 (n(nk)k™") = 6((logn)*).
i=k

After applying Chernoft’s bound with € = (logn)~! we get that w.e.p.

Y)! = (14 0((logn) )E[Y] = (1 + O((logn) ™)) nikqy.

The second equality in follows immediately from (9)). This finishes the second half of part (b).

To finish part (c¢), it remains to concentrate on the case ( =1/(y — 1) and deal with nodes of
degrees that are very close to the maximum degree. Since the expected number of nodes of degree
at least n¢(logn) =5/ is of order

1—
n (nc(log n)_5/('7_1)> T (logn)®,
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we may apply Chernoff’s bound (5|) with ¢ = (logn)~?! for the last time to get the desired concentration.
The proof of the lemma is finished. O

Simulation Corner

In order to see whether asymptotic results can be used to predict the behaviour for relatively
small values of n, we generated the degree distributions for two ABCD graphs A on n = 1,000
and, respectively, n = 1,000,000 nodes. In both cases, we used parameters v = 2.5, § = 5, and
¢(=1/2 <2/3=1/(y—1) (that is, D = /n). On Figure |1| we plot the complement of the
cumulative degree distribution (that is, the fraction of nodes of degree at least K) and compare it
with asymptotic, theoretical predictions, namely, function

[?H zVdr K'Y —(D+1)177

D
Z = "D31__ 7 5197 _ (D+ 1)
P J5 T avdx (D+1)

We observe almost perfect agreement, especially for a larger graph. As mentioned earlier, the
theoretical distribution uses the continuous model whereas when generating ABCD we used the
discrete distribution. As a consequence, we see a slight deviation between the curves indicating that
the theoretical continuous model generates slightly larger node degrees.

n =1,000 n = 1,000,000

100 ---- simulation
—— theory

100 ---- simulation
—— theory

K
K

Fraction of nodes with degree >
Fraction of nodes with degree >

Figure 1: Complement of cumulative degree distribution for small (n = 1,000; left plot) and large
(n = 1,000,000; right plot) graphs using the following parameters: v = 2.5, § =5, and ( = 1/2.

Our next experiment investigates how well Corollary [5.3] predicts the volume of A in practice. For
each value of n = 1000 - 2¢, i € {0,1,...,15}, we independently generated 100 graphs with the same
parameters as in the first experiment. On Figure [2] we present the average value and the standard
deviation of vol(V'). We use two different scalings: dn, the theoretical asymptotic prediction using
continuous power-law distribution, and dn where d = ZkD:5 kry (see for a definition of ry), the
discrete counterpart of d. Since discrete distribution is used by default by the ABCD generator, in
line what we observed in Figure[I] the continuous prediction is a little bit off but the discrete one
works well, especially for large graphs.
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—— empirical:continuous model ratio —— empirical:continuous model ratio
— empirical:discrete model ratio — empirical:discrete model ratio

Normalized volume

g g

Normalized volume
g

0.94 0.94

108 107 10° 104 108 107

10° 10°
Number of nodes Number of nodes

Figure 2: The average volume of 100 independently generated graphs; shaded area represents the
standard deviation. Both quantities were normalized by the theoretical prediction for continuous
model (red curve) and discrete one (blue curve). The dashed line at 1 corresponds to a perfect
prediction. Parameters used: v = 2.5, § = 5, and ¢ = 1/2 (left plot), and v = 2.5, § = 25, and
¢ =1/2 (right plot).

5.2 Distribution of Community Sizes

Let 8 € (1,2),s € N, and 7 € (¢, 1). Recall that community sizes of the ABCD model are generated
randomly following the (truncated) power-law distribution P(8,s,T) with exponent £, minimum
value s, and maximum value S = n”. More precisely, if X € P(f, s, 7), then after following exactly
the same computation as in and @D we get that for any k € {s,s +1,...,S5},

= Pr(X =k)= P el BP - (k1)
e iy s (SH D
= (1406 (kf(ﬁfl) — (k+ 1)*(671)> 81 (12)
1

= 1+0m BN Lok k(B -1)s" L (13)

Community sizes of ABCD are generated randomly and independently, each of them following
power-law distribution P(f, s, 7). Our first task is to investigate how many communities there are
in a graph on n nodes, and how their sizes are distributed. It is slightly easier to fix the number of
communities, generate their sizes independently, and check how large graph they span. Once we
establish this, we will simply inverse the process, fix the number of nodes of the graph to be n and
compute the number of communities ¢ that need to be generated to reach the desired number of
nodes.

The assumption that 7 > ( is introduced to make sure large degree nodes have large enough
communities to be assigned to. We do not need this assumption in the first lemma as it is concerned
with a sequence of random variables, not the ABCD model.

Lemma 5.4. Let f € (1,2), s€N, and 7 € (0,1). Let

0 ={(n) = cn'~7H)
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for some function ¢ = c(n) — ¢, where ¢ € Ry. Let (X1, Xo,...,Xy) be a sequence of independent
random variables, X; € P(B,s,T) for any i € [{]. For k € N, let Y}, be the random variable counting
the number of variables X; that are equal to k. For k € N and n = n(n), let Y,;7 be the random
variable counting the number of variables X; that are at least k but at most (1 + n)k.

The following properties hold w.e.p.:

a) If T € (0,1/2), then for any k € N such that s < k < n” we have
(a) If T €(0,1/2) for any
Vi = (1+0((logn)™")) fps
= (1+ (’)((logn)fl)) enl=72-6) (kf(ﬁfl) — (k+ 1)7(571)> sP1
= 140k +0(logn)™) en' T AP (5 - 1)L (14)
b) If T € [1/2,1), then for any k € N such that s < k < n™=@=1/B(logn) P <« n™ random
( y g

variable Yy, satisfies , and for any k € N such that n™=7=D/B(logn)~*8 <k < n7/(1+4)
we have

Y = (1+0((logn)™")) ¢nkpy
= (1+0((logn)™)) ¢(B8 - 1)36*1(10g n)4,

where

n=n(k) =" logn) k1 < n~ " (logn)* = O((logn)™!) = o(1).

In any case,
‘

ZXi = (14 O((logn)™1)) ens’! g__; = (1+o0(1))n, (15)
i=1
provided
L 2-p
SCER RS

Before we prove the lemma, let us state the following straightforward implication for the ABCD
model.

Corollary 5.5. Let € (1,2), s€ N, and 7 € (¢,1). The following properties hold w.e.p. for A.

(a) The number of communities is equal to
¢=1t(n)=(1+0((logn)™1))ent=7C=A),
where
28
(B—1)sP~1"

(b) For k € N, let Yy, be the number of communities of size k. For k € N and n =n(n), let Y," be
the number of communities of size at least k but at most (14 n)k. Random variables Yy, and

Y," satisfy properties (a) and (b) in Lemma .

c=
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Proof. Recall that community sizes are generated independently following power-law distribution
P(B,s,7) until the sum of their sizes reaches n. By Lemma (see (15)), w.e.p. after generating

ly="Yi(n) = (1—a(log n)_l) ent—7(2-8)

communities, the sum is still below n provided that a is a large enough constant. On the other hand,
after generating

by = Cu(n) = (1+a(logn) ) én!—7C=H)
communities, w.e.p. the sum exceeds n, again, provided that a is large enough. It follows that w.e.p.
¢y < ¢ < {,. This finishes part (a) of the corollary.

Recall that once the desired number of nodes is reached, either the last community is “trimmed”
or at most s — 1 = O(1) communities increase their sizes. To see that part (b) holds, note that
the bounds for Y}, and Y, implied by Lemma, are asymptotically the same, regardless whether
the lemma is applied for ¢, or for £,. Moreover, these bounds are of order at least (logn)* and so
affecting O(1) communities at the end of the process will not affect the final bounds. The proof of
the corollary is finished. O

Now we are ready to get back to Lemma The proof of the lemma is a straightforward
adaptation of the one of Lemma

Proof of Lemmal[5.4 We will call a random variable X; light if X; < K, where
K :=min (nT_(2T_1)/5(log n)~48, nT> ;

otherwise, X; will be called heavy. Note that if 7 < 1/2, then K = n” so all variables are light. On
the other hand, if 7 > 1/2, then K = n™~27=D/8(logn)~*/# <« n™ and so we will have a mixture of

light and heavy variables.
We start with light variables. Let us fix k € N such that s < k < K. Using , we get that

E[Vi] = tp, = O(n' T APy = Q(n! A K=8) = Q((log n)*).
After applying Chernoff’s bound with € = (logn)~! we get that w.e.p.
Vi = (1+ O((logn) "))E[Y;] = (14 O((logn)™"))épy.

