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Abstract

Consider the twin problems of estimating the connection probability matrix of an inhomo-
geneous random graph and the graphon of a W-random graph. We establish the minimax
estimation rates with respect to the cut metric for classes of block constant matrices and step
function graphons. Surprisingly, our results imply that, from the minimax point of view, the raw
data, that is, the adjacency matrix of the observed graph, is already optimal and more involved
procedures cannot improve the convergence rates for this metric. This phenomenon contrasts
with optimal rates of convergence with respect to other classical distances for graphons such as
the [y or I metrics.

Keywords: inhomogeneous random graph, graphon, W-random graphs, networks, stochastic
block model, cut distance.

1 Introduction

In the last decade, network analysis has become an important research field driven by applications
in social sciences, computer sciences, statistical physics, genomics, ecology, etc. A flourishing line
of literature amounts to fit observed networks to parametric or non-parametric models of random
graphs. Among the parametric models, one of the most popular is the stochastic block model [23].
In the stochastic block model with n vectices and k blocks, the class Z; of each vertex i € [n] is
drawn independently in [k] according to some probability distribution 7. Given Z, the edges of the
graph are then sampled independently, the probability that there is an edge between 7 and j being
equal to Qyz,z, where @ = (Q;;) € [0, 1]¥%F is a given symmetric matrix. Although this model is
suitable for analyzing small networks, it does not allow to analyze the finer structures of extremely
large networks. To go beyond the possible limitation of parametric models, non-parametric models
of random graphs have been introduced [18, 22].

One possible non-parametric generalization of the stochastic block models is given by the W-
random graph model [18] based on the notion of graphon. Graphons are symmetric measurable
functions W : [0,1]> — [0,1]. In the sequel, the space of graphons is denoted by W*. Given a
graphon Wy € W™, a graph on n vertices is sampled according to the W-random graph model in
the following way. Let ®y = (®;;) be a n x n random symmetric matrix defined by

0 = paWo(&,&5) ,Vi#j and ©; =0 (1)

where 1 > p, > 0 is the scale parameter that can be interpreted as the expected proportion of
non-zero edges and &1, . .., &, are unobserved (latent) i.i.d. random variables uniformly distributed

*ESSEC Business School and CREST, FRANCE, olga.klopp@math.cnrs.fr
fINRA, UMR 729 MISTEA, F-34060 Montpellier, FRANCE, nicolas.verzelen@inra.fr


http://arxiv.org/abs/1703.05101v2
olga.klopp@math.cnrs.fr
nicolas.verzelen@inra.fr

on [0,1]. Then, given @, the graph is sampled according to the inhomogeneous random graph
model [6]. More precisely, vertices i and j are connected by an edge with probability @;; and these
events are independent for all pairs (7,j) with ¢ < j. When ©y is considered as a deterministic
matrix, we call it inhomogeneous random graph model with respect ot . If W) is a step-function
with k steps, the graph is distributed as a stochastic block model with k& groups. The case of a
dense graph corresponds to p, = 1, whereas the choice p, — 0 when n — oo produces sparser
graphs. This model was recently studied by a number of authors, see e.g., [4, 5, 16, 17, 27, 34].

In the present paper we consider the problems of estimating the matrix of connection probabil-
ities ¢ and the graphon fy = p, W from a single observation of a graph. Suppose that we observe
the n x n adjacency matrix A = (A;;) of a graph that has either been sampled according to the
inhomogeneous random graph model with a fixed matrix ®g or to the W-random graph model
with graphon Wy. Then, given a single observation A, we want to estimate ®g or fj.

Graphon estimation is more challenging than probability matrix estimation, in particular, be-
cause of identifiability issues: multiple graphons can lead to the same distribution on the space of
graphs of size n. This is not unexpected as the distribution of the network is invariant with respect
to any change of labeling of its nodes. More precisely, two graphons U and W in W™ define the
same probability distribution if and only if there exist measure preserving maps ¢, ¢: [0, 1] — [0, 1]
such that U (¢(z), ¢(y)) = W (¢¥(x),1(y)) almost everywhere. This equivalence relation is called a
weak isomorphism [28]. The corresponding quotient space is denoted by W+, As a consequence,
one can only estimate the equivalence class of p, Wy in W+ and we refer henceforth to graphon es-
timation as the problem of estimating this equivalence class from the adjacency matrix A sampled
from the W-random graph model (1). When there is no amibiguity, we shall identify a graphon
W € WT and its corresponding equivalence class.

The problem of estimating ®( was previously considered in a number of papers. For matrix
estimation problem, the quality of an estimator O is usually assessed through the Frobenius loss
|© — @pl|. For instance, [16] obtain sub-optimal convergence rates for this problem using a
singular thresholding algorithm. Relying on a least-square estimator [20] have established the
minimax estimation rates for @ on classes of block constant matrices and smooth graphon classes.
Their analysis is restricted to the dense case with constant ||®gl|oc. More recently, [26] extended
their results to sparse case when ||®¢||» depends on n and goes to zero when n — co.

AAS for graphon estimation, most of results on estimation error are expressed in terms of s loss
|IW —Wo||2 (see below for a formal definition of this metric). For classes of smooth graphons, estima-
tors based on maximum likelihood, restricted least-squares estimators, or neighborhood smoothing
have been studied in [1, 14, 15, 26, 33, 35]. For classes of step-function graphons, restricted least-
squares estimators have been considered in [10, 26] and the minimax optimal rates of convergence
have been derived in [26].

Although one can take advantage of the Euclidean structure of the Frobenius matrix norm and
the I metric on W, both these metrics do not readily reflect the closeness in terms of the topology
of the random graphs. As the structure of the graphon space is infinite-dimensional, not all norms
are equivalent and one may wonder whether one should not study the graphon estimation problem
with respect to a more suitable distance. We argue below that the cut distance which plays a
central role in the random graph theory is a good candidate for this.

1.1 Cut metric

One of the fundamental questions in graph theory is the following one: what does it mean for
two large graphs to be similar or close? There are different ways of defining the distance of two
graphs. For example, the edit distance is defined as normalized Hamming distance of the edge



sets. Up to a normalization, it corresponds to [ distance between the adjacency matrices. One
of the troubles with this notion of distance is that it does not reflect well structural similarities
between two graphs. For instance, the edit distance between two independent graphs drawn from
the Erdos-Rényi model G(n,p) with p = 1/2 is close to 1/2 with high probability. Another notion
of distance, called cut distance, better reflects the structural similarity. The cut norm of a matrix
B = (B;;) € R™" has been introduced by Frieze and Kannan [19]. It is defined by

1
IBlo= ﬁsf??’fn]‘ | Z B;;
1€S,jET

In other words, ||B||g corresponds (up to to a renormalization) to the maximal sum of entries over
all submatrices of B. Then, the cut distance dn(G, G’") between two graphs G and G’ defined on
the same set of nodes and with adjacency matrices A and A’ is defined as the cut norm ||A — A’||q.
Denoting eq(.S,T) the number of edge between nodes in S and 7" in the graph G, the cut distance
d(G,G") is the supremum over all S,T of (eq(S,T) — eq/(S,T))/n?. In other words, do(G,G") is
small if the restrictions of G and G’ to all subsets S, T have similar edge densities.

Let us denote W the collection of symmetric measurable functions [0,1]?> — [~1,1]. By analogy
with the matrix cut norm, we can define the cut norm of a kernel W € W:

Wilo = sup / W (z,y)dady| | )
S,7C[0,1]
SxT

where the supremum is taken over all measurable subsets S and 7. Then, the distance dg(W, W')
between two graphons W and W' in W7 is simply ||[W — W'||g. As explained earlier in the
introduction, graphons in Wiare not identifiable. This is why we consider the metric induced by
| - [[o on the quotient space W defined by

(W1, Ws) = inf — W7
o(Wi, W) TIGHMHW1 5o (3)

where we take the infimum in the set M of all measure-preserving bijections 7 : [0, 1] — [0, 1] and
W(z,y) = W(r(z),7(y))-

The cut distance is also a cornerstone in the graph limit theory introduced by Lovéasz and
Szegedy [29] and further developed in, e.g., [8, 9]. In particular, this theory states that graphons
can be interpreted as limits (with respect to 0g) of graph sequences. Besides, convergence in 0 is
equivalent to other structural properties such as the convergence of all homomorphisms numbers.
Given a simple graph F' with ¢ nodes and a graphon Wy, the homomorphisms number t(F, Wy) is
the probability that the edge set of size ¢ of a graph sampled from the model (1) (with p, = 1)
contains the edge set of F. As a consequence, the homomorphisms numbers ¢(F, Wy) and t(F, W{)
are close when the expected number of subgraphs F' for a size n random graph G sampled from Wj
is close to that of a size n random graph sampled from W{. It has been established that convergence
in the cut distance is equivalent to convergence of homomorphism numbers for all simple graphs
F' (see Theorem 11.5 in [28] for more details). Hence, estimating well the graphon Wy in the cut
distance allows to estimate well the number of small patterns induced by Wy. On the other hand,
the cut distance controls other quantities of interest for computer scientists such as the size of
multi-way cuts [10, 12]. So, a consistent estimator of Wy in cut distance gives consistent estimators
for the multi-way cuts.

The construction of dg can be extended to any other norm N that is invariant under measure
preserving maps:
5N(W1,W2) = inf ||W1 — W2THN (4)
TEM
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Besides the cut norm, we already mentioned the l; and ly-norms on W defined by |[W]; =
f[o 12 |W (x,y)|dxdy and |W |2 = [f[o 12 W?2(z,y)dzdy]'/?. These two norms define the correspond-

ing distances d; and dy on the quotient space W*. The distance dg is dominated by §; and do
(for details see Section 2.2). As already noted for instance in [10], this immediately implies that
the convergence rate of an estimator W with respect to the dg-distance is at least as fast as its
convergence rate with respect to the do-distance. Then, one may wonder whether the convergence
rates in dg-distance can be significantly faster and whether those faster rates are achieved by the
estimators that are already minimax optimal with respect to other metrics.

In fact, a partial result on uniform convergence rates has already been proved. One of the
striking consequences of the celebrated Szemerédi’s Lemma [31] states that an adjacency matrix
sampled from a W-random graph model converges to the true graphon Wy in cut distance, this at
an uniform rate over all graphons. To be more specific, let Wy € W7 be a graphon and let A be
the size n adjacency matrix sampled according to the W-random graph model (1) with p,, = 1. Tt
has been shown in [8] (see also [2] or [28]) that, with high probability, the empirical graphon fa
associated to the adjacency matrix A (see (19) for a precise definition) is O(1/4/log(n)) close in
the cut distance to the true graphon Wjy:

Proposition 1 (Lemma 10.16 [28]). Let n > 1 and let Wy € W™ be a graphon. Then, with
probability at least 1 — exp {—n/(2logn)},

22
Viog(n)

An important point is that the above result is valid for all Wy € W™T. Note that if we replace
the cut-distance by d; or da-distance this is not true any more: even in the simple case of a constant
graphon Wy = a (with a € (0,1)), the Iy distance between f4 and W} does not converge to zero.

o0 (fA, WO) < (5)

1.2 Our contribution and related results

Our purpose in this paper is to go beyond uniform convergence rates over all graphons in W and
to understand the optimal cut distance convergence rates when Wy has a specific structure. First,
optimal convergence rates are derived for the estimation of the connection probability matrix @
when it belongs to classes of block-constant matrices. Second, we establish the optimal convergence
rates for all classes of step-function graphons f = p,, Wy both in sparse and dense case. In particular
for p, = 1 (dense case), our results imply that, for any integer k € [2,n] and k-steps graphon Wy,
one has
]EWO [55 <fA7WO>} <C %g(k‘) ’ (6)
where C'is a numerical constant (independent of n and k) and that this convergence rate is optimal
from the minimax point of view. This result has some interesting implications. In particular, this
guarantees the optimality of the log(n)~'/? rate in Proposition 1 for general graphons. On the
other hand, our results imply that for more structured classes of graphons (k < n) much faster
rates are achievable. Interestingly, we show that the adjacency matrix and its associated empirical
graphons are already adaptive to the unknown number of blocks of the matrix ®q or steps of Wy
and minimax optimal. As a consequence, there is no need to look for more involved estimators.
In practice, it could be disappointing that the raw data are already optimal with respect to
the cut distance, whereas they perform really badly with respect to the do distance. This is why
we prove that a singular value hard thresholding estimator is still optimal with respect to the



cut metric dg while achieving the best known rate in do-distance in the class of polynomial-time
estimators.