The other two equalities in follow immediately from and . This finishes part (a) and
the first half of part (b).

We move now to heavy variables. Assume that 7 > 1/2 and let us fix & € N such that
K <k<n7/(1+mn). Let us also fix

n=n(k) =n"*A"(logn)* k1.

Recall that random variable Y, counts a batch of variables X; that are at least k but at most (1+n)k.
Note that n(k) is an increasing function of k. Moreover, n(K) = 1/K so only a few values are
considered for k = K (note that n(K)K = 1). On the other extreme, n(n”) = n~(1=7)(log n)* which
is still O((logn)™1) = o(1). It implies that all variables in the batch are equal to (1 + O(n))k =
(14 O((logn)~1))k. As before, using we get that

(L+n)k
Y=Y o =0 (n' "D k)k ) = Q((logn)?).
i=k
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After applying Chernoft’s bound with € = (logn)~! we get that w.e.p.
V' = (1+O((logn) " )E[Y,]] = (1 + O((logn)™")) tnkpy.

This finishes the second half of part (b).
It remains to show . Since we aim for a statement that holds w.e.p., we may assume that
parts (a) and (b) hold. First, let us note that

J4 n”
IR P
i=1 k=s
Light variables can be delt with immediately: for any & € N such that s < k < K we have

kY, = (1 4+ O((logn)™)) képy.

For heavy variables we again use the fact that all variables in one batch have asymptotically the
same value. For any k € N such that K <k <n”/(1+n) we have

(1+n)k (1+n)k
Y i = (1+0Mm)k Z Vi = (1+O((logn)™h)) kY,
i=k
(14n)k
= (14 0((logn)™")) ktnkp, = (1+ O((logn) ™)) > ilp;.
i=k

It follows that

ZX ZkYk_ (1+ O((logn)~ Zk:fpk

k=s

Now, note that the contribution from the first logn terms is neghglble:

logn logn logn
S ktp, = ( 1-r(2- mzkl B) < 1-r(2-8) xl—ﬁd:E)
k=s s

= 0 (nl_T@_m (log n)2_6) =0 (n/logn).

On the other hand,

Z kipy, = (14 0O((logn)™)) en!"C=A) (3 — 1)1 Z RES:
k=logn k=logn

nT

— (14 O((logn) 1)) en B (5 — 1)sP / 2Bz + O(1)

logn
7(2—8) _ 2—3
= (14 O((logm) ) en' (g -y R
—1
= (14 0((logn)™1)) ens®t L
2-p
This finishes the proof of , and so the theorem holds. O
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Simulation Corner

We generated community sizes for two ABCD graphs A on n = 1,000 and, respectively, n = 1,000,000
nodes. In both cases, we used parameters 3 = 1.5, s = 50, and 7 = 3/4 (that is, S = n%*). On
Figure |3 we plot the complement of the cumulative distribution (that is, the fraction of communities
that consist of at least K nodes) and compare it with asymptotic, theoretical predictions, namely,
function

XS: _Jig e Pdr K10 — (S 4+ 1)18
k_Kp’“ R e CR Ve

Simulation results are averaged over 30 independent runs in view of the small number of communities
compared to n. Note that since s = 50 is much larger than § = 5, in Figure [I] we do not observe
a large difference between theoretical and simulated curves (the largest discrepancy between the
continuous (gx) and the discrete (ry) distributions is observed for small values of k).

n = 1,000 n = 1,000,000

100 —— theory 100 —— theory
-- simulation -- simulation

K
K

Fraction of communities with size >
Fraction of communities with size >

Figure 3: Complement of cumulative community size distribution for small (n = 1,000; left plot)
and large (n = 1,000,000; right plot) graphs. Parameter used: § = 1.5, s = 50, and 7 = 3/4.

To see how well Corollary [5.5] predicts the number of communities in practice, for each value of
n =1000-2% i € {0,1,...,15}, we independently generated 100 graphs with the same parameters
as in the above experiment and three other sets of parameters. On Figure [4] we present the average
number of communities and its standard deviation. In our theoretical results, we do not pay attention
to signs of error terms as all of them tend to zero as n — oo. However, based on the simulation,
it seems that the error term is negative for 8 < 1.5 and positive for 8 > 1.5 but, as expected, it
diminishes to zero asymptotically. Additionally, note that the standard deviation of the normalized
number of communities is significant even for large graphs, as opposed to standard deviation of the
normalized volume presented in Figure 2]

5.3 Assigning Nodes into Communities and Distribution of Weights

Recall that at this point of the process, the degree distribution (w; > we > ... > wy) and the
distribution of community sizes (¢; > ¢3 > ... > ¢/) are already fixed. In order to assign nodes to
communities we will use the following easy and natural algorithm. We consider nodes, one by one,
starting from wy (high degree node) and finishing with w,, (low degree node). Recall that node i of
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Figure 4: The average number of communities for 100 independently generated graphs; shaded area
represents the standard deviation. Both quantities were normalized by the theoretical prediction.
The dashed line at 1 corresponds to a perfect prediction. All plots are with s = 50. The top two
plots are shown with the same range on the y axis for comparison, i.e. decreasing 7 lowers the
variability. In the bottom plots, we see that convergence is slower for values of g away from 1.5.

degree w; has to be assigned to a community of size ¢; so that inequality holds. We assign node
w; randomly to one of the communities that have size larger than [(1 — {¢)w;| and still have some
“available spots”. We do it with probability proportional to the number of available spots left.

Note that it follows immediately from Corollary |5.5/that w.e.p. ¢ =1—3", 1y (cx/n)? =1-0(1),
since

>oler/m)? = Do Vilk/m)? =300 (0t TEDR (o/m)?)
ke4] k=s k=s

nT

- 0 (n—l—f(z—m 3 k2—ﬂ> -0 (n—1—7(2—5>nT(3—ﬁ>> -0 (n—u—T)) = o(1).

k=s

In order to see that the above simple algorithm generates one of the admissible assignments
uniformly at random, let ¢; be the number of available spots (at the beginning of the process) for
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node ¢, that is, the total number of nodes that belong to communities satisfying inequality :

ci —1
=3 ¢ where I; = {j el w< } - {j €lf:¢;>01 —§¢)w¢—|—1}.
ol 1—&¢

J€l;
Since nodes are considered in non-increasing order of their degrees, exactly ¢ — 1 of these t; available
spots are taken by other nodes when it is time for node ¢ to be assigned to some community.

To see that w.e.p. t; > i, consider any node of degree k such that § < k < n¢(log n)*5/(“f*1).
It follows from Lemma that when this node is considered by the algorithm, w.e.p. its index ¢
satisfies the following property:

i=0 (é nqi> —0 Géﬂ) —0 (nk*%l)) .

On the other hand, by Corollary 5.5 w.e.p.

(1-€p)k (1-€p)k E\28
o i | — o 1-7(2-8) 1-5| — , _ o
ti=n—0 lz:; lip; n—0|n Z i n—0 <n <n7> ) .

=5

Both i and ¢; are decreasing functions of k but clearly ¢; > 4. In fact, note that w.e.p. t; = n(1—o(1))
so almost all nodes are available right from the very beginning when a node of maximum degree is
considered. Since w.e.p. there are linearly many nodes of degree §, we process all nodes of degrees at
least & + 1 before there is potentially a problem.

It follows that each admissible assignment is used with probability equal to
n

1
§ Sy

=1

which is a fixed number that depends on the sequences (w; > wg > ... > wy) and (¢1 > 3 > ... > ¢)
but not on the choice of admissible assignment. Since the algorithm cannot produce any non-
admissible assignment, this shows a uniformity.

We say that the community is large if its size is at least (logn)® and very large if it is of size at
least n¢(logn)?; otherwise, it will be called small. The volumes of small communities are not well
concentrated around their means. For example, a community C' C V' of constant size (|C| = O(1))
has to have average degree satisfying

5o vol) _ ch_w
I (G B e T

but it could be equal to any of the two extreme values with probability bounded away from zero.
Hence, in this situation there is no hope for determining an asymptotic value for its volume that
holds w.e.p. On the other hand, the volumes of very large communities are well concentrated around
their means, as the next lemma shows.

Recall that each node has its degree w; randomly split into community degree y; and background
degree z;. For non-leaders, we have precisely E[y;] = (1—§)w; but the leaders might require adjustment
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implying that E[y;] = (1 — §)w; + O(1) (which is, of course, negligible from our asymptotic results
point of view). For any community C' C V, let

vol.(C) := Zyz

icC

be the community volume. We expect (1 — &) fraction of the total volume of each community to be
assigned to community degrees, that is, E[vol.(C)] = (1 — &)vol(C) + O(1). Similarly to the total
volumes, for very large communities we will prove that vol.(C') is well concentrated around their
expectations.

Now we are ready to state the next lemma.

Lemma 5.6. Let C CV be any large community in A, that is, community of size |C| > (logn)3.
Then,

E[vol(C)] = (14 O((logn)~=2))d|C|, and
D
E[vol,(C)] = (1+ O((logn)~=2)) (1 —€)d|C|, where d := Z kqg.
k=0

Moreover, the following properties hold w.e.p. If C is very large (that is, |C| > nS(logn)*), then

vol(C) = (14 O((logn)~0=2))d|C|, and
Wl(C) = (1+0((logn)"0-2)) (1 - £)d|C]|.
If C is large (that is, (logn)® < |C| < n(logn)?*), then vol(C) = O(n¢(logn)*).

If C is small (that is, |C| < (logn)®), then trivially vol(C') < D|C| < n¢(logn)8.
Finally, vol(F) = O(n(logn)~2), where F is the union of small and large communities.

Let us note that the constant d used in the above lemma is the same as in Corollary Some
useful and explicit bounds for d are provided right after the statement of this corollary.

Proof. Let us fix any community C C V of size z = |C] > 2o := (logn)®. If, for example, z > n¢,
then community C' has enough room even for a node of the largest degree. However, if 2z is small

then only nodes of degree at most L ¢ <1>J are allowed to be assigned to C. Fortunately, w.e.p. the

number of nodes of degree larger than Ky := LIZ—_&PJ > ko= LTO—EH = Q((logn)®) is, by Lemma

equal to

n = ZYk< ZYk_ (14+ O((logn)~ ank— anf”

k>Ko k>ko k>ko k>ko
= 0 (nké“’) =0 (n (log n)*s(”’*l)) = O (n (logn)~?) = o(n),

and so is negligible.

In order to track which nodes end up in community C', we need to start paying attention to the
algorithm generating admissible assignments from time n’ + 1 when considered nodes have a chance
to end up in community C' (because their degrees are at most K(). Based on the observation above,
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right before this happens there are only n’ = O (n (log n)_Q) spots taken from communities of size
at least z + 1. On the other hand, all the remaining nodes may be assigned to any community of
size more than n¢, the trivial upper bound for the maximum degree. By Corollary w.e.p. the
total number of spots available in communities of size at most n¢ is equal to

n = (14+0((logn)™") > thpy =0 ntTEAEIE
= 0 (nl_T(z_ﬁ)nC(Q_’B)) =0 (nl_(T_O@_ﬁ)) = 0O (n (log n)_2) = o(n). (16)

It follows that once n’ + t nodes are assigned to communities, the number of nodes assigned to
community C' can be stochastically upper bounded by Ui, the hypergeometric random variable with
parameters n — n' —n” = n(1 — O((logn)~?)), z, t and lower bounded by L;, the hypergeometric
random variable with parameters n —n’ = n(1 — O((logn)~2)), 2, t.

Suppose first that t < n (logn)®/z = O(n (logn)~2). Note that E[U;] = 2t/(n —n’ —n") =
O((logn)%). Chernoff bound @ applied with u = (logn)® gives us that w.e.p. Uy = O((logn)®).
Hence, during this phase of the algorithm, a node considered at time ¢ 4 1 is assigned to community
C' with probability

exp(— og n)? z—O(Uy) _ ((logn)ﬁ)
p(=U(ogn)") + T 5 iog m)2)) — ¢ (i = Ofllog ) 2) - O(n (o)

= (1 + O((logn) 7)) .

Suppose now that n (logn)®/z <t <n —n(logn)~! so that E[U;] > E[L;] = 2t/(n — n') > (logn)".
Chernoff bound ([5) applied with ¢ = (logn)~2 gives us that w.e.p.

2t

Uy = B[U) (1 + O((logn) %)) = = (14 O((logn) 2)).

Similarly, w.e.p. Ly = (2t/n)(1+0O((logn)~2)). During this phase of the algorithm, a node considered
at time ¢t + 1 is assigned to community C with probability

e Oty o 2 G+ O((logm) ™) 2(1 = t/n+ O((t/n)(logn)~2))
p(=logm) )+ o ogn) ) =t~ (n=D(1— O((logn) 1))
2(1 —t/n)(1+ O((logn)~1))
(n = )(1 = O((logn) 1))

= % (1 + O((logn)_l)) ,

since t < n —n (logn)~!. The end of the algorithm is unpredictable; we claim no bound for the
probability of assigning a node to community C when ¢ > n —n (logn)~!. However, fortunately, the
contribution from these nodes will turn out to be negligible.

Let us now “rewind” the process and “play” it from the very beginning, this time paying attention
what kind of nodes are assigned to community C. Our goal is to estimate vol(C'), the volume of
community C of size z and vol.(C), the community volume of C'. Since the adjustment needed for
the leader of C' changes the value of vol.(C) by at most 1 (and so is negligible), we may assume
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that each node of degree w; assigned to community C' is non-leader, that is, its community degree is
equal to ; = [(1 — €)uw;].

Let A be the set of nodes of degree larger than Ky = L%J > ko= UO_EH = Q((logn)®) that
cannot be assigned to community C. By Lemma [5.2] w.e.p. the volume of A is equal to

vol(A) = Y ki <> kYi=(1+0((logn)™) > nkg=0|> nk'™?

k>Ko k>ko k>ko k>ko

= 0 (nk3_7> =0 (n (log n)*8(7*2)> = o(n),

and so is negligible comparing to the total volume that is w.e.p. linear (see Corollary . Let B be
the set of the last n (logn)~! nodes that we do not control, that is, we cannot predict the probability
that a given node joins C' but we will be able to say how many of them do it. Since w.e.p. these
nodes have degree 6 and so vol(B) = O(n (logn)~!). More importantly, the expected number of
spots already taken from community C' when the nodes from B are about to be considered is equal
to

z _ _

~ (14 0((logn) ™) - (V] = 4] = |B]) = 2 (1 + O((logn) ™)) -
Hence, the expected number of spots left is O(z(logn)™!) and so w.e.p. at most O(z(logn)~!) are
indeed left by Chernoff bound @ applied with u = z(logn)~! > (logn)7. It follows that

E[vol(C)] = (1+O((logn)™)) - (vol(V) — vol(A) — vol(B)) + O(z(logn)™1)

z

n

= 2 — min(1,8(y—2))

= vol(V) - (1 + O((logn) ))
= dz (1 + O((log n)7(772))) .

From this we immediately get that

E[volo(C)] = (1 = )E[ol(C)] = (1 = )dz (1+ O((logn)~=2) ) .

The concentration for very large communities follows from Lemma Note that if C' is very
large, then both E[vol(C)] and E[vol.(C)] are of order z = Q(n¢(logn)*). We get the desired bound
for the failure probability by applying the lemma with ¢ = (logn)™! and ¢ = D = nS. If C is large,
then E[vol(C)] = O(n¢(logn)*). The lemma applied with u = n¢(logn)* and ¢ = D = n¢ gives us
that w.e.p. vol(C) = O(n¢(logn)?*). Finally, by performing the same computation as in we get
that w.e.p. |[F| = O (n (logn)~?) = o(n). It follows that E[vol(F)] = O (n (logn)~?) and so w.e.p.
vol(F) = O (n (logn)~?), which finishes the proof of the lemma. O

Simulation Corner

In order to see whether asymptotic predictions of volumes of large communities can be used to
predict the behaviour for all communities and for relatively small values of n, we generated two
ABCD graphs A on n = 1,000 and, respectively, n = 1,000,000 nodes. In both cases, we used
parameters v = 2.5, § =5, ( =1/2 < 2/3=1/(y — 1) (that is, D = \/n), § = 1.5, s = 50, and
T = 3/4 (that is, S = n3/4). On Figure [5| for each generated graph A we plot ¢ points (z;, ;), one for
each community Cj, i € [(]: x; = |Cy| and y; = vol(C;)/(d|C;|), where d = S5 kry, is the discrete
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counterpart of d (see for a definition of 7). As expected, larger communities in a larger graph
on n = 1,000,000 nodes show good concentration but small graphs on n = 1,000 nodes are too small
and deviate from the expectation even for the largest communities (that are still too small).

n=1,000 n=1,000,000

H
°

1.00

Normalized community volume
Normalized community volume
o ° -

©

60 80 100

120 140 160 180 0 5000 10000 1 20000 25000 30000
Size of community

5000
Size of community

Figure 5: Volumes of communities C; scaled by d|C;|. The dashed line at 1 corresponds to a perfect
prediction. 30 independent small graphs were generated (n = 1,000; left plot) but only one large
(n = 1,000,000; right plot).