Our results are in sharp contrast to all aforementioned manuscripts [1, 10, 14, 15, 26, 33, 35]
whose primary focus is the ds-distance and whose convergence rates with respect to the dg-distance
are derived from the domination of dg by d2. Closest to our contributions, is the recent paper [7]
where the authors introduce a least-cut norm estimator for a more general model of unbounded
graphons. Translated in our framework, their non-polynomial time algorithm achieves, in some
cases, the optimal convergence rate (up to a logarithmic loss) and it is slower in other cases. In
Section 4.3 we extend our study to unbounded graphons and compare our results to those of [7].
In particular, our Proposition 8 implies that the empirical graphon associated to the adjacency
matrix and to the singular value hard thresholding estimator are optimal (up to a logarithmic
factor) also in the general case of unbounded graphons. Note that the main difference with the
method proposed in [7] is that both our estimators can be easily computed in polynomial time.

From a technical point of view, the tools needed for deriving optimal cut distance rates differ
from those used for the do-distance. For establishing the minimax lower bounds, the main technical
hurdle is to build a collection of well-spaces graphons with respect to the cut distance. Indeed,
the cut distance dg(Wh, Ws) is difficult to lower bound as it is defined as an infimum over all
measure-preserving transformations. As for the minimax upper bound on the estimation error in
(6), it can be obtained quite easily without the correct logarithmic term thanks to the Bernstein’s
inequality together with some bounds from [26] for the stronger metric d5. However, recovering the
right logarithmic term in (6) is much more challenging. The proof relies among other things on a
careful application of Szemerédi’s regularity lemma to distorted versions of the graphon.

The manuscript is organized as follows. First, we recall some basic results related to the cut
metric. The problem of estimating the matrix of connection probabilities is considered in Section
3. We study the problem of graphon estimation in Section 4. The appendix contains all the proofs
where in Appendix A we recall some basic facts and results that are often used in the proofs.

2 Notation and Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

We gather here some of the notation used throughout this paper. Some of them have already been
defined in the introduction.

e For a matrix B, B;; (or B, j, or (B);;) is its (i, j)-th entry. Let B;. and B. ; stand for its ith

row and jth column respectively. We denote by Rfyxnlf the class of all symmetric k£ x k matrices
with real-valued entries. Given a matrix B and p € [1,00], ||B||, denotes its entry-wise 1,
norm, that is || B[ = 3=, ; | Bij|? for p < 0o and || Bl|s = max; ; [Bj;|. Given (p,q) € [1,00],

|| B||p—q stands for its [, — [, operator norm:

|Bllp—sq = inf{c > 0: || Bv|j;, <c|vl];, for allv € 1,}

Finally, (D,B) = Z” D;;B;; stands for the canonical inner product between matrices
D, B € R™*",

e W is the collection of symmetric measurable functions [0,1]> — [~1,1]. Given a kernel
W e W and p € (1,00), its [, norm is defined by |W |} = [ |W (z,y)[Pdzdy, whereas [|W | =



ess supLy]W(a:, y)|]. WT is the space of graphons and W is the corresponding quotient space.
The cut distance 0g(+,-) in the graphon spaces is defined by (3). Also, d1(-,-) and da(-, )
defined by (4) respectively correspond to the [; and [y distances on the quotient space of
graphons W+. Given a symmetric square matrix ® with values in [0, 1], f@ is the empirical
graphon © as defined in (19).

e Given a probability matrix @, we denote by Eg, the expectation with respect to the distri-
bution of A if we consider the inhomogeneous random graph model and given a graphon W
and p,,, we write By for the expectation with respect to the joint distribution of (&€, A).

e We denote by |z] the maximal integer less than or equal to x and by [x] the smallest integer
greater than or equal to z. For an positive integer m, set [m] = {1,...,m}. 14(-) denotes the
indicator function of a set A. In the sequence, C stands for a positive constant that can vary
from line to line. These are absolute constants unless otherwise mentioned. For two positive
functions f and g, we write f < g when there exist two positive numerical constants C and
C’ such Cg < f < (C'g. Finally, ) is the Lebesgue measure on the interval [0, 1].

e Given a n x n matrix © with entries in [0, 1], we define the empirical graphon f@ as the
following piecewise constant function: fe(x,y) = @[,z [ny) for all z and y in (0, 1].

2.2 Preliminaries

We start with a few basic properties of the cut norm for matrices A and graphons W. It is easy to
see that

1 1
Al < =A< —|A
lAllo < —liAll < —[[All2

where || - ||1 and || - ||2 are the usual entry-wise 1 and le-norms of a matrix. For a function W € W,

we have
Wi < Wi <[[Wl2 < [W]e <1

where || - |1 and || - |2 denote l; and ly-norms of a graphon. In the opposite direction, we have
W2 < /|IW]1. As a consequence, the metric §; and d2 define the same topology on the space
W+ of graphons. In contrast, the cut distance ég defines a weaker topology on the space W+ as
illustrated by the aforementioned sampling result (Proposition 1).

We shall also sometimes rely on the equivalence between the cut norm and to the I, — I3
operator norm:

Wlleoss = sup / W (2, y) f (2)g(y)dardy (7)
||f||oo,||9||ooS1[ 2

where the supremum is taken over all (real-valued) functions f and g with values in [—1,1]. Tt is
known that (see e.g., [24])
Wilo < [[Wleost < 4[W]lo - (8)

3 Probability matrix estimation

3.1 Cut norm minimax risk

We start with a simple proposition that bounds the expected cut distance between @ and the
sampled adjacency matrix A. Similar results already appeared in the literature, see e.g., [28,
Lemma 10.11], [7] or [21]. Its proofs is based on Bernstein’s inequality and is given in Section B.



Proposition 2. For any probability matriz @y we have

Opll1 +n
Eo, |4~ O < 12/ 12001 9

In particular, if ||®¢lls > 1/n, we get

Eg, [[A — O¢lo < 244/ %.

This implies that the adjacency matrix A is 1/||®g||oc/n-close in cut-distance to the probability
matrix ®g. This bound is valid for all matrices ®(. It turns out that no estimator can perform
much better than A, even on some simple classes of parameters .

Let n, k be integers such that 2 < k < n and T[k] be defined by

Tkl={0p: 3z€Z,k, Qec|0, 1]ka such that ©;; = Q,(;),(j), 1 #J, and ©;; =0 Vi}

sym

where we denote by Z, j the set of all mappings z from [n] to [k]. In other words T[k] is made
of matrices that, up to a permutation of their rows and their columns, are (up to the diagonal)
block constants with at most k& blocks. Also, this corresponds to connection probability matrices
of k-class stochastic blocks models whose vector label Z = (Z,) has been fixed. For any p,, € (0, 1],
consider the set

T[k7pn] = {60 € T[k] : H®0Hoo < pn} ’

of matrices whose largest value is smaller or equal to p,,. The following Proposition, proved in section
C, gives a lower bound on the minimax risk over the class T2, p,,] of block-constant matrices with
only two blocks:

Proposition 3. The minimax risk measured in cut norm satisfies

iléf @0:71_1[1;’%} Ee, [HC:) — G)OHD} > C'min <\/€zz’ pn>

where Eg, denotes the expectation with respect to the distribution of A when the underlying prob-
ability matriz is Og.

Comparing Proposition 3 with Proposition 2 we observe that the raw data A is minimax optimal
for the class T2, p,| for all p, > 1/n. As a consequence, there is no need to look for a more involved
estimator. Since for p, < 1/n the constant estimator ® = 0 satisfies E@O[H@ O|la] < pn and
using that the collections T [k, p,,] are nested, the two previous propositions imply that the optimal
cut norm estimation rates for 7T [k, p,] with k& > 2 is given by

i%f eoes;’l[lz,pn} Ee, [H@ — (-')OHD} = min <\/%, pn> .

Until now, we left aside the specific case of constant matrices T[1, p,] which correspond to
FErdos-Rényi random graphs. It turns out that the situation is quite different for this simple class.
For a constant matrix @, estimating @ given A amounts to infer the parameter p of a Bernoulli
distribution given a sample of size n(n — 1)/2. From this analogy, we consider the matrix A whose



all non-diagonal entries are equal to A = > Aij/(n(n—1)). Then, it is straightforward to prove

that
_ 1 — n—1 — 2p
Eo, |00~ Alln] < -5 Fe, [|©0 — Alli| < = /Var(d) < [ s

which is y/n-faster than what is achieved by the adjacency matrix A. Using again the analogy with
the problem of Bernoulli parameter estimation, one may easily get the following minimax lower

bound:
inf  sup Eg, [H@ - @oH ] > C'min <@,0n>
® ©ueT(L,pn] = n

which assesses that the /p,/n-rate achieved by A is optimal.

3.2 Comparison with /; and [,-estimation

The cut norm optimal estimation rate is quite different from what has been established for the
Frobenius norm (also called l3) estimation rate in [26] (see also [20] for the dense case), that is

1A log(k /Pnk
inf sup Eg, [— H@ — ®0H ] = min pn Log (k) + P s on | s (10)
© ©0eT Ik, pn] n 2 n n
for any k = 2,...,n. Besides, the minimax risk bound is achieved by the restricted least-square
estimators [26] defined by R
(C)] :=arg min [|® — A3 . 11
o 1= arE  min[/© = A} ()

Since the Frobenius norm dominates the cut norm, it is expected that the cut norm convergence
rate is faster than the Frobenius norm estimation rate. When p,, is not too small and the number
of blocks remains small (k < y/nlog(n)), the gain is a log(k) factor, whereas, for larger k, the gain
is of order k/y/n. More importantly, the optimal Frobenius norm convergence rate (10) is only
known to be achieved by non-polynomial time estimators such as (11).

In view of the above discussion, one may wonder whether it is possible to build estimators
that are near optimal is terms of both the cut and Frobenius distances. Since for any matrix B,
|Bllo < ||B||2/n, it follows that, for k < y/n, the restricted least-square estimator @hpn (11) is
also near optimal (up to 4/log(k) factor) with respect to the cut distance, that is,

~ n log(k
o |8, ~ @]l.] < €/ 2B

For matrices ®( with more than /n blocks, it is not clear whether the estimator @lapn achieves a
fast rate of convergence in the cut norm.

In any case, the computational complexity of @k,pn is non polynomial. In fact, no polynomial-
time algorithm is known to achieve the minimax risk (10) with respect to the Frobenius norm.
Below, we describe an estimator that is optimal in the cut distance and also achieves the best
known rate in Frobenius distance in the class of polynomial-time estimators. Let us write the
singular value decomposition of A:

A= Ay (A (AT (12)
- j=1 J J J )



where 0;(A) > 0 are the singular values of A indexed in the decreasing order, u;(A) are eigenvectors
of A and vj(A) = Fu;(A). Given a tuning parameter A > 0, we define

O,= ¥  o;(Au(A)w;A)" 13
A jios(A)=A ]( ) ]( Jv;i(A) (13)
as the singular value hard thresholding estimator of ®y. We have the following

Proposition 4. Assume that p, > log(n)/n. Let \ = c\/pnn where ¢ is a sufficiently large
numerical constant. Then, for any k € [n] and any ©¢ € T[k, py], the hard thresholding estimator
©,\ simultaneously satisfies, with probability larger than 1 — 1/n,

pnk

1 ~
—1©x=60ll < Cy/ ==, (14)
n n

~ 1 ~ n

185 = ©0llo < ~[1Ox = Oz < O/ (15)

where C is a numerical constant.

The low-rank estimator ©, was previously considered in [16] for Frobenius norm estimation,
but error bounds obtained in [16] are much more pessimistic than (14). It follows from (15), that
for p, > log(n)/n, with high probability, éA achieves the optimal rate in the cut norm and the
\/pnk/n rate in Frobenius norm, which is the best known rate among polynomial-time estimators.

We close this section by the following proposition which gives the minimax optimal rate of
estimation in [{-norm. This will allow us to further compare the §; and d5 convergence rates for
graphon estimation in the next section.

Proposition 5. For any sequence p, > 0 and any positive integer 2 < k < n, one has

1A [ pn 1 \/Prk
inf sup Eeg, [—2 H@ — G)OH } = min pulog(k) + Y2 Pn - (16)
© ©oeT[k,pn] n 1 n n

To prove the upper bound we can use the following result which provides the control of the
estimation error measured in Frobenius norm of the restricted least-squares estimator ®" proven
in [26]:

Proposition 6. Consider the network sequence model. There exist positive absolute constant C
such that the following holds. If ||®¢|lco < pn, then

) (17)

1 ~r log(k) k2
E[EHG) —eou%} SC’pn< g;l()ju ) .

The upper bound in (16) is a consequence of the inequality ||Blj1/n? < ||B|l2/n and (17).
The lower bound of the minimax risk in (16) is proved following the same lines as the proof of
Proposition 2.4 in [26] with || - ||2 replaced by || - ||1. We skip the details.

4 Graphon estimation problem

In this section, we are interested in estimating the graphon Wy in the sparse W-random graph model
(1). Let WT[K] be the collection of k-step graphons, that is, the subset of graphons W € W such
that for some Q € [0, 1]5%* and some ¢ : [0, 1] — [k],

sym
W(z,y) = Qy) e forallz,y€[0,1]. (18)

Note W k] is also in correspondence with the collection of stochastic block models with & blocks.
Our purpose here, is to characterize the minimax convergence rates over classes W/[k].



4.1 Cut distance minimax risk

Following [26], we start by associating a graphon to any n X n probability matrix ®y. Then, we
can estimate graphon fy(+, ) = p,Wy(+,) using the empirical graphon associated to an estimate of
©. Recall that, given a n x n matrix @ with entries in [0, 1], we define the graphon f@ as the
following piecewise constant function:

fo(2,9) = Ofna].[ny] (19)

for all  and y in (0, 1]. For any estimator T of ®( and any norm N that is invariant under measure
preserving maps the triangle inequality implies

Ew, [5N(frf7f0)} < Ew, {HT — G')OHN] + Ew, [5N (feo,fo)] : (20)

We have two parts in (20). The first term is the estimation error term |T — ©||y that has
been considered in the previous section. The second term on(fe,, fo) is the agnostic error. It
measures the dy-distance between the true graphon fy and its discretized version sampled at the
unobserved random design points &1, ..., &,. The behavior of dn(fe,, fo) depends on the topology
of the considered class of graphons. The following theorem, proved in Section E, gives the upper
bound on the agnostic error, measured in dg-distance for step function graphons:

Theorem 1 (Agnostic error measured in cut distance). Consider the W -random graph model (1).
For all integers k > 2, all positive integers n, all Wo € W k] and p, > 0, we have

_k ifk<n
Ew, |:5D(f@oyf0)} <Cpn nlolg(k) . -
m ka >n.

Note that the case k > n is a consequence of Proposition 1 from [28], so that we effectively
only have to consider the case k < n. The proof combines two ideas. First, we build W and
W as the representatives of Wy and f@o in the quotient space W+ such that W and W match
everywhere except on a set of Lebesgue measure of order at most \/k/n. This allows us to get
a risk bound of order /k/n. In order to recover the correct logarithmic factor /log(k), we rely
on the weak Szemerédi’s Lemma. Here, the key idea is to build a cut-norm approximation of a
distorted transformation of W where the weights of the group have been modified to take into
account the geometry of the sampling error.

As an immediate consequence of (20), Proposition 2 and Theorem 1, we get the following upper
bound on the risk of the empirical graphon fa. For any k > 2, it holds that

~ . k 1 Pn
Wozlli\g)ﬂk} B, [55 (fA’fO)] < Cmin <,0n ( nlog(k;)’ log(n)> i \/%> 7 21

where C' is an absolute constant. Here, Eyy;,, denotes the expectation with respect to the distribution
of observations A = (A;;,1 < j < i < n) when the underlying sparse graphon is fy = p,Wy. The
following Proposition provides a matching lower bound for 2 < k < n.

Theorem 2. There exists a universal constant C > 0 such that for any sequence p, > 0 and any
positive integer 2 < k < n,

. n . k Pn
inf sup E oo f, fo)l|l > Cmin | ppy /| ———+1/—,pn | , 22
F WoeW[k] Wo { H ( 0)] ( nlog(k) V n (22)

where inff is the infimum over all estimators.
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Since the collections W k] are nested, it follows that for all k& > n, one has

. N . 1 Pn
inf sup E 1) , >Cmin | ppy | ——+1/—,0n |-
F Woew+[k] o { . (f fo)} (,0 \/log(n) ~ V n P )

In view of (21) and (22), we observe that, as long as, p, > 1/n, the empirical graphon fA is minimax
optimal over all classes W k], k > 2. For sparser graphs (p, < 1/n), the trivial estimator f =0
achieves the optimal rate p,.

Note that there are two distinct regimes in the minimax convergence rate. When p,, > log(k)/k
(weakly sparse graphs or large number of groups), the agnostic error dominates and the minimax
risk is of order p,+\/k/(nlog(k)). For moderately sparse graphs or equivalently a small number of
steps (n™! < p,, <log(k)/k), the error arising from the probability matrix ®¢ estimation dominates
and the minimax risk is of order /p,/n.

As in the previous section, we left aside the specific case of constant graphons WT[1]. Note that
for a graphon Wy € WT[1] the agnostic error is always zero and the loss comes from the probability
matrix estimation. Following the arguments of the previous section, we derive that the graphon
fz converges to p, Wy at the rate /p,/n which is optimal as soon as p, > 1/ n?.

4.2 Comparison with §; and J,-estimation

Minimax risk for graphon estimation in the do-distance was obtained in [26, Proposition 3.2] :

R 1/4
inf sup Eu, {52 (f, f)} ~ min <\/P_n/€ 4 /P log (k) ¥ on <E> ,pn> (23)
[k] n

f Woewt n n

The following proposition, proved in Section G, gives the minimax §;-convergence rate:

Proposition 7. For any sequence p, > 0 and any positive integer 2 < k < n, we have

" £\ nk n k
inf sup Epwy, [51 (f,fo)] > (1 min p—+\/p—+pn\/j,pn . (24)
f Woewtk n n n

Conversely, there exists an estimator f based on the restricted least-squares estimator (11) such

that
N . k vV nk nl k’
sup By, [51 ( c:)k’pn,foﬂ < Cymin <pn\/;+ i 4\ nlo ),pn> - (29)

WoeW+[k] n

The upper and lower bounds given by Proposition 7 match (up to a y/log(k) multiplicative
term in one of the regimes). There are three regions in (25) for §; graphon estimation. The first
one corresponds to the case of weakly sparse graphs with p, > k~! Vv (k/n). In this case, the
agnostic error dominates and the optimal risk is of order p,+/k/n. For moderately sparse graphs
with n=1 v (k/n)? < p, < k=1 v (k/n), the probability matrix estimation error dominates and the
minimax rate is of order \/p,/n + \/pok/n (up to a log(k) multiplicative term). In the case of

highly sparse graphs with p, < n=!'Vv (k/n)? Vv (%)2, the minimax risk is p, which corresponds to
the risk of the null estimator f =0.

Let us compare the optimal convergence rates with respect to the d; (25), d2 (23) and o5 (22).
Bearing in mind that do dominates &1, which in turn dominates dg, one should not be surprised

that optimal rates with respect to d2 are the slowest. When the number of steps k is less than /n
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or when the graph is weakly sparse (p, > 1/k/n), then the §; and dg optimal rates only differ by a
log(k) multiplicative term. For larger k and sparser graph, the optimal d;-risk can be k/y/n larger
than the dg-risk.

Following the discussion in Section 3.2, one may easily build graphon estimators performing well
in all these three distances. For instance, the graphon f@k based on the restricted-least-squares
5P

estimator is optimal with respect to d2 and 01 and near optimal (up to a possible \/log(k) loss)
with respect to g for k < \/n. Besides, the graphon f(:)A based on the singular value thresholding
estimator is optimal with respect to dg and achieves best known convergence rates with respect to
61 and 62 among polynomial time algorithms.

4.3 Cut distance estimation of L; and L, graphons

Until now we have restricted our attention to graphons W taking values in [0,1]. As argued in
[11, 12], in this case the empirical degree distribution of a graph sampled from the corresponding
W-random graph model (1) is light. This contrasts with many practical situations, where the degree
distribution is heavy tailed. To circumvent this limitation, Borgs et al [11, 12] introduce, for p > 1,
the class W of symmetric measurable functions W' : [0, 1]2 — R¥ such that [|W(z,y)[Pdzdy <
oo. This collection W;’ is referred as the collection of L, graphons. We have the inclusions
Wt c W; C W;C for p > p’ > 1. Given a graphon Wy € W;’ and a sparsity parameter 1 > p,, > 0,
the corresponding W-random graph model amounts to generating a graph with n vertices according
to the random matrix @y sampled as follows

0 = [paWo(&, &) A1, Vi#j and ©; =0, (26)

where &;,...,&, are, as in (1), i.i.d. random variables uniformly distributed in [0,1]. Note that
since W is now unbounded, we have to take the minimum with 1 in (26). We write fj = (p,Wy) A 1.
Since Wy is now allowed to be unbounded, graphs sampled according to the model (26) may have
power law degree distribution [11]. As in the introduction, we may extend the norms ||.||q and |.||,
and the distances én and d,; to any graphon Wy € WI‘," with p < ¢. Also, we write WI‘," for the
quotient space of L, graphons under weak isometry.

Let us also define the collection WI‘," [k] of k-steps L, graphons, that is the subsets of graphon
W e Wi such that W(z,y) = Qu) 4(y for some Q € (RT)EXE and some ¢ : [0,1] — [k] (note
that W, [k] does not depend on p). For 1 >y > 0 we denote by W, [k, uu] the subset of W, [k] of
“balanced” step functions, that is, W € W[k, u] if (¢~ (a)) > p/k for all a € [k]. This means
that the size of each step is larger than p/k.

Without lost of generality we can consider normalized graphons, that is, we assume that
IWs|l1 = 1. The following proposition proved in Appendix H gives an oracle inequality for the
risk of the empirical graphon associated to the adjacency matrix and to the singular value hard
thresholding estimator:

Proposition 8. Let A = ¢\/pnn where ¢ is a sufficiently large numerical constant. Given a graphon
Wo and pn, > 0, write W, = p; [(pnWo) A 1].