6 Modularity

6.1 Modularity of the Ground-truth Partition: ¢(C)
Let us start by investigating the modularity of the ground-truth partition of A.

Theorem 6.1. Let C = {C1,Cy,...,Cy} be the ground-truth partition of the set of nodes of A.
Then, w.e.p.
g*(A) > (C) = (1+ O((logn)~ 7)) (1 - &).

Proof. Let us first estimate the degree tax. By Corollary w.e.p. vol(V) = (1 + O((logn)~1)) dn,
where d = Zsza kqx. By Lemma w.e.p. for each community C; we have vol(C;) = O(n¢(logn)®).
It follows that w.e.p.

Z <V01(Cz’))2 = O(n~ 9 (logn)®) Z vol(Ci) = 0(n~ 1Y (logn)®) = O((logn)~2) = o(1),

re vol(V) re vol(V)

and so it is negligible.

Let us now move to the edge contribution that is more challenging to estimate. We will use
the terminology introduced in Lemma [5.6] In particular, we will call community C; very large if
|C;| > n(logn)*, and F is the union of communities that are not very large. By Lemma w.e.p.
vol(F) = O(n (logn)~2) and so the contribution (to the edge contribution) from communities that
are not very large is w.e.p. equal to

> e(Ci) _ > vlC)2 _ vollF) O((logn)~?) = o(1),

C;€C,|Ci|<ns (logn)* ‘E’ C;€C,|Ci)<ns (log n)* VO]<V)/2 VOI(V)
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and so it is negligible. It remains to concentrate on very large communities.
Let C; be any very large community. By definition, trivially, all edges of the community graph
G; = (Cy, E;) appear in C;. By Lemma w.e.p. the number of edges in G is equal to

|Eil = vole(Ci)/2 = (1+O((logn)~ ")) (1 - €)d|C|/2
(1+O((logn)~072)) (1 = &)vol(Cy) /2.

To estimate the number of edges in the background graph G that appear within C; we can use the
following useful property of the pairing model. One does not need to select one pairing uniformly
at random from the set of all pairings but, instead, pairs of points may be chosen sequentially.
Moreover, the first point may be selected using any rule whatsoever as long as the second point is
chosen uniformly at random from the set of the remaining unchosen points. By Lemma [5.6 w.e.p.
the number of points in the background graph that are associated with nodes in C; is equal to

W = vol(C;) — volo(C;) = (1 + O((logn)~=2))) &d|Cy).

In our application, we will always select the first point of the jth pair from the set of unchosen
points associated with nodes in C; (arbitrarily). The probability that the second point is also in C;
is equal to

W — ( j+ €j) < W .
vol(V) = (2j — 1) — vol(V) D"
where e; is the number of pairs of points that already appeared within C;. (Indeed, at this point
2(j —1) +1 = 25 — 1 points are already chosen, j + e; of them are associated with nodes in
C;.) Hence, the number of edges from the background graph that end up within community
C; can be stochastically upper bounded by the binomial random variable X € Bin(w,p) with
E[X] = Wp = W?/vol(V). If |C;] > /n (logn), then E[X] = Q((logn)?) and we get from Chernoff
bound (applied with e = 1) that w.e.p.

pj =

X =0(W?/n) = OWn~U=7)) = O(W (logn)~2) = O(vol(C;) (logn)~2),

since, by definition, W = ©(|C;|) = O(n”). On the other hand, if |C;| < v/n (logn), then E[X] =
O((logn)?) and we get from Chernoff bound (applied with u = (logn)?) that w.e.p. X = O((logn)?).

Since there are clearly at most n/(n¢(logn)*) = n'=¢(logn)~* very large communities, w.e.p. the
total number of edges in the background graph Gy that appear within some very large community
C; is at most

Z O(vol(C;) (logn)™2) +n'~S(logn)~* - O((logn)?)
C;€C,|C;|>nl (log n)4

= O(vol(V) (logn)~2) + O(n' S (logn)~2) = O(n (logn)~?).
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The contribution (to the edge contribution) from very large communities is then w.e.p. equal to

e(C;) _ O(n(logn)~?) | Ei
Z o + Z |E|
C;€C,|C;|>nS (logn)*

|E| £
= O((logn)™2) + (1 + O((logn)~72)) >
C;€C,|C;|>n (log n)4

= O((]og n)*Q) + (1 + O((log n)*(’Y*?))) (1 . f) VOI(V‘;lle\vI)Ol(F)

= O((logn) %) + (1 +O((logn)~"7))) (1 =€) (1 + O((log n) ~*))
= (1+O((logn)~ ")) (1 - ¢),

Ci€C,|Ci[2n¢ (log n)

(1 —&)vol(Cy)/2
vol(V)/2

which is the only non-negligible contribution to the modularity function. This finishes the proof of
the theorem. O

Simulation Corner

In order to see how well Theorem predicts the modularity function ¢(C) in practice, for each
value of n = 1000 - 2, i € {0,1,...,15}, we independently generated 30 graphs with the same
parameters as in the previous experiment: v = 2.5, § =5, ( = 1/2 < 2/3 = 1/(y — 1) (that is,
D =/n), f=15,s =50, and 7 = 3/4 (that is, S = n%/*). On Figure @/vve present the average
value and the standard deviation of ¢(C), the modularity of the ground-truth partition, for two
values of £: £ = 0.2 (low level of noise) and £ = 0.7 (high level of noise). We also present the edge
contribution part of ¢(C), again, its average value and the standard deviation. It seems that the
edge contribution for small graphs is slightly larger than the corresponding asymptotic prediction
but it converges quite fast. As expected, the degree tax for small graphs is non-negligible but it
converges to zero quickly. As a result, both the value of ¢(C) and the edge contribution tend to
1 — £ as n grows.

Additionally, in order to investigate whether there is any difference for various levels of noise,
for each value of & = (0.1)3, i € [9], we independently generated 30 graphs on n = 1,000 nodes
and n = 1,000,000 nodes. The results are presented in Figure [7] As observed earlier, the edge
contribution for small graphs is slightly larger than 1—¢, the asymptotic prediction. As expected, the
difference is more visible for larger values of £ as background graph edges in noisy graphs contribute
more. On the other hand, the modularity function is closer to its asymptotic prediction for more
noisy graphs. Large graphs show almost perfect agreement with the asymptotic prediction.

6.2 Maximum Modularity: ¢*(G)

As mentioned in Section |3} analyzing the maximum modularity ¢*(G) for sparse random graphs is a
challenging task and typically only bounds for ¢*(G) are known that are far apart from each other.
Since the ABCD model A is more complex than other sparse random graphs, especially random
d-regular graphs, there is no hope for tight bounds for the maximum modularity function but we
will make some interesting observations below.
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Figure 6: The modularity ¢(C) of the ground-truth partition (red) and the corresponding edge
contribution (blue) for 30 independently generated graphs; shaded areas represent the standard
deviation. The dashed line at 1 — & corresponds to a perfect prediction. Parameters used: v = 2.5,
d=5,(=1/2, =15, s =50, and 7 = 3/4. Two different levels of noise are investigated.

Large Level of Noise

Let us start with investigating graphs with a large level of noise, that is, with £ close to one. For
such graphs, one should focus on the background graph Gg which involves all but a small fraction of
edges. It turns out that G is connected w.h.p., provided that its minimum degree is at least 3, or
otherwise w.h.p. it has a giant component. By restricting ourselves to a spanning tree of the giant
component of Gy, we may partition the set of nodes into small parts such that each part induces a
connected graph. This is not much, but for noisy graphs it yields the modularity that is larger than
the modularity of the ground-truth partition.

Theorem 6.2. Let v € (2,3), d € N, ¢ € (0, ﬁ], and & € (0,1).
(a) If £6 > 3, then set o = 1.

(b) If £6 < 3, then there exists a universal constant o > 0 which depends on the parameters of the
model but it is always separated from 0 (that is, o is not a function of n).

There exists a partition C of the set of nodes V' of A such that the following properties hold w.h.p.