(1) Let Wo € Wi with |[Wyll1 = 1, pn > 1/n and 1 > p > 0. Then, for any positive integer

k < un, we have
k n
pn\/_+\/p_] (27)
wn n

Ew, [0 (Fa, £5)] < 200 pont B (W) +C
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and

Euw, [0 (Jo, /6)] < 20n inf 01 (W) +C

k Pn
pn\/u—: + \/;] : (28)

(2) Assume that Wy € Wy with |Wol|1 = 1 and p, > 1/n. For any positive integer k < n, we

have
k- [pn
pn”WOH2\/j+ —],
n n
k Pn
pnuwo||2\ﬁ+,/—] .
n n

If Wy belongs to some Wy [k] or to Wy [k, u] the convergence rates given by Proposition 8 are the
same as the optimal rates for bounded graphons up to a log_l/ (k) factor. We conjecture that the
log_l/ 2(/<;) factor should appear in Proposition 8. Indeed, for bounded graphons, this logarithmic
terms derives from Szemerédi’s Regularity lemma and extensions of this lemma to L, graphons
have been recently proved [11]. Nevertheless, our arguments in the proof of Theorem 1 makes
heavily use of the boundedness of the graphons. In particular, one should replace all applications
of McDiarmid’s inequality (Lemma 1) by more involved concentration inequalities [13]. We leave
this for future work.

Ew, [0 (Fa. £5)] < 20 ik, &2 (VW) +C

Ew, |00 (To,:/3)] < 20n i, B2 (W) +C

When the graphon Wj is not a finite step graphon, a bias term is occurring in the risk bounds
(27-30). As the estimation risk is measured in the cut-distance, one could have hoped to obtain
a bias term in the cut distance also (instead of the larger I; and Iy distances). It is an interesting
open problem to prove whether one can obtain oracle inequalities with cut distance bias terms.
Note that, for bounded graphons W € W™, using Theorem 1, we can also get an oracle inequality
with the d; bias term and minimax optimal error term.

Upper bounds of the cut distance risk for L, graphons estimation were previously obtained in
[7] where the authors introduced the least cut norm estimator ch. For any Ly normalized graphon
Wy any k € [logn/n, 1], Borgs et al. [7] show in their Theorem 4.1 that this estimator frc achieves
the risk bound

~ ] lo n n
Ewy [00(Fzc, f6)] S Clpn inf 6y (WoWG) + pay |~ 4 [22] (31)
Wewy[|k)-1,1/2]

For Ly graphons, this bound is quite similar (up _to an additional log'/?(n) term) to those
we obtained in (27-28) for the empirical estimators fa and f(:)k. Note that the least cut norm
estimator can not be computed in polynomial time contrary to the empirical graphons associated
to the adjacency matrix and to the singular value hard thresholding estimator. Also, when the true
graphon W either belongs to W, or to W[k], then the rate in (31) is much slower than what has
been obtained in Proposition 4 and Theorem 1.

A  Proof methods

In this section, we summarize some basic facts and fundamental results that we use in the proofs.
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A.1 Non-symmetric kernels

At some point, we will need to work with non-symmetric kernels and with kernel defined on general
measurable subsets of R . In this section we define the corresponding spaces. Let X and ) denote
two bounded measurable subsets of R. Then, Wy y refers to the collection of bounded measurable
functions W : X x Y — [—1,1]. We will denote by W;Ey the collection of bounded measurable
and non-negative functions W : X x ¥ — [0,1]. Let Wx y[k] be the collection of k—step kernels,
that is, the subset of kernels W € Wx y such that for some Q € R**%E and some ¢1 : X — [k],
¢2 X = [k]7

W(z,y) = Qg (2),0e(y) Torall (z,y) €X x V. (32)
A kernel W is also said to be a ¢; X go-step function when it decomposes as in (32) but where Q

is a size ¢ X g2 matrix, ¢; mapping X to [g1], and ¢o mapping Y to [g2]. The cut norm can be
readily extended to kernels W € Wy y in the following way:

IWlo:= sup W(zx,y)dxdy (33)

XCX, YC)}‘ XxY

where the supremum is taken over all measurable subsets X and Y.

A.2 Concentration inequalities

In the proofs we repeatedly use Bernstein’s inequality. We state it here for the readers’ convenience.
Let Xq,..., X be independent zero-mean random variables. Suppose that | X;| < M almost surely,
for all ¢. Then, for any t > 0,

N t2
P {ZX 2 t} = exp [_ 95 E[XZ] +2Mt/3) (34)

i=1

We shall also rely on the bounded difference inequality (also called McDiarmid’s inequality).

Lemma 1 (Bounded difference inequality). Let Xi,...,X, denote n independent real random
variables. Assume that g : R™ — R is a measurable function satisfying, for some positive constants
(¢i)1<i<n, the bounded difference condition

lg(z1, -y @iy ey n) —g(@y, @) < o

L. .,xp) € R™ and all i € [n]. Then, the

for all x = (z1,...,2;,...,2y) € R", 2/ = (x1,...,2}

random variable Z = g(X1,...,X,) satisfies

2t
=11

for allt > 0.

A.3 Fano’s lemma

In the sequel, KLL(.,.) denotes the Kullback-Leibler divergence between two distributions. In this
manuscript, all the proofs of the minimax lower bounds rely on Fano’s method. The following
version of Fano’s lemma is borrowed from [32]:

Lemma 2. [32, Theorem 2.7] Consider a parametric model Py, with 6 € © and a metric d(.,.) on
©. Assume that © contains elements 01,...,0y, M > 3, such that for all j, k € [M] with j # k
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(1) d(0;,0r) >s>0,
(ii) ’Cﬁ(ng,]P)gk) <log(M)/32 .
Then, we have

inf sup Eg [d(é,@)] >Cs,
0 6€O

where the constant C' > 0 is numeric.

A.4 Khintchine’s inequality

Next, we state a particular case of Khintchine’s inequality that turns out to be useful for bounding
the cut norm of step kernels in terms of their /; norm:

Lemma 3. [30] Let €1,...,€, be i.i.d. Rademacher random variables and let x1,...,x, be some
real numbers. Then,
p
d
i=1

» 1/2
1
Z €5 ] > NG [; x?] . (35)

We use this result to prove the following lower bound on the cut norm of step kernels:

Lemma 4. Let U : X x )Y — [—1,1] denote a measurable q; X qa—step function. Then,

U U111 (36)

o> 1 \/—
Proof of Lemma 4. There exist partitions X = XjU... &, and YV = YV, U... ), such that, for any
fixed y € Y, U(z,y) is constant over z € X; for all i € [¢1] and, for any fixed y € X, U(x,y) is
constant over y € ) for all i € [go]. For any a € [¢1] (resp. b € [g2]), denote z, (resp. yp) any
element of X, (resp. )}). By definition of ||U||g,

Ule = s | [ Ulgdedy
SCX, TCY'JSxT

q1 Q2

= sup ‘ZZ)\SQX (TNW)U (ﬂja,yb)‘

scx ey 1o
q1 g2

= sup sup 3 M)AV (a0, 1)
e€[0, 1] ¢el0,1]92 ' 5 T

9

where we used in the last line that the value of the sum only depends on S and T through the
quantities A(S N X,) and A\(T'N )}). Since the maximum of a linear function on a convex set is
achieved at an extremal point, it follows that

q1 Q2

1Vl = D $ SOPTE AT LENS]

e€{0,1}n, ¢€{0,1}92 ' T 1 p—1

1
> L S @M EAIDU (0, )
e€{—1,1}9 ’e{—1,1}92 a€q],b€g2]
> Z A&, Z e AVo)U(2q, yb)

¢ E{ o 1} a€lq] be[q]
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where we use (8) and take €, = sign e AV)U[Ta, yp]. Let v = (v1,...,vq,) denote i.i.d.
Rademacher random variables and let E,[.] denotes the expectation with respect to v. Now, Khint-
chine’s inequality (35) and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality imply

sup 30 M| S @A) > B[S A@)| Y w000 @ w)|

(=L} i) belge] a€la] beler]

Z A& [ D XU (@ar o)

ae [q1] be(qo]

F SO ST A XA U (0, )

a€[q1] belga]
1

= ——||U|lx -

1/2

Y

Y

B Proof of Proposition 2

Since the diagonals of A and © are both zero, it suffices to control the supremum over disjoints
subsets S and T (see, e.g., [8])

4
|A —©llo < QSIg]ljf}Xw‘ Z (A — @z’j)‘ :
1€S,jET

Let S and T be any two disjoint subsets of [n]. Using Bernstein’s inequality (34) we have that

Pol > (Aij—05j)| =3/ ([O0]i +n)np < 2exp | — 9(I®0]l1 + n)n
ieS,jeT 2([®oll1 +2/([|Ooll1 +n) n

9
< 2exp <—Zn>

Now, using that the number of disjoint pairs (S,T") is 3" and the union bound, we get that the
probability that |> ;g e Aij — ©ij| exceeds 31/([|®0|1 +n)n for some (S,T) is bounded by

2exp(—n). Hence, we have
1 [®oll1 +n
”A — @0”5 < 4 sup m Z (AZ] — @Z’j) < 12 %
SAT=0""" (i jesxT
with probability 1 — 2¢™". Now bounding the distance by 1 in the exceptional case we get the
statement of Proposition 2.
C Proof of Proposition 3

Fix p, € (0,1). This proof is based on Fano’s method. To apply Fano’s Lemma (Lemma 2), it is
enough to check that there exists a finite subset Q of T[2, p,] such that for any two distinct @, @’
in Q we have
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(a) |©— 9/”D>C\/p_n< ! /\\/p_n> and
(b) KL(Pe,Per) < log(|€2])/32

for some constants C' > 0. Then, Applying Lemma 2 to Q2 leads to the desired result. It remains
to prove the existence of Q. As it is classical for this kind of proof, we first build a collection
Y C TI2,pn] and then extract a maximal subset Q C ' satisfying (a). Then, we control the
Kullback divergence between any two probability to show (b).

Construction of . Fix e € (0, p,/4). For any u € {—1,1}", define ®, by (©y,); j = pn/2+u(i)u(j)e
where v = (u(1),...,u(n)). In other words, the entries ®,, are equal to p,/2 + € if u(i)u(j) =1
and p,, /2 — € if u(i ) ( /) = —1. Obviously, the collection ' := {©®, : u € {—1,1}"} is included in

T2, pn)-
Computation of the cut distances and extraction of a maximal subset. Given u € {—1,1}", denote
Vi :={i € [n] : u(i) = 1} the set of indices corresponding to u(i) = 1 and V,, its complement.

Then, given two vector u and v, we define S :=V,, \ V,, and T := V,, N V,,, we easily obtain
D (Ou— 0| =26V \ Vo[ [Vy NV, |.
i€S,jeT
By symmetry, we derive that
n?)|©, — O,||o > 2emax{|Vy \ Vi, Ve \ Vu|} max{|V,, N V,|,|Ve N Vi [}
€
where AAB is the symmetric difference of A and B. As a consequence, the cut distance between
any two graphons is large as long as the symmetric difference between v and v is both bounded
away from zero and from n.

By Varshamov-Gilbert combinatorial bound (see, e.g., [32, Lemma 2.9]), we can in fact pick
ui, ..., uy satisfying

3
TSIVl | < for i€ N]

with N > exp(cin) for some ¢; > 0. In the sequel, we consider @ = {®,, : i =1,...,N}. Hence,
we have log |©2| > ¢;n, whereas the previous inequalities ensure that

||®uz - @ujHD 2 E/14 :

which proves (a) when one takes € as defined in (37) below.

Control of the Kullback Divergence. To prove (b) we use the definition of Kullback-Leibler diver-
gence KL(Pg,,Pe,) and logx <z — 1 for > 0 to get

(Ou)i (1-04)i;
KL(Pe,,Pe,) = ) (©);log + (1 = (©4)ij)log | ———=
%.: J ((ev)i,j> ! (1 - (@v)m’>

(Bw)ij — (O4)i))”
<2 (80, (1= ()]

Now, (©,)i; > pn/4 and p, < 1 imply

16
]CE(PG)ui7]P)euj) S 3
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Taking
€ = ca\/pn <%A\/p_n> (37)

with a constant ¢y > 0 small enough, we derive from the lower bound log(|©2|) > ¢1n that
KL(Po,, Po, ) < log|Q]/32

which proves (b).

D Proof of Proposition 4

Set E = A — ©y. We have the following simple proposition (see Theorem 5 in [25])

Proposition 9. If A > ||E||s—9, then
1©x — Ogll2a < 2.

In view of Proposition 9 we need to estimate || E|| with high probability in order to specify the
value of the regularization parameter \. Let E* = (Ej};) be such that E}; = E;; for i < j and
E}; =0 for i > j. Then | E|2—2 < 2[[E*|. We can upper bound ||E*|| using the following bound
on the spectral norm of random matrices from [3]:

Proposition 10. Let W be the n x m rectangular matriz whose entries W;; are independent
centered random variables bounded (in absolute value) by some o, > 0. Then, for any 0 < e < 1/2
there exists a universal constant c. such that, for everyt >0

P{HW”2—>2 > (14 €)2v2(01 Vo) + t} < (n Am)exp ( _t22>

EU*

o1 = mZaX ZE[W%]; 02 = mjf.iX ZE[W%] :
j i

For E*, we have o1 < \/ppn, 02 < /ppn, and o, < 1. Taking e = 1/2 and t = y/2¢log(n) in
Proposition 10, we obtain that there exists absolute constants ¢* such that

1Ellysp < 2By < 6/2pnn + 2¢"y/log(n) , (38)

with probability at least 1—1/n. Since p, > log(n)/n, we can take A = c¢,/p,n where ¢ > 12v/2+4c*
so that ||E||,_,, < A/2. Then, Proposition 9 implies

1©x — Ogllaa < C/pnt -

It is easy to see that the cut-norm of a matrix can be bounded by its spectral norm:

where we have defined

1
[Allo < —[[Allz-2.
n

Bound on the cut-norm (15) then follows from
& L& Pn
[©x— 0o < E||@>\—@0||2—>2 <C o
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In order to prove the Frobenius bound (14), we use the argument from [25]: we can equivalently
write the singular value hard thresholding estimator as the solution to the following optimization
problem:
0, € argmin{ | A — © |3 +)\’rank(®)}
OcRnxn

which implies that, with probability larger than 1 — 1/n,

1©) — O3 < 2|(E,©) — ©g)| + A\ rank(0) — \? rank(©,)

<2||E|,5_, Hé)\ - (-')0H2 \/rank(@A — ©) + A2 rank(©¢) — A2rank(©,)
< %H@ ~ Q03 + 2| E|3_; (rank(©5) + rank(©y) ) + X rank(©y) — A? rank(®,)
< 3185~ @3 + 2X* rank(®y)

where we used in the last line that || E|j2—2 < A/2. Since rank(®g) < k, we have proved (14).

E Proof of Theorem 1

Note that both fy = p, Wy and f@o are proportional to p,, so without loss of generality we can
assume that p, = 1. For k > n/2, the result is a straightforward consequence of the second
Sampling Lemma for Graphons of [28] stated in Proposition 1. Given any graphon Wy € WT[k],
one can always divide some of the steps into smaller steps in such a way that Wy is a 2k—step
graphon whose weights are all less than or equal to 1/k. Thus, we only need to prove the results
for all graphons Wy € WT[k] with 32 < k < n and such that its weights are all smaller or equal to
2/k.

Let O be the matrix with entries (©();; = W (&;,&;) for all 4, j. As opposed to ©, the diagonal
entries of @, are not constrained to be null. By the triangle inequality, we have

E [55 <f@o,Wo>] <E [55 (f@ovf@{))] +E [55 (fe@Wo)} : (39)

As the entries of @ coincide with those of © outside the diagonal, the difference f@o — f@(r) is null
outside of a set of measure 1/n. Since |[Wol|s < 1, E[6a(fe,, f@&)] < 1/n. Thus, we only need to

prove that
~ [k
E[5D(f@67 Wo)] < C m . (40)

We first need to build two suitable representations of Wy and f@(r) in the quotient space WH.

As a first idea, one may want to define a representation W of f@(r) that matches Wy on the
largest possible (with respect to the Lebesgue measure) Borel set. In fact, one can match the two
representations everywhere expcept on a Borel set of measure of the order of \/k/n. This turns out
to lead to a suboptimal bound of the order of \/k/n. In order to recover the correct logarithmic
term, we refine the argument by showing that, for a suitable representation, the difference W— W,
when non-zero, is well approximated in cut distance by a L\/Ej -step function which is zero exept on
a Borel set of measure much smaller than \/k/n(log(n). To prepare the proof, we carefully build

the representations of Wy and f96‘
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Step 1: Construction of a suitable representation W of Wy in W,

In the sequel, we denote q; := |Vk]. Here, we want to choose W in such a way that a distortion
of W is well approximated in the cut norm by a ¢;—step kernel. We use the following lemma which
is based on a variation of Szemerédi’s lemma. Let Q, € REXF and ¢y : [0,1] — [k] be associated to

sym
Wy as in definition (18).
Lemma 5. There exist a permutation © of [k| and a partition P = (Py,...,Py) of [k] made of
successive intervals such that the following holds. Let Q be the matriz obtained from Qg by jointly
applying the permutation 7 to its rows and its columns. Denote by ¢ = wogy, and fora=1,...,k,

Ao := Mo~ (a)). There are two matrices Q%) and Q®P+) € [0,1]*** that are qi-block-constant
according to the partition P and that satisfy

k

k
su €a€rMp\/ Aa ab — (ap) < C’,/ , 41
66{0,1}"’, 56{0,1}"’ ‘ a%:::l b/\b (Q b Qab )‘ 10g(k) ( )

k

a k

sup ‘ Z €a€V AV A (Qup — ngp’ﬂ)‘ < O—F—. (42)
{0, 1}F, ¢e{0,1}* 1 5y log (k)

According to Lemma 5, there exists two gi-block constant matrices Q@) and Q@) that ap-
proximate well Q with respect to some weighted cut norm. As for (41), the weights are respectively
Ay and /A, whereas for (42), the weights are /A, and /). Informally, these weights arise for the

following reason: writing A, as the empirical weight of group a in W (see Step 2 for the definition),

we have Xa — Ao = Op(y/Aa/n).

Invoking Lemma 5, we consider the graphons

W(ﬂj‘, y) = Qqﬁ(w)qﬁ(y) ’ 441 (:Ev y) = Q((;(I;))(b(y)v Wl—i—(gj7 y) = Q((;(Z);)(y) . (43)
Obviously, W is weakly isomorphic to Wj.

Step 2: Construction of a suitable representation 1% of f@(r) in the quotient space W,
Recall that &1,...,&, are the i.i.d. uniformly distributed random variables in the W-random graph
model (1) and that ¢ is defined in the previous step. For a =1,... k, let

~ 1 —
A== liges (@)
=1

be the (unobserved) empirical frequency of the group a corresponding to a finer partition of [0, 1]
given by ¢. For I =1,...,q, let

BRI R
Gr==> > Teeort)
i=1 beP,

be the (unobserved) empirical frequency of the group ! corresponding to a coarser partition P of
[0, 1] given by P o ¢. )
The relations Z];:l Ao =% Ao =1 imply

a=1
3o a-A)= Y Aa=X) and D (@)= Y (@ —w). (44)
@Aa> g @Xa>Aa Lw; > L:w0;>w;

Consider a function v : [0, 1] — [k] such that:
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(i) For all a € [k], A({z, ¥(z) = ¢(z) = a}) = Ag A Aq ,
(ii) for all I € [q1], )\[{:17 ,(x) € Pand ¢(z) € B} =w AWy,

(iii) for all a € [k], A(¥"'(a)) = Aa.
Such a function ) exists. To see it, we first construct ¢ to satisfy (i) and (iii):

e For each a such that Ay > A, conditions (i) and (iii) are trivially satisfied if we take Y~ (a)
to be any subset of ¢~!(a) of Lebesgue measure A(a). Then, there is a subset of ¢~'(a) of
Lebesgue measures A\, — A, left non-assigned. Summing over all such a, we see that there is

~

a union of subsets with Lebesgue measure my := ) AR (Mg — Ag) left non-assigned.

e For a such that A\, < A, we must have Y(z) = a for € ¢~!(a) to satisfy (i). On the
other hand, to meet condition (iii) we need additionally to assign 1)(z) = a for z on a set of
Lebesgue measure A\, — A,. Summing over all such a, we need additionally to find a set of

~

Lebesgue measure m_ := Za:Xa> Ao (Aa —Aq) to make such assignments. But this set is readily

available as the union of non-assigned intervals for all a such that \, > Xa since my = m_
by virtue of (44).

Now, to ensure that condition (ii) is satisfied, we assign as a priority ¢(z) to values belonging
to the same partition element as ¢(x). Again, (44) ensures that this is possible.
Finally, define the graphons W(z,y) = Q) v, Wilz,y) = Qf&%’d}(y), and W (z,y) =

QI(;L(I;;F 1)p(y) where @, Q') and Q\®»1) are as in (43). Notice that in view of (iii) W is weakly

isomorphic to the empirical graphon f@(r). Let R = {z ,¢(x) # ¥(x)}. Since W and W match
on R x R the purpose of (i) is to minimize the Lebesgue measure of the support of W — w.
With properties (i) and (iii) alone, it would be possible to prove that E[||W — WHD] < C\k/n
as the Lebesgue measure of its support is at most of order \/k:/—n We will improve this rate by a
logarithmic term as (ii) will enforce that the cut norm of W — W is much smaller than its Lebesgue
measure.

Step 3: Control of the cut norm. Since d(+,-) is a metric on the quotient space W+,

5D(Wo,feg) = “W_W“D:Séuilra

By definition of ¢, the two functions W (zx,y) and W(az, y) are equal except possibly when either z
or y belongs to R. As a consequence of triangular inequality and of the symmetry of W — W, we
get

HW—WH < 2 sup
g SCR,TCRE

/SXT (W(az,y) - W(az,y)) da;dy‘

—9 (W—W)(RW D+H(W—W)(Rm . (45)
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First, we focus on E[||(W — W)\RxncHD], the second term being handled similarly at the end of
the proof. For a and b in [k], we write a ~p b (resp. a ~p b) when a and b belongs (resp. do not
belong) to the same element of the partition P. Define

Ra = {z, ¥(z) ~p ¢(z)} .