Q*(-A) > Q(C) > (1 + O(n(lg)/g))vzlo(é:;)
2 D
= (14 0((logn)™)) PR where d = Z k.
k=5

(Note that g; is defined in (3).)

Recall that the modularity function of the ground-truth partition is w.e.p. asymptotic to 1 — &.
The above theorem implies that if 6 > 4 and the graph has a large level of noise, namely, £ > 3/§
and £ > 1 — 2/d, then w.h.p. the modularity function obtained from dissecting the spanning tree of
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Figure 7: The modularity ¢(C) of the ground-truth partition (red) and the corresponding edge
contribution (blue) for 30 independently generated graphs; shaded areas represent the standard
deviation. The dashed line at 1 — £ corresponds to a perfect prediction. Parameters used: v = 2.5,
d=5,(=1/2, =15, s =50, and 7 = 3/4. Two different graph sizes are investigated.

G is larger! The same conclusion can be derived when ¢ < 3 by considering ¢ sufficiently close to
one.

In order to prove the above theorem, we first investigate the degree distribution of the background

graph Gp.

Lemma 6.3. Let v € (2,3), 6 €N, ¢ € (0, 1], and & € (0,1). For k € NU{0}, let Yy be the

random variable counting the mmiber of nodes in the background graph Go of A that are of degree
k. For k € N and n = n(n), let Y/,;7 be the random wvariable counting the number of nodes in the

background graph Gy of A that are of degree at least k but at most (1+n)k. Finally, for k € NU{0},

let
Up 1= Z (1— \5i—k|)qi,

ieN
k—1<&i<k+1
S<i<A

where q; is defined in @
The following properties hold w.e.p.:

(a) If ¢ € (0, %), then for any k € N such that |£6] < k < &|n] we have
Vi = (14 0((logn)™ ")) nug = O(ngx) = O(nk 7). (17)

(b) If ¢ € [%, W—il), then for any k € N such that |£5] < k < n'/7(logn)~*" <« n¢ random variable

Y}, satisfies , and for any k € N such that n'/7Y(logn)~%7 < k < €|n¢]/(1 4+ 1) we have
71 = O(nika) (18)
where

n=mn(k) =n"(logn)*k~" = O((logn)~") = o(1).
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(c) If ¢ = ﬁ, then for any k € N such that |£5] < k < n'/7(logn)~*" < n¢ random variable
Y satisfies , and for any k € N such that n*/7(logn)~*7 < k < n¢(logn)~®/ 01 « nt
random variable Y, satisfies (@) The number of nodes in Gq of degree at least n¢(log n)*5/(7*1)
is equal to ©((logn)?).

(d) The minimum and the mazimum degrees of Gg are respectively dg > | €8] and Ag < [énS] < nS.

(e) The volume of Gy satisfies

D

D
volg,(V) = Zkffk = (1+O((logn)™)) &dn, where d := Z kqy.
k=9 k=0

Proof. As in the statement of Lemma let Y}, and Y;" be the counterparts of Y, and Yk" but
defined for the whole graph A instead of its subgraph, the background graph Gy. By Lemma [5.2]
w.e.p. the degree distribution of A is well concentrated around its expectation.

Recall that a node of degree i in A has degree |&i] in Go, where |&i] is a random variable
equal to [£i] or [£i], and the probabilities are tuned such that the expectation is equal to i—see
definition (2). We immediately get part (d) of the lemma (in fact, it holds deterministically, not only
w.e.p.). Moreover, it implies that E[vol g, (V)] = £ vol 4(V') and so, by Corollary |5.3| and Chernoff’s
bound, we get part (e). More importantly, in order for a node of degree i in A to have a chance to
be of degree k in Gg, we must have k — 1 < & < k+ 1. If k —1 < & < k, then its degree in Gy
is k with probability {i — (k — 1) = 1 — |£&i — k|. On the other hand, if k¥ < {i < k + 1, then the
probability is equal to (k4 1) — & =1 — |&i — k|. Hence, we expect 1 — |£i — k| fraction of nodes of
degree i in A to be of degree k in Gy and so

E[Wi]= > (1-lg-#)EM.

ieN
k—1<&i<k+1
S<i<A

Note that for any value of k, E[Y;] is the linear combination of E [Y;] with values of i € N in the
interval of length 2/£. So there are at least |2/£| > 2 terms in the above sum but no more than
2/ + 1. The coefficient 1 — |£i — k| of at least one of them is bounded away from zero so we get that
for the range considered in the statement of the lemma, we have E[Y;] = O(E[Y;]). As the result, all
expectations tend to infinity fast enough, that is, are of order at least (logn)*. Hence, Lemma
combined with the Chernoff’s bound, implies the concentration for ¥}, and ffk". The proof of the
lemma is finished. O

We will also need the following three results from [I5], [20], and [37]. The first two provide
sufficient conditions for the graph with a given degree sequence to be connected and, respectively, to
have a giant component, that is, a component of linear order. (Both papers provide also necessary
conditions but we do not need them so we only concentrate on the sufficient ones.)

For any graphical degree sequence w := (wi,ws,...,wy,), let G(w) denote a random graph on
the set of nodes [n] selected uniformly at random from the family of simple graphs where node ¢ has
degree w; for every i € [n]. Recall that a degree sequence is graphic if there exists at least one simple
graph with such degree sequence. Our background graph is a multi-graph (P(w) instead of G(w))
but the result below applies to both families of graphs, and the condition of w being graphical is not
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needed for P(w). (In fact, as discussed in Subsection in order to prove results that hold w.h.p.
for G(w) one typically proves them for P(w) and then transfers them to G(w).)

The first lemma will be useful when the background graph Gg has minimum degree at least 3.

Lemma 6.4 ([15]). Let w:= (w1, wa,...,wy) be any graphical sequence such that wy > we > ... >
wy, > 1. Let
n A
A =w; (mazimum degree), M = Zwi (volume), J = Z Wy,
i=1 i=1

and for each k let

ng = Z 1y,—r  (the number of nodes of degree k).
i=1

Ifny =o(VM), ng =0o(M), and J = o(M), then w.h.p. G(w) is connected.
The next lemma will be used when the background graph has minimum degree at most 2.

Lemma 6.5 ([20]). Let w:= (wy,wa,...,wy,) be any graphical sequence such that wy < we < ... <
wn,. Let

J = min({j:je[n} and Zwi(wi—2)>0}U{n})a

R = di7
i=J

M = ) d
i€[n]:d; #2

If R > eM for some e > 0, then there exists « = a(e) such that w.h.p. G(w) has a component of
order at least an.

The final observation that we will need, regardless of the minimum degree of Gy, is that the
spanning tree of the background graph (and so also a spanning tree of A) can be decomposed into
small subtrees. This can be relatively easily done by analyzing some greedy algorithm. We direct
the reader to [37] for more details.

Lemma 6.6 ([37]). Suppose that G = (V, E) is a connected graph on n nodes. Then there exists a
partition C of V' such that

2n _3 A A
vol(V) vol(V)  wol(V)’

¢(G) > ¢q(C) >

where A is the mazimum degree of G and vol(V') is the volume of G. In fact, the edge contribution

is at least 2n/vol(V') — 24/ A/vol(V') and the degree tax is at most \/A/vol(V) + A/vol(V).

Now, we are ready to combine all of these observations and prove Theorem
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Proof of Theorem[6.3 Suppose first that £§ > 3. We will use Lemmal6.4]to show that the background
graph Gg is w.h.p. connected. By Lemma (d) we know that the minimum degree of Gy is at least
|€0] > 3. Let w := (wy,wa,...,w,) be the degree sequence of Gy such that w; > wy > ... > w, > 3.
The only property we need to check before we may apply Lemma is to verify that J = o(M).
Let w = w(n) be any function tending to infinity as n — co. By Lemma 6.3(a~c), w.e.p. the number
of nodes of degree at least w is Y 5, O(nk™) = O(nw~ V) = p!=°) much more than the

maximum degree of Gy; trivially, A < n¢. Hence, w.e.p.

A
J:Zwig Z w; = Z@k nk™) = O(nw~ 7)) = o(n) = o(M),
i=1

Wi >wW k>w

since M = vol g, (V) = ©(n) by Lemma [6.3(e). Lemma [6.4] implies that w.h.p. G is connected and
so, trivially, A is connected w.h.p. too.
Since A < n¢, we get immediately from Lemma that there exists a partition C of V' such that

2n

q(C) = (1+ O(nf(lfo/z))m(vy

The conclusion follows from Corollary Which implies that w.e.p. vol 4(V) = (1+O((logn)~1)) dn.
This finishes part (a) of the theorem.