Obviously, we have Ry C R. Property (ii) of ¢, implies that A(Rz) = Y% | (wy — @q)+. We shall
rely on the decomposition W = Wy + (W — W;) and W = Wy + (W — Wq). For any x € R\ Re, we
have by definition (43) of Wj that (W7 — Wy)(x,y) = 0. Together with the triangular inequality,

this yields

. (46)

H(W - W)’RXRC
g

q < H(Wl - Wl)

oo

+ |-
g

RaxRe RXRe RXRe

To control the first expression in the rhs, we simply bound the cut norm of the difference by its [y
norm

AR W =W <A,

RaoxRe

o0
RaxRe

< H(vm _ )
O

1

since Wy and Wl take values in [0, 1]. Then, relying on the fact that n, is distributed as a Binomial
random variable with parameters (n,w,) and on Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we get E |w, — @y| <

!

wa(1—waq)

— and

IN

E [H(W1 — W) E

q1
2|wa—wa|]
a=1

q1 — 1/4
[wa(l = wa) \/E k
< E ——— </ < —, (47)
g n n NLD

where we used again Cauchy-Schwarz in the last line. Let us turn to the second and third expressions
in (46). To this end, we introduce a new kernel function U. For a = 1,..., k, define A3 = |\, — \,|

and the functions Fy; : [k] — [0, YoalXa — Xaq and Fy : [k] — [0,1] by

RoxRe

b
Fy(b) = Z)\a and set Fy(0) =0
a=1
b o~
Fu(b) = D A andset Fy(0)=0. (48)

a=1

For any a,b € [k], set ﬁa,b = [Fss(a — 1), F5s(a)) x [Fy(b — 1), Fy(b)) and let U be a k x k step
kernel on [0,)", Aa — Aal] X [0,1] defined by

k

U(x,y) = Z |:Qab - lel)p)] ]lﬁa,b(x’y)'

a,b=1

By definition of R and of the function v, we have that for any a € [k], A(¢™'(a)) NR) = (A — Ny
and A(¢ "1 (a)) NR¢) = Ay A . As a consequence, the restriction of (W — W1) to R x R¢ is, up to
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a measure preserving bijection of its rows and of its columns, equal to the restriction of U to the
set (U,, y.o3, [Frs(a—1), F3s(a))) x (Ua[Fy(a — 1), Fy(a — 1) + Aq A Ag). This entails that

< Ullg - (49)

(W - Wl)‘RXRCH
]

On the other hand, for any (z,y) € R x R,

7 T _ (ap) _ (a
(W = W) (2, y) = Qua)py) — Qw({;)w(y) = Qu@)s Qd}é Yo(w)

by the definition of R. In view of the definition of 1, for any a € [k] we have A(¢~1(a)) NR) =
(A —Xa)+- As a consequence, the restriction of (W —Wj) to R x R¢ is, up to a measure preserving
bijection of its rows and of its columns, equal to the restriction of U to the set (U__ A< [F3s(a
1), F5s(a))) X (Ua[Fg(a — 1), Fg(a — 1) + Ag A Ag). This implies that ||(W — W1)|rxrello < ||U]|o.
Thus, we only have to control E[|U]|g].

Step 4: Control of E[||U||g]. Define the sets B; := H§=1[07 A — Aol] and By = H];:l [0, | Aal]-
Then, the cut norm of U writes as

”UHD < sup Z fyafyb (Qab Q(ap )

YEB1,Y €B2 ap=1

< sup Z )\b‘j\\a - )\a‘ (Qab - Qg{l,p)) ) (50)
STE] | qesper
since the supremum of a linear function on a convex set is achieved at an extremal point. The
random variable |[Aq — A| is in expectation of the order \/A,/n. If we could replace each [Aq — Aq|
by v/Aq/n in (50), then thanks to (41), we could prove that ||U||g is (up to a multiplicative constant)
less than \/k/(nlog(k)). Unfortunately, if we directly applied Bernstein’s inequality or the bounded
difference inequality to simultaneously control |Xa — Ao| over all a € [k] or to simultaneously control
D aeSbeT Mo Aa — Aal(Qap — Q((;Zp )) over all S,T C [k], we would lose at least a logarithmic factor.
To bypass this issue, we adapt Lemma 10.9 of [28], which is a key point in the proof of sampling
Lemma for graphons (Lemma 10.5 in [28]). Given a bounded non-symmetric kernel W € Wy y, let
us define the following one-side version of the cut norm:

IWIl5 = sup W (x,y)dzdy ,
xXcx, ycyJxxy
where we take the supremum without any absolute value. As a consequence, the cut norm ||[W ||
is the maximum ||W||} and || — W||Z.
Lemma 6. Let W € Wg ) (0,0)[k] and let Q € RFXE gy 2 [0,u] — [k] and ¢ : [0,v] — [k] b

[0 [
associated to W as in (32). For a = 1,...,k, define aq := MN¢7 ' ({a})) and Ba := Mgy ({a}))
Given any subset R C [k], let

w = {b, Z aaQab > 0} , RT7W = {CL, Zﬂanb > O} : (51)
a€R beR

Finally, we define for any S,T C [k], W[S,T] := Eae&beT Qg - Then, for any integer q with
1 <q <k, we have

uy/kYh B+ oyl o
— |

Wi < max w[RsY RV +

52
= Riclk),[Ril<q (52)

23



Note that in contrast to Equation (50) where one considers a supremum of 22k sums, only k2

terms are involved in (52) up to the price of an additive term of order ¢~'/2. The difficulty is that
we will apply this lemma to U for which these £%¢ will turn out to be random.

In the sequel, we fix ¢ = L\/Ej and apply Lemma 6 to U. Then, we can take u = v = 1.
Since 22:1 Aq = 1 and since we assumed at the beginning of the proof that the weights A, are
all smaller than 2/k, it follows that (k Zi:l A)1/2 < \/2. Let M and N denote the random

variables M := Z];:l Ao — Aa| and N := (z];:l kXa — )\a\2) 1/2. Both M and N are functions
of the independent random variables (1,...,&,). Besides, if we change the values of one of these
&) the value of M changes by at most 2/n and the value of N changes by at most \/ﬁ/n As a
consequence, we may apply the bounded difference inequality (Lemma (1)) to these two random
variables. Then, with probability larger than 1 — 2exp(—v/k/log(k)), one has

k k
N 2k1/2 \/7
— < E

;:1: ) < }Z: Y |] ’/mog (53)
k 1/2 i k

~ ~ 2/<;3/
Z 2 < Z 2 /

(ka:1 ‘)\a )\a‘ ) E (ka:1 ’)\a )\a’ ) nlog(k nlog

In (53) - (54) we bound the expectation using that, since {1, ..., &, are i.i.d. uniformly distributed
random variables, n\, has a binomial distribution with parameters (n, A\,) and the Cauchy-Schwarz

inequality:
LI b (= M) k
E > Pa—al| <> S <y and
a=1 a=1

b i a1 = o) k
<k§ D‘\a_)‘a’z> < kg ug —.
n n

a=1

a=1

Bound (54) and (k Zszl A)H1/2 < /2, implies that for U, with probability larger than 1 —
2exp(—\/E/ 10g(l€))7

\/k‘22=153+\/k‘22=10‘5<0 k
ki/4 - nlog(k)’

(55)

Fix any two subsets R, Ro C [k] of size less than or equal to ¢. In view of (52), one needs to
control the following random variable

Pp— T7U l7U J—
ZRiRy :=U [RQ Ry ] = E
acRryY beRYY

- Qi . (56)

It is done in the following Lemma:

Lemma 7. Let Ry, Ry be two subsets of [k] of size less than or equal to q and Zg, g, given by (56).
Then, we have that with probability larger than 1 — (1 4 2k) exp(—vk/ log(k)),

k
max ZR1 Ry S Cy| —~-
Ry,Ra ¢ |R1|<q| R2|<q nlog(k)
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Now, it follows from Lemma 6 together with (55) and Lemma 7 that, with probability larger
than 1 — (3 + 2k) exp(—vk/log(k)),

k
Ul <c :
H ||D — nlog(k‘)
Controlling analogously || — U HE, we conclude that there exists an event 4 of probability larger
than 1 — 10 exp(—v/k/log(k)) such that, on A,
k
< —_— .
[Ulp<C nTog (k)

To finish the control of E[||U||o], we use the rough bound ||Uljg < |[U]1 < 22:1 Aa — Aa| on the
complementary event A.

EllUlal < EllUlola +E[|U]lol 4]

1/2
k
_ / /— ~
- nlog <Z:: [Aa }
+(Cle —Vk/(21og(k)) k (57)
nlog(k) \/_ nlog
nd (

where we use (53). Now, using the decomposition (46), (47) a

, we can conclude that

= k
E[|V - W] | <€ .
( IRxR ol — nlog(k)

The following lemma gives a corresponding bound on the second term H(W — W)‘ o in
(45). The proof is somewhat analogous to that of the control of H(W — W)|Rx7gc‘ q and is post-
poned to the end of the section.

Lemma 8. We have
= k
E[| W -W)rr| | <C .
( IRxR ol = nlog(k)
In view of (45), we have proved Theorem 1. O

Proof of Lemma 5. For a € [k], we denote (M\o)a = M(¢p'(a)) and u, = Z:i;\?j\T) . For any

b € [k], define the cumulative distribution functions Fy(b) = 327_,(Ao)a and F1(b) = S-°_, u,. For
a,b € [k, let (Ig)ap = [Fo(a — 1), Fo(a)) x [Fi(b — 1), F1(b)) and (IIj)ap = [Fi(a — 1), Fi(a)) x
[F1(b—1), F1(b)). In order to construct a suitable g;-step kernel we con81der first the (non necessarily
symmetric) kernels Wy and W defined by

k k
:ZZ QOab]lHdabxy) W+xy :ZZQOab]l(l‘ﬁ z,y) .

k
a=1 b=1 a=1 b=1

In comparison to Wy, the length of the steps in Wy and Wj has been modified.
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Lemma 9. Let W € Wig 1) 0,1] be a k-step kernel defined by

kK k
=2 Quls,xti(@.9)
a=1 b=1
where Q € [0,1]%** and (Sy,...,Sk) and (Ty,...,T}) are two partitions of [0, 1] into a finite number

of measurable sets. For any integer qy > 2, there exist a qo—step kernel W) e W[o 11,00,1] satisfying

(i) for any (a,b) € [k], W) is constant on S, x Ty, and

(ii) |W —wep)|| < \/ﬁm

The second property (ii) is just the consequence of the weak Regularity Lemma for kernels [19]
(see also Corollary 9.13 in [28]). The first property, (i), follows from the explicit construction of
the approximate kernel by Kannan and Frieze (see the proof of Lemma 9.10 in [28]). For the sake
of completeness, we give the details in the end of this section.

Fix go = Lk;l/4J, Note that gg > 2 since we assume that k > 16. We denote by Wéap) and
chap ) the qo—step kernels given by Lemma 9 to respectively approximate Wy and WCEJF)
of Property (7), there exist two matrices QO and Q(“p’+) in [0, 1]k><k such that
k k

Wy (x,y) :Z QS iy, (2,y)  and WP (z,y) Z SNl i, (@,9) -
a=1 b:l a=1 b=1

. In virtue

There exist two partitions P; and Pj of [k] such that Q(ap is block constant according to P, and
Q(()ap ) is block constant according to Pj. Let P* be the coarsest partition that refines both P and
77;'. As a consequence, P* is made of less than g2 < ¢; subsets. By possibly refining P*, we may
assume without loss of generality that P* = (Pf,..., P},) is made of exactly ¢ elements. Let 7
be a permutation of [k] transforming P* in a partition P = (P,..., P, ) with P, = {n(b),b € P;}
made of consecutive intervals. Denoting IT the corresponding permutation matrix, we finally take

Q _ HTQOH, Q(ap HTQ(&P ’ and Q(ap,-‘r) _ HTQ(()GP,-F)H

Now we are ready to prove (41) and (42). Recall that we denote ¢ = mo@g and A, := A(¢~*(a)) for
a € [k]. Define the sets By := Hszl[O,uW(a)] and By := [[*_,[0, \a]. Since Wy — chap) is a k-step

function, its cut norm writes as

(ap) (ap)
Wy —W = sup Yo | Qupy — Qup 58
Wa-Wilo = _sw ;7 7 (Qu ) (58)
= o (S e (@ - QL) < )
e{0,1}F, ¢e{0,1}F |y log(qo)

since the supremum is achieved at an extremal point of the convex and in the last inequality we
use property (ii) of Lemma 9. Now (58) and the definition of u,(,) imply

Zbe[k V2 <c k
A /]()g qo IOg k)

by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. We have proved (41). The second inequality (42) is derived similarly.
O

sup Z €ath MV Aa <Qab - )

e€{0,1}F, €e€{0,1}*
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Proof of Lemma 9. We adapt the proof of the weak Regularity Lemma for symmetric kernels
[28, Lemma 9.9] to non symmetric ones. We use the following extension of Lemma 9.11(a) in [28].

Lemma 10. For every W € Wig 1) 10,1[k] such that

W(z,y) => > Quls,xn,(z,y)

k
a=1 b=1

where Q € RF*F and P = {(S1,...,S%),(T,...,Tk)} are two partitions of [0,1] into a finite
number of measurable sets, there are two sets A, B C [k] and a real number 0 < a < max,p |Q ]
such that, for S = UaeaSs and T = UpepTy,

2
W = algir |y < [IW5 — W2 .

Now we apply Lemma 10 repeatedly, to get pairs of sets S}, 7/ and real numbers a; such that
for any positive integer j, W; = W — >7_, ailgxrs we have

j—1

IW5113 < W13 = > IWilI3
=1

Fix some integer ky > 0. Since the right-hand side of the above equation remains non-negative,

there exists 0 < i < ko with ||[W;]|3 < 1/ko. Now putting a; = 0 for [ > i we get that for any

W € Wyg1,0,1[F] and any ko > 1 there are kg pairs of subsets S;, 7] C [0,1] and kg real numbers

a; such that
ko
v -t
i=1

1
] < NS (60)

Note that the approximation W% = Zfil a;lgr 7 is a step function with at most 2% steps and

a; > O, for all i. On the other hand, by construction we have that for any (a,b) € [k], W) is
constant on all sets of the form S, x T;. We conclude by taking ko = |log(qo)/log(2)]. O

Proof of Lemma 10. This lemma is proved in [28, Lemma 9.11] for symmetric kernels. For read-
ers convenience we get the details here. Let W be a k—step kernel and let (S1,...,Sk), (T1,...,Tk)
be two measurable partitions of [0,1] such that TV is constant on each set S; x Tj. Relying on a
convexity argument as in the proof of Lemma 5, the cut norm is achieved for measurable sets S
and 7' that are unions of S; and T} respectively, that is

W = ‘ / W(w)dxdy‘ ,
SxT

where S = UgeaS, and T = UpepTy, with A, B C [k]. Let a = WHW”D Then, we have

1

(W < W3 — WA

which completes the proof. O
Proof of Lemma 6. This proof closely follows that of Lemma 10.9 in [28]. It is easy to see that

Wt = WIS, T
W5 S (S, T
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so we only need to bound these expressions. Let @ and @’ be independent uniformly chosen g-
subset of [k] and let Eg (resp. E¢) denote the expectation with respect to @ (resp. @’). We shall
prove that, for any S, T C [k]

/ k 2
WS, T] <Eq [W[(QnT)"W,T]] + M : (61)

Vi

By symmetry, this will imply
’ W v V k 22:1 atzl
Va
so that gathering both inequalities yields to

kSR B2 ESR a2
WI[S,T] < Eqq [WIQNT)™W, (@ n(@nT)"")""]] + kS B+ o kT 0 _

Va

Since the above expectation is less than or equal to supp, |Ri|<q w [RS’W, Rll’W] , this will conclude

the proof. Thus, we only have to show (61). Note that W[S,T] < W[T"W T] implies that it
suffices to prove

uy/ k 25:1 B2
Eq [WIT™\ (@NT)"™.T]] — Eq [WI(QNT)"™ \ T, T]] < @

Let us denote Z the above difference of expectations. For any a € [k], write B, = Y o7 £yQ,, and
Ao = D perng BvQap- By the definition (51), we have that B, is non-negative for a € T "W and
B, <0ifa g T"W. In the same way, A, >0 fora € (QNT)""W and A, <0fora ¢ (QNT)"W .
Denoting Pg the probability with respect to @, we obtain

Z = EQ Z 1{a¢(QnT)r-,W}aaBa + Z ]].{ae(QnT)r,W}aa‘Ba‘
aET'r,W agéTTvW (63)

= > PolAa<0laaBa+ Y Pg[As > 0laa|Bal.

aeTrW agTrW

Now, using Eg[A,] = qBa/k, it follows from the Chebyshev inequality that, for a € 7"V we
have Pg[A, < 0] < Varg[A,]/ E% [A,]. Since a probability is smaller or equal to one, it follows
that Pg[A, < 0] < v/Varg[A,]/|EglAa]|. Similarly, for a ¢ T"W we also have that Pg[A4, > 0] <
/Varg[A,]/| Eg[A,]|. Coming back to Z, this yields

7Z < Za | B, \% Za Var1/2 <@maxVar1/2[A]
‘ Eq ¢ Ad] < q aclk] @ T
a€lk] ae[k
Working out the variance, we get Varg[A,] < £ >, 82Q2, < a(Xpen 32)/k, which concludes
the proof. O
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Proof of Lemma 7. Note that in (56), the definition of Zg, g,, the set R;’U is deterministic whereas
the set Rll’U only depends on (Ag)ecr,. We can upper bound Zg, g, in the following way:

Zhiks < ) <Qab ) +

acRyY\Ry beRYY a€Ry

(64)

where we use | Y, Ay(Qqp — Zlcm < 1. We set

Trip, = Y >N (Qab - QZ?) :

acRyY\Ry beRYY

Conditionally to (Xa)ae Ri> TRy R, is distributed as a function of n —n} p Xa iid. random
variables & such that P[¢' = a] = Ao /(1 — > ,cR, Aa) for any a € [k]\ Ry. Besides, if we change the
values of one of these & the value of this expression changes by at most 2/n. It then follows from
the bounded difference inequality (Lemma (1)) that, for any ¢ > 0

~ 12t ~
]P) {TRl,Rz 2 E [TR17R2|()\G)G€R1:| + g‘()\a)GGIQ} 2 1- e_t' (65)

Let us bound this conditional expectation:

E[TronlCeen] = X B[] |Goen] 3 0 (Qu - @)

a€RyY\Ry beRYY

< s > (deer | o(Qu — Qif) - (66)

SCK\R1,TCF] 48 peT

Now, using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

E [ ‘(/)\\C)CER1:| = \/ (1 — ZbeR )\b m \/7

where we used that X\, < 2/k, |R1| < ¢ < k'/? and k > 8. The supremum in (66) is achieved
for subsets (S*,7*) such that for all @ € S*, 3, M(Qqp — Q1) is non—negatlve (otherwise
this contradicts the optimality of S*,7). As a consequence, we can plug the upper bounds on

E [ o e)ee Rl} into (66):

N — o

—~ 2 k
E |Tr, ry|(ANa)a <= sup VAa(Qu — Q) < C ,
[ .| (Aa) ERJ \/HSC[M\RLTC[M aeSZb:Q +(Qu ) nlog(k)

where we used the property (41) of Q. Coming back to (65) and integrating the deviation
inequality with respect to (Ag)acr,, we conclude that, for any ¢ > 0

k 2t
P(T >C — | >1—e"
Ri,Re = \/ nlog(k) + n] -

Fixing t = 2log(k)q + v'k/log(k) and taking an union bound over all possible Ry, Ry, we derive
that

~

Mo — Aa (67)

max ZRr, R, < Cy/————~ 4+ q max
Ri,Ry |Ri|<q|Ra|<q 7 nlog(k) a=1,..k
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on an event of probability higher than 1 — exp(—Vk / log(k)).
Next we bound max,—1,._ |A\a—Aq|- Recall that n), has a binomial distribution with parameters
(n, Aq) and A\, < 2/k. For any a € [k]|, applying Bernstein’s inequality to |\, — 4| we get

~ t2
— > < _ | .
P{”M‘” Aol 2 t} s 2exp < dn/k + 2t/3>

Taking t = C'y/n/log(k) (for a suitable constant C' > 0) and applying the union bound, we derive
that with probability larger than 1 — 2k exp(—vk/log(k))

Vi max, M — Aol < CV/E/(nlog(k)). (68)

The bound (67) together with (68) imply the statement of Lemma 7. O

Proof of Lemma 8. As the control of (W — W)|rxx is quite similar to that of (W — W)|gxge, we
only sketch the main steps. Relying on the graphon Wt (defined in (43)), we have the following
decomposition:

W = W)lrxrlla < IVT™ = W) g, rllo + 1V = W) pllo+ (W — W (69)

)|R>< )‘RXRHD'

Since (W, — /Wfr )(z,y) is zero except if x € Ry or y € Ro, we bound the first expression by its Iy

—~

norm as for Wy — Wi

- 1/4
E (W} — Wi ello] < 2EA(R)] < 2%. (70)

The two last expressions in (69) are bounded by the cut norm of a kernel V' defined as follows.
For any a,b € [k], define I, = [F3;5(a — 1), F35(a)) X [F5s(b — 1), F55(b)) where F5;(.) has been

~ 2
defined in (48). Let V' be the k x k step kernel on [0, Yoalra — /\aq given by

Ve = 3 [au- Qe 1;

a,b=1

(z,y).

a,b

Now, as for the restrictions of W — Wy and W — /Wl to R x R¢, we have
| =W || V[V = ) | < 1V (71)
Thus, it boils down to controlling E [||V||g]. Since V is a k—step kernel, its cut norm writes as

Vio= swp | > Ra=AalRa = Aal(Qu — Q).

STCK " yes beT

As for the kernel U in the main proof, we rely on the Lemma 6. The random variables )" ]/)\\a —Aal
and (3", [Aa — Aa|?)!/? are controlled as in (53) and (54).
Fix any two subsets R, Ry C [k] of size less than or equal to ¢ and define

Zror, =VIRY R 1= 3" 3T Pa= Al — Ml(Quy — QUF) -

acRy" beRYY
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The set Rll’v only depends on (Xa)ae R, and R;’v only depends on (/)\\a)ae Ry We have

Zrim <Y S R A= Ml @Qu— QU 4 Y Al

a€RYY\(R1UR2) be RYY \(R1UR2) acR1UR>

since - ek |Xa — Aa| < 2. We set

T = . Yo Pa= Al = l(Qu — Q).

aeRyY\(R1UR2) be RV \(R1UR2)

Write R := Ry U Ry and /)\\{R} = (Xa)aeR. Conditionally to /)\\{R}, TR, ,r, is a function of n —
N uch Xa independent random variables. Besides, if we change the values of one of these indepen-

dent random variables the value of T, r, changes by at most 4/n. Hence, the bounded difference
inequality enforces that, for any ¢ > 0,

~ [2t |~ _
P TR1732 > E[TRl,R2|/\{R}] +8 E‘)\{R}} >1—e L, (72)
The conditional expectation is upper bounded by

E[Tr, 5 Ary] < sup > B[P = Al = Nl Ary] (Quy — Qi) - (73)
SCR\R, TCE\R ,c 5 peT

Here, unfortunately, we cannot directly replace E [|Xa - /\a||Xb — Nl ‘X{ R}] by an upper bound of

it because this expression does not factorize. We shall prove that E []/)\\a — Aal 2o — A !X{ R} is, up
to a small loss, close to a product of expectations. R R
Write N :=n —n)" cpAe, AR = Y scpAe and Ag = > .p Ac. Note that nAg has a binomial

distribution with parameters (n, Ar). Applying Bernstein’s inequality to |XR — Ar| we get

P{n\xR — Agr| > t} < 2exp <_4n/\/_l:—2—i—2t/3> . (74)

Let R = {|XR —Ag| < nﬁ)g(k) } Taking t = y/n/log(k) in (74) we have that

P(R) > 1 — 2¢~ VF/loa(k),
In what follows we assume that the event R is true. Take any two distinct elements a and b of
[k]\ R. We shall prove that the conditional expectations E [ Ao — Aal| [Ab — Ap
products E { N — Ao X{R}} E be - /\b‘ ‘X{R}}. It is easy to see that conditionally on (X{R},Xa),

nAp follows the Binomial distribution with parameters ((IN — nXa); Ap/(1 = Ag — Aq)). On the other
hand, conditionally on A¢gy, nA follows the Binomial distribution with parameters (N, Ay /(1-Ar)).