Suppose now that £6 < 3. Lemma (a—c) tells us that w.e.p. there are linearly many nodes of
degree 2 so, unfortunately, Lemma cannot be applied. We will use Lemma instead. This
time we need to label nodes of Gy such that w; < ws < ... <w,. Note that

J J J J

2
E wi(w; —2) = —ny + E wi(w; —2) = —n1 + E wj — 2 E w;,
=1 i=ni+no+1 i=ni+no+1 1=ni1+ns+1

where n1 and no denote the number of nodes of degree one and two, respectively. By Lemma (a—c),
w.e.p. n1 = (1 + O((logn)~1)) nug. On the other hand, for any constant K > 3 we have

> =

i€[n]:3<w; <K

> ow -

i€[n]:3<w; <K

O(k* - nk™) = O(nK>") and

O(k-nk™) = 0O(n),

qu &Mx

where the constants hidden in the ©(-) notation depend on parameters of the model but do not
depend on n nor K. Since the first sum grows with K and the second one does not, Zgzl wi(w; — 2)
becomes positive when the sum is taken over nodes of degree at most K for some sufficiently large
constant K. (Let us stress it again that K is a universal constant, possibly large, but not a function
of n.) We get that J < (1 — A)n for some A > 0 and so both R and M are of order n. Since R > eM
for some € > 0, Lemma [6.5] can be applied and we get that w.h.p. Gy has a component of order at
least an for some constant « which only depends on . (One may try to estimate R and M better,
which would give some bound for € but Lemma does not provide an explicit function oo = a(¢)
anyway so there is no point to do it.)
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As before, it is enough to apply Lemma but this time to the giant component of Gy = (V, E),
graph G, = (V' E'), instead of Gy. By Corollary w.e.p. volg, (V') = ©(n) = O(vol 4(V))
(note that since Gy is connected, volg, (V') > |V’/| > an). By Lemma there exists a partition
C’ of V' such that the corresponding edge contribution for the giant component in Gy is at least
(1 + O(n~1=9/2))2an /vol g, (V'), that is, the number of edges within one of the parts is at least
(1+ O(n=1=9/2))an. On the other hand, the degree tax is O(n~(179/2),

Let C be a partition of V obtained by extending the partition C’ of V/ C V by adding a trivial
partition of V'\ V' consisting of parts of size one (singletons). Since partition C captures exactly
the same edges within some of its parts as partition C’, the corresponding edge contribution for A
is (14 O(n~1=9/2))2an/vol 4(V). On the other hand, since w.e.p. vol g, (V') = ©(vol 4(V)), the
contribution to the degree tax for A from parts in partition C’ is still O(n~(1=%/2). The contribution
to the degree tax for A from singletons is clearly

2
wj
2 (VOlA(V)) = V01A 7 D W volA QZ volA

iEV\V/ zeV\V’
= Omn U= C)) = O(n~ (17972,

We get that w.h.p.
2an

vol(V)’
which finishes the proof of the theorem. O

¢(C) = (1+0(n~17972))

Low Level of Noise

This time we will investigate graphs with a low level of noise, that is, with £ close to zero. Let us fix
a value of § € N such that § > 100. For any a € N and b € N\ {1, 2} such that ab < ¢, let

b—2vb—1 ab b—1

b) := — —0.011. 1
c(a,b) %  abrb—_1 abrb_1 U (19)
Let b cab) 1
a cla
d) = i 11— — ’ — ). 20
§0(9) aEN,bEI{II\l?l},(Q},ab<6 mm( 5 4 ’20> (20)

It is clear that £(0) is a non-decreasing function of §. Moreover, p(100) ~ 0.0217 (the maximum is
achieved for a = 8 and b = 12), and &p(d) = 1/20 for § > 340.

Our first result says that ABCD graph 4 with minimum degree 6 > 100 and £ € (0,&0(6))
has w.h.p. the maximum modularity ¢*(A) asymptotically equal to the modularity function on the
ground-truth.

Theorem 6.7. Let § € N such that § > 100 and 0 < & < &(0), where &(8) is defined in (20). Let
C ={C1,Cy,...,Cy} be the ground-truth partition of the set of nodes of A. Then, w.h.p.

q"(A) ~q(C) ~1-¢.

The lower bound of 100 for ¢ as well as the constants £(d) are not tuned for the strongest result.
Since the proof technique we use will not allow us to close the gap anyway, we aimed for a simple
argument that works for large enough ¢ and relatively simple constants. Having said that, the above
property is not true for 6 = 1; that is, if .4 has minimum degree 6 = 1, then one may find a partition
of the nodes of A that yields larger modularity than the one associated with the ground-truth.
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Theorem 6.8. Fird =1 and let 0 < & < 1. Let C = {C1,Cy,...,Cy} be the ground-truth partition
of the set of nodes of A. Then, w.e.p.

A 2 1+ 0(osn) o) (-9 + 2 (2- 4))
> (1+0((logn)~ 7)) (1 =€) = ¢(C),
where qy, is defined in (@ and d = ZkD:(S kqy.

The rest of this subsection is devoted to proving the above theorems. Recall that our ground-truth
communities as well the background graph are random multi-graphs P(w) on n’ nodes with a given
degree sequence w := (wq, wa, ..., wy, ) generated by the configuration model—see Subsection m
for more details. In order to derive some useful expansion properties of P(w), we need to couple
P(w) with Py, random b-regular multi-graph on n” nodes, for some integer b > 3. Note that
not only P(w) but also P, is generated by the configuration model. In particular, both of them
are defined on the set of points that are eventually contracted to form nodes. In what follows, we
establish a relationship between points used to generate both of them.

Coupling Between P(w) and P,,»: Let us fix a € N and b € N\ {1, 2} such that ab < (1-¢&)6,
where € € (0,1) and § > 4 are the parameters of the ABCD model A. Note that the minimum
degree of each community graph G; is | (1 — &)J] so ab is at most the minimum degree of each G;.

Consider any random multi-graphs P(w) on n’ nodes with a given degree sequence w :=
(w1, ws, ..., w,) and the minimum degree at most (1 — &£)d. Let W = Z;il w; be the volume of
P(w) which is equal to the number of points in the corresponding configuration model, as it was
defined in Subsection 2:3:5] Recall that the model guarantees that W is even. Our goal is to couple
P(w) and P, such that they use, if possible, the same set of points. If W is divisible by b, then
we have the right number of points to create a random b-regular graph on n” = W/b nodes. Suppose
then that W is congruent to j (mod b) for some j € [b — 1]. If b — j is even, then we add b — j
additional points; otherwise, the number of additional points is equal to 2b — j. Note that if b is
even, then j has to be even as W is even. So if b — j is odd, then b must be odd and so 2b — j is
even. Hence, regardless whether b — j is even or not, we add an even number of additional points
which will be important for the argument below to hold. This time, a random b-regular graph will
have a few more points than P(w) but, as before, W points will be shared by both models.

Recall that in the configuration model, points are partitioned into buckets that are eventually
contracted to form nodes. In P(w), there are n’ buckets, ith bucket (corresponding to the ith node)
consists of w; points for a total of W points. In Py p, there are n” buckets (that we will call auziliary
buckets), each consisting of b points for a total of bn” > W points (a potential discrepancy is taken
care of additional points). Before we expose any edges, we need to assign each of the regular W
points to buckets in P(w) and to auxiliary buckets in P, p; additional points will only be assigned
to auxiliary buckets in Py .

First, we arbitrarily place n’ buckets associated with P(w) on W regular points. Then, for each
i € [n'], the ith bucket in P(w) consisting of w; points is arbitrarily partitioned into sets of points
of size b and, possibly, one set of at most b — 1 points. By construction, there are at least a sets
of points of size b that become buckets in P, ; that we will call internal auziliary buckets. The
remaining points (including additional points if W is not divisible by b) are arbitrarily partitioned
into b-element external auziliary buckets in Py ;. Note that this is possible as, by construction, W
plus the number of additional points is divisible by b. As mentioned earlier, the original buckets
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will be used to generate P(w) and the auxiliary buckets will correspond to random b-regular graph
generated by Py p.

It is time to start exposing edges, that is, start randomly matching points! One of the advantages
of using the pairing model is that the pairs may be chosen sequentially, at each step choosing a point
using any rule (possibly randomized) that depends only on the pairs so far chosen and pairing it with
a point chosen uniformly at random over the remaining (unchosen) points. We start with exposing
additional points (if we have them), one by one. Note that, during this initial phase, it might happen
that two additional points are paired together. (This happens with probability O(1/n) = o(1) as
there are O(1) additional points, so we could announce that the coupling fails and deal with such
rare situations in the proof of the theorem differently. However, the coupling can be established even
if this rare situation happens.) Suppose that r additional points are matched with not additional
ones: for each i € [r], additional point p; is matched with point ¢;. Recall that there are even number
of additional points. So, even if an even number of them are matched with other additional points,
the number of pairs p;g; is even (that is, r is even). Pairs p;g; (i € [r]) will be present in P~ but
P(w) will consist of pairs go;—1¢2; instead (i € [r/2]). Note that the sequence of points ¢; (i € [r])
is a sequence of r points selected uniformly at random from the set of non-repeating sequences of
points from P(w) of that length. Hence, the two corresponding pairings are valid partial random
pairings of P, and, respectively, P(w). We continue pairing the remaining points, keeping the
obtained pairs in both models. This finishes the coupling.

Remark: Let us summarize the important observations. The coupling between P(w) and Py p,
despite the fact that the number of points associated with these models might be different, has the
following properties: a) P(w) and P~ are perfect configuration models with their respected fixed
degree distributions, and b) almost all pairs of points are coupled; the only discrepancy occurs with
pairs associated with nodes in P, containing additional points and their neighbours (O(1) nodes
in P, p, and so also O(1) nodes in P(w)).

Now, we are ready to prove the first theorem, Theorem

Proof of Theorem[6.7. The behaviour of some nodes might be challenging to predict. For example,
nodes that belong to a community of constant size may (with positive probability) be partitioned
into two parts with no edges between the parts. Such small communities might end up in different
parts of the optimal partition yielding the maximum modularity ¢*(A) of A. Fortunately, w.h.p. the
number of problematic nodes will be small and so their contribution to the modularity function will
be negligible.

We will use the terminology introduced in Lemma [5.6] In particular, we will call community
C; very large if |C;| > n¢(logn)?, and F is the union of communities that are not very large. Each
community that is not very large will be called problematic and, as a result, all nodes of F will
be called problematic. By Lemma w.e.p. vol(F) = O(n (logn)~2) = o(n). On the other hand,
by Corollary , w.e.p. vol(V) = (1 + O((logn)™1)) dn, where d = ZkD:(; kqi. Hence, w.e.p.
vol(F') = o(vol(V')). Since we aim for a statement that hols w.h.p., we may assume that this property
holds.

Let § > 100 be the minimum degree of A. Let a € N,b € N\ {1,2} be the constants that yield
(0) > 0 in (20), and ¢ = ¢(a,b) > 0 is defined as in (19). We couple community graphs G; of
very large communities C; that are generated according to the model P(w) with the model P, .
Note that, since & < £y(0) < 1 —ab/J, we have (1 —£)d > ab and so the coupling may be applied.
Let A; be the largest absolute value of an eigenvalue other than A = b of the adjacency matrix
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of the random b-regular graph P, associated with G;. (See Section for more on that.) If
Ai > 2vb — 14 107°, then we call the associated community C; and all of its nodes problematic. By
Lemma [I.2] w.h.p. each very large community is not problematic so the expected volume of nodes
that become problematic is o(n). By the first moment method, we conclude that w.h.p. the number
of problematic nodes is o(n). Very large communities GG; that are not problematic are coupled with
b-regular graphs that are good expanders (\; < 2v/b — 1+ 107°). However, as remarked above, there
could be some constant number of nodes in G; that are incident with edges in P(w) that are not
present in Py ;. We will also call these nodes problematic. Since the maximum degree is at most
nS and each very large community has at least n¢(logn)* nodes, the volume associated with new
problematic nodes is O(n/(logn)*) = o(n).

We call a partition P of the set of nodes of A nice if the following two properties hold: a)
all problematic communities (not very large or bad expanders) form a separate part in P, and b)
problematic nodes from non-problematic communities belong to a largest part of the partition of its
own community that is induced by P (if there are at least two communities that are largest, then all
problematic nodes belong to one of them). Let P* be a partition that yields ¢*(A). One can move
the problematic nodes around, if needed, to transform P* into a nice partition P. Since the volume
of the problematic nodes is o(vol(V')), both the edge contribution and the degree tax change by o(1),
and so we get that ¢(P) = ¢(P*) + o(1). Hence, it is enough to show that the maximum modularity
over the family of nice partitions is 1 — & + o(1).

Let P be a nice partition that yields the largest modularity over this family of partitions. We
will show that each non-problematic community is contained in one part of P. For a contradiction,
suppose that partition P partitions a non-problematic community of volume W into j > 2 parts U;,
i € [j]. Let W; = vol(U;). Without loss of generality, we may assume that W7 > Wy > ... > W; and
that all problematic nodes, if present, belong to Uy. Consider any part U; (i > 2). Since U has a
largest volume, W; < W/2. Our goal is to estimate E(U;, V \ U;), the number of edges going from U;
to its complement. To that end, we will use the coupling with b-regular graphs. Let U/ be a subset
of nodes of the coupled b-regular graph P, ; that are associated with internal auxiliary buckets,
and let W/ be its volume. (In order to make it easier for the reader to distinguish sets of nodes in
the original graph P(w) from those in the coupled graph Py, p, we will use U; and, respectively, U/
as well as W; and W).) Trivially, W/ < W;. Moreover, since at least a internal auxiliary buckets of b
points (nodes in P, ) are contained in each node in P(w),

, ab
Wiz +b—1 Wi
(The extreme case corresponds to a node in P(w) of degree ab + b — 1 which is associated with ab
internal buckets.) Since P, is a good expander, it follows from that the number of edges from
U/ to its complement satisfies the following inequality:

BULvAU) > - nIBIA T
_ (W /b)(W — W)/b)
= (b—A+o(1)) 70
b—A+o(l) ab W —w!
= b b b—1" W
L b=A+o(l)  ab

2% ab+b—1w"'
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Note that not all of these edges go from U; to its complement (in P(w)) but clearly at most W; — W/
of them can stay within U; as there are W; — Wi’ points in U; that are assigned to external auxiliary
buckets. Since A < 2v/b— 14 1075, we get that

E(U, V\U) = EWULV\U) - (Wi-W)

b—A+o(l) ab b—1
> P .
- 2b ab+b—1W’ ab+b—1WZ
b—2vb—-1-10"°40(1) ab b-1 -
- 2b ab+b—1 ab+b—-1) "'

> <c 1070 + 0.0ll)Wi,

where ¢ = ¢(a, b) is defined in (19).

Now, we will modify the partition P slightly, keeping the modified partition nice, and show that
it improves its modularity which will give us the desired contradiction. We need to independently
consider two cases. Suppose first that U; belongs to a part P; of P of volume vol(P;) < # vol(V).
We move all nodes in parts U;, i > 2, to P;. That operation puts together all edges of the non-
problematic community we consider within one part but some edges of the background graph might
get lost. To estimate the number of background edges that might get removed from some part of
partition P, note that the ratio between the background degree and the community degree of a node
of degree w > ¢ > 100 is at most

[Ew] fw+ 1 &5 +1 100€ + 1
(-6w] “(-Qu-1-(1-€o-1> o

since £ < 1/20. Hence, the edge contribution increases by at least

(c 105+ 0.011) zj; VO‘;‘(/;) . (1.075 + 0.0107) ZJ: VOI;[(/;) > <c - 1.075) 2]: VO?(/;‘/)_

] 1=2 =2

< 1.07€ 4 0.0107,

On the other hand, the degree tax increases by at most

. 2
(vol(Py) + ZLQ W;)? B vol(P1)2  2vol(Py) i:2m N ( - Wz)
vol(V)? vol(V)2 vol (V)2 vol(V)2

_ (2+0(1) vol(P) YL, Wi
B vol(V)2

j .
< (c Ll 0(1)) 3 VO?(/;/).

=2

Since
(c - 1.075) - (c C1le+ 0(1)> = 0.03¢ + o(1) > 0,

the modification of P increases its modularity and we get a contradiction that P maximizes the
modularity over the family of nice partitions.
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Suppose now that U; belongs to a part P, of P of volume vol(P;) > % vol(V'). This time we
move all nodes in parts U;, ¢ > 1, and form an independent part. Since we also disconnect Uy from
its part (P), the edge contribution increases by at least

(c - 1.075) Ei; VO?(/;) - (1.075 + 0.0107)

1
vol(V)’
The second term might potentially dominate the change so the edge contribution might actually
decrease. Trivially, it may decrease at most by the absolute value of the second term above.
Fortunately, disconnecting U; from a large part decreases the degree tax substantially. Indeed, the
degree tax decreases by at least

vol(P)?  (vol(P) = Wh)® (S, Wi)®> (24 0(1)) vol(P)W)
vol(V)?2 vol(V)?2 vol(V)2 vol(V)?2
> (c—l.lf—l—o(l))v(jf(/%/).

Note that ¢ > 4£5(d) > 4£p(100) > 0.08. Since & < &(9) < ¢/4, we get that

(c 116+ 0(1)) - (1.075 + 0.0107) — - 2.176 — 0.0107 + o(1)
> 0.4575¢ — 0.0107 + o(1)
— 0.0366 — 0.0107 + o(1) > 0,

and so the modification of P increases its modularity and we get a contradiction too.

It follows that the nice partition P that yields the largest modularity over this family of partitions
has each non-problematic (very large and good expander) community contained in one part of
P. It remains to show that one cannot improve the modularity function by combining some non-
problematic communities together. We will use ¢¢, (P), eq,(A:), and volg,(4;) for counterparts of
q(P), e(A;), and vol(A4;) that are applied for the background graph Gy instead of the entire graph
A. We get that

e(4;) vol(4;))
o®) = 2 T T 2 (%)
2

= (1-g+om)+ X3 GG‘(’]; Z <sz11?/ )

A;eP A;eP

By Lemma w.e.p. the volume of each very large community C' satisfies volg,(C) = vol(C) —
vole(C) ~ £vol(C). By Lemma [6.3(e), w.e.p. volg, (V) ~ £ vol(V). We get that w.e.p.

L-o) + (4o )Z% o) 3 (el

A, eP

(

’ 0 volgy (4:) )

< <1 . 0(1)> + (1 + 0(1)) Z G A;gp (volZO(V)>
(

qP) <




It remains to show that gg,(P) = o(1). We may contract each non-problematic community
into a single node, since they must belong to one part. Similarly, we contract all problematic
communities into a single node. Now, we may couple the entire background graph that is generated
as the pairing model P(w) with P, 4 with a = 1 and b = d for an arbitrarily large integer d
(note that after contraction the minimum degree in P(w) tends to infinity as n — oo so ab = d is
certainly less than the minimum degree of P(w)). By Lemma and Lemma we get that w.h.p.
¢ (P .a) = O(1/V/d) and so w.h.p. ¢*(P(w)) = O(1/V/d). Since d can be made arbitrarily large, we
conclude that gg,(P) = o(1) and the proof of the theorem is finished. O

Now, let us move to the proof of the second theorem. Since the proof is rather straightforward
and the reader is already warmed-up, we only sketch it.

Proof of Theorem[6.8 Suppose that § = 1. By Lemma w.e.p. there are (1 + O((logn)™1)) qin
nodes of degree 1 in A, where ¢y, is defined in . It follows easily from Chernoff’s bound that w.e.p.
(1 + O((logn)~1Y)) €gin of them have degree 1 in the background graph (and so degree 0 in their
own community graph)—see also Lemma . We will call such nodes lucky.

Consider the ground-truth partition C = {C1,Cy, ..., Cy} of the set of nodes of A. It follows
from Theorem [6.1| that w.e.p. ¢(C) = (1 + O((logn)~=2))) (1 — £). We will modify it to improve
slightly the modularity function. All lucky nodes will be moved to the community of their neighbours.
Note that two lucky nodes could be neighbours of each other, that is, they may form an isolated edge
in A. Such lucky nodes will be called super-lucky and we arbitrarily assign them to a community of
one of them. In fact, edges formed by super-lucky nodes should form independent parts to increase
the modularity function but the improvement would be negligible so there is no point to do it. By
Lemma (e), the volume of the background graph is well concentrated around its mean and so
the probability that a lucky node is super-lucky is equal to (14 O((logn)~1)) (£éq1n)/(£dn), where
d= ZkD: s kqi. Hence, the expected number of super-lucky nodes is equal to

1 Eqn it
(1+0((logn)™)) éqin =~ = (1 +O((logn) ™)) =+ n,
&dn d
and so the expected number of the associated isolated edges is half of it. On the other hand the
expected number of lucky nodes that are not super-lucky is (1 + O((logn)~1)) €q1(1 — g1 /d) n. The
concentration follows easily from Chernoff’s bound. Since all edges from the community graphs still
remain in some part, w.e.p. this modification increases the edge contribution by
£ai

(1+0O((logn)™")) <Td +&q (1 - %1)) ’nﬁ = (1+0((logn)™Y)) (§Q1 (1 - %)) %/2

= (14 0((logn) ) S (2 - DY,

as |E| = vol(V)/2 = (1 + O((logn)~1)) dn/2 by Corollary

Since each part may at most double its volume (deterministically), the degree tax after the
modification is of the same order as before the modification, that is, it is O((logn)~2). This finishes
the proof of the theorem. O

Simulation Corner

Theorem shows that the maximum modularity is larger than the modularity of the ground-truth
partition, provided that A is very noisy. On the other hand, Theorem [6.7] shows the opposite: the
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maximum modularity is asymptotic to the modularity of the ground-truth partition, provided A
has low level of noise. For some technical reason, we assumed in that theorem that §, the minimum
degree of A, is large enough but the same property should hold for much smaller values of §.

In order to investigate this, for each value of £ = (0.1)i, ¢ € [9], we independently generated
30 graphs on n = 1,000 nodes and n = 1,000,000 nodes and with the same parameters as in the
previous experiment: v = 2.5 6 =5, ( =1/2 <2/3 =1/(y—1) (that is, D = y/n), § = 1.5,
s =50, and 7 = 3/4 (that is, S = n3/ 4). In order to approximate the maximum modularity, we
used the ensemble clustering algorithm for unweighted graphs (ECG) which is based on the Louvain
algorithm [7] and the concept of consensus clustering [36], and is shown to have good stability.

The experiments coincide with theoretical predictions, despite the fact that § = 5 in the
experimental graphs is much smaller than the lower bound of 100 assumed in the corresponding
theorem. For small values of £, the modularity found by ECG is very close to 1 — &, an asymptotic
prediction for the modularity of the ground-truth. On the other hand, if £ is large, then the partition
found by the algorithm is of better quality than the ground-truth partition—see Figure [§]

In Table 2] we show comparison of the modularity of the ground-truth partition and a partition
found using ECG. Additionally, we provide the AMI and ARI measures of similarities between the
two partitions. If € is close to 0, then ground-truth and ECG partitions are similar. Based on our
theoretical results, we also expect that they are close to the maximum graph modularity, ¢*. The
reason is that there is a low level of noise coming from the background graph and so ECG has no
problem finding a good partition that is close to the ground-truth one. On the other hand, if £ is
close to 1, then the two partitions are dissimilar. Also, note that then the modularity of the ECG
partition is much higher than the one of the ground-truth, as expected based on the theoretical
results. For intermediate values of £ we observe two effects. The first observation is that AMI and
ARI of the ECG partition and ground-truth partition drops sharply when £ becomes greater than
0.5. The reason for this is that for such values of £ the volume of the background graph, which is
independent from the community graphs, becomes dominant and ECG tries to recover its structure.
The second observation, which is a consequence of the first one, is that for intermediate values of &
the modularity of the ground-truth is noticeably larger than for the ECG partition (for example, for
¢ = 0.6 with n = 103 and for £ = 0.7 with n = 10°%). The reason is that ECG already starts to get a
lot of signal from the background graph while it still would be more efficient to stick to the partition
closer to the ground-truth. However, because of the large level of noise already present in the graph
coming from the background graph, the ECG algorithm is unable to recover it.
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¢ | size (n) | g(ground truth) | ¢(ECG) | AMI | ARI

0.1 103 0.802594 0.802594 | 1.000000 | 1.0000000
106 0.890027 0.890038 | 0.999367 | 0.999968
0.2 103 0.716289 0.716190 | 0.999721 | 0.9996570
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Table 2: Comparison of the modularity of the ground-truth communities and the modularity
obtained using ECG along with AMI and ARI measures between the two partitions. Data is
presented for graphs with 103 and 10% nodes. The results are averages over 30 randomly sampled
graphs. Parameters used: v =25, 6 =5,(=1/2, =1.5, s =50, and 7 = 3/4.
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