‘X{R}] are close to the

Let z1,29,..., be a sequence of independent Bernoulli random variables with parameters A,/(1 —
Ao — AR), wi,ws ..., be an independent sequence of Bernoulli random variables with parameters
(1 —Xa — Ar)/(1 — Ag) and vy, vy, ..., be an independent sequence of Bernoulli random variables

with parameters \y/(1 — Ar). We define the following random variables:

N —nXa N —nXa nxa

X = Z Zi Y = Z ziwi+2vi
i=1 i=1 i=1
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where we use A. < 2/k and |R| < 2vk. Tt is easy to see that X follows the Binomial distribution
with parameters (N —n)\,) and \y/(1 — Agp — A\s) and Y follows the Binomial distribution with
parameters N and A,/(1 — Ag). Hence, we have that

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 ~ ~
|E [Ra=Aall%s= 2ol Ay ] =B [Ra=Aa Ay ERs=NolAsy] | < — B [IX =Y Ra=Aal [Aesy |- (75)

Relying our coupling between X and Y, we obtain

N—nX nX
1 ~ ~ 1 @ ~ ~ 1 < ~ o~
EE [|X _Y|‘>‘{R}7)\a} < EE [ Z 2i(1 —w;) )‘{R}a/\a] + EE [sz /\{R}a/\a]
i=1 i=1
_ N-nd, A M
n (1 =Ar)(1 =Xy — AR) 1—- Mg
MoAa A
< b b (76)

00— =) T—g

On the other hand, conditionally on 3\\{ R} n/)\\a follows the Binomial distribution with parameters
(N, \./(1 — AR)) so that Cauchy-Schwarz inequality implies

- - - Na Na -
E = | Pem] = E[Aa—(l_/\R)n+(1_)\R)n—>\a A{R}}
~ N, ~ NAq
< e e
= E[A“ D ‘)\{R}}—i_‘(l—)\lg)n Aa
< Cv)\a/n—l—)\a )\R_/)\\R‘
4
< CVAafnt — —— (77)
knlog(k)

where we use that A\, < 2/k and the definition of the event R. Similarly we compute

— < i [
Aa = A A{R}] ¢ <I<:n + kvkn) (78)

E [Xa

Plugging (76 — 78) into (75) we get

‘ E [[Aa = AallX — Ml Agry] = E [[Aa = Aal|[Agry LN — Mol[Ary] ‘

AbAa Ab

E N — g N — o
[(1—)\1%)(1—)\@—)\1%)’ | )\R‘ |

<

X{R}]

)\{R}:| + E |:)\a1_7
1 1
= C [k5/2n1/2 + n—l@] ’

where we use Ay, A, < 2/k. For a = b, (77) implies that the above difference is of order (kn)~!.
Going back to (73), we obtain that

E |Tr, g, Mgy | < E [N — Aol [Mezy ] E [ X — No| [N oy — QY 4
[R1,R2| {R}] SC[’@]\Z?EC[H\R@E%;ET I A im ] E [ = Mol [ Ay | (Qup — Q™)

sle
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Take S* and T™ being two sets maximizing the above expression. Then, for all a € 5* we have that
Y e E [|/\b )\bH/\R] Q. —Q d’+) is non-negative. As a consequence, using (77), we have that

C/

E [TR1,R2|/\{R}:| <C sup % )

[ Aa 4
- + -
SCk|\R, Tc[k}\Raegb:eT < n  \/knlog(k)

as soon as the event R holds. The same reasoning and |Q, — Qgg’ﬂ < 2 leads to

)E[ﬁb )\bH/\{R}] (Qu— Q)+

N )\b)\ ad,+ " k 1
E[To pom] < C v Quy— Q) v o [ — e —
|: Ry R2’ {R}} SCIE)\R, TC[k]\Raeszb:eT ( b ) n log(k‘) \/’ﬁ
_k
nlog(k) ’

as soon as the event R holds. Going back to (72) and integrating the deviation inequality with
respect to A\(py, we conclude that

k 2t —
P\ Try R, 2 C +81 /| 21— —P[R] > 1— et — 2¢7VH/loe®)
’ n log(k) n

where we use P(R) > 1 — 2¢=VF/108(k) | From this point the proof is identical to that of the main
proof: we fix t = 2log(k)q + v'k/log(k) and take an union bound over all possible R; and Ry to
derive that

max ZRi Ry < C

— 4+ 4¢ max Ny — A
Ru Rl Ril<q | Ral<q n log(k) 7,12, e = Al

on an event of probability higher than 1 — 3 exp(—+v/k/log(k)). Then, as in the main proof, Lemma
6 together with (55) and (68) enforce that |[V||5; < C'\/K/(nlog(k)) with probability larger than
1 — (5 + 2k)exp(—vk/log(k)). By symmetry, we can find an event A of probability larger than
1 — (10 + 4k) exp(—vk/log(k)) such that, on A,

k

< —_—.
IVIo <€ oo

In order to control E[||V||g] on the complementary event A we use the rough bound

k
Vi < (V] < Z o= AallAs = Aal <23 [Xa = Ad
a=1

a,b=1

which implies

E[|Vio] < E[lV]ola +E[|V]ol 4]
27 1/2
_k 12147 |E : e — A
< C nlog(k‘)+2p [A] aZ:: ol
k

k 1 —VE/(2log(k))
n log(k) e

| /\

3\

n log
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where we use (53). Together with the decomposition (69), (70) and (71), we conclude that

— k
_ < -
£ [H(W W)’RXRHD] =¢ nlog(k)
O
F Proof of Theorem 2
It is enough to prove separately the following two minimax lower bounds:
k
inf  sup  Ewo[0o(fs paWo)] > Cpny| —— , 79
' Woew+[k] o 00 ) nlog(k) (79)
inf sup  Ewg[0o(f.paWo)] > C (y/p" /\pn>- (80)
f Woewt[2] n

The proof of (80) is identical to the proof of (45) in [26] so we just sketch the main idea. Fix some
0 < e < 1/4. We consider W to be the constant graphon with Wi (z,y) = 1/2, and Wy € WT[2] to
be the 2-step graphon with Wa(z,y) = 1/2 + € if z,y € [0,1/2)2 U [1/2,1]? and Wa(z,y) = 1/2 — ¢
elsewhere. Obviously, we have dn[p, W1, p,Was] = ppe. Then, standard testing arguments [32]
ensure that the minimax risk inf zsupyy, cyy+ g Ew, [60(f, pnWo)] is at least of the order pne when
¢ is chosen small enough so that the x2-distance x?(Py,,Pw,) is smaller than 1/4. According to
Lemma 4.9 in [26], this is the case when € is small in front of (p,n)~"/? which proves (80).

Henceforth, we only focus on (79). We first consider the case of & multiple of 32 and such that
k > Cy and k < Cin for some sufficiently large numerical constants Cy and Cy. As the collections
Wt[k] are nested this will imply (79) for all k € [32Cy,n]. Afterwards, it will suffice to show (79)
for k = 2 to prove the proposition. So, we assume that & is a multiple of 32, k is large enough and
that k is small in front of n. Define k; := k/2, M}, := [1281og(k)], no := 1/16 and n; := 7/8.

As for Proposition 3, we will rely on Fano’s method (Lemma 2). Hence, we shall build a
collection (W) of graphons that are well-spaced in cut distance and such that the Kullback-
Leibler divergence between the associated distribution Py, remains small enough. All the graphons
considered in this collection will be based on a ki x M} matrix B such that (i) the rows of B are
almost orthogonal and (ii) such that the [; distance between permutation and convex combinations
of the columns of B are bounded from below. Such a property will turn out to be useful when
taking a lower bound on the dg distance between the corresponding graphons.

Lemma 11. For k large enough, there exists a matriz B € {—1,1}*1*Mx satisfying the following
two properties:

(i) For any (a,b) € [ki1] with a # b, the inner product of two columns (B,,., By,.) satisfies
[(Ba,, By,.)| < My /4. (81)
(i1) For any two subsets X andY of [k1] satisfying | X| = |Y| = nok1 and XNY =0, any labellings

71 [nok1] = X and wy : [nok1] = Y, any subset Z of [My] of size larger than n My, and any
Z x M, stochastic matrix w, we have

nok1
ZZ\Bm b~ Z Wh,eBry(a).e| = C Mk, (82)
a=1be”Z cE[My]

for some universal constant C > 0.
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Figure 1: Restriction of W, to [0,1/2] x [1/2,1].

Taking B as in Lemma 11, we define the connection probability matrix @ := (J + B)/2 where
J is the k1 x M; matrix with all entries equal to 1. Now we define a collection of step graphons
based on @ that will only slightly differ by the weight of each step.

Fix some ¢ < 1/(8k;) and denote by Cy the collection of vectors u € {—e,e}*! satisfying
251:1 ug = 0. For any u € Cy, define the cumulative distribution F,, on {0,...,k;} by the relations
F,(0) = 0 and Fy,(a) = a/(2k1) + > p_; up for a € [k1] and the cumulative distribution G on
{0,..., M} by G(0) = 1/2 and G(b) = 1/2 + b/(2M},). Note that F; takes values in [0,1/2] and
G takes values in [1/2,1]. Then, set II,(u) = [Fy(a — 1), Fy(a)) x [G(b—1),G(b)) and define the
graphon W, € W[k + My] by

2 (ab)eln]x[My] Qav i, w)(@,y)  if 2 €10,1/2] and y € (1/2,1]
Wa(a,y) = Wa(y, z) if 2 € (1/2,1) and y € [0,1/2
1/2 else .

See Figure (1) for a drawing of W,. Note that W, is a fairly unbalanced (k1 + Mj)—step graphon:
M, of its steps have a large weight of order 1/log(k). Besides, the k; smaller steps are slightly
unbalanced as the weight of each class is either 1/k — € or 1/k + €. The purpose of these M} big
steps is to make the cut distances between W, and W), the largest possible (see the proof of Lemma
13).

Next, we shall consider a subcollection C of Cy such that the graphons W,, with u € C are well
spaced. The following combinatorial result is in the spirit of the Varshamov-Gilbert lemma [32,
Lemma 2.9]. It is borrowed from [26] (Lemma 4.4). For u € Cp, let A, := {a € [k1] : uq = €}.
Notice that, by definition of Cy, we have |A,| = k1/2 for all u € Cy.

Lemma 12. There ezists a subset C of Cy such that log |C| > k1/16 and
|ALAA,| > k1 /4 . (83)

for any u #£ v €C.
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Lemmas 11 and 12 are used to obtain the following lower bound on the distance do(W,,, W,)
between two distinct graphons with w and v in C. This lemma is the main ingredient of the proof.

Lemma 13. There exists two positive universal constants Cy and Cs such that if ke < Cy then,
for any (u,v) € C with u # v, we have

ke
on(Wy, Wy) > C 84
D( ) 1\/m (84)
which implies
ke
6D(anU7anv) > Clpn (85)

VM,

Note that for any u and v in C it is possible to build a measure-preserving transformation 7
such that W,, — W is null expect on a measurable set of Lebesgue measure of order ke (see the
proof of Theorem 1 in Section E for such construction). Hence, the {1 norm of W,, — W] is of order
ke. Lemma 13 states, that by taking the infimum over all 7 and by considering the weaker norm
||.|lo, one still has a lower bound of the same order. The M, /2 factor arises as a consequence of
Lemma 4. See the proof for more details.

To apply Fano’s method, we need to upper bound the Kullback-Leibler divergence between the
distribution corresponding to any two graphon W, and W, with v and v in C. Let Py, denote
the distribution of A sampled according to the sparse W-random graph model (1) with Wy = W,,.
Since the matrix @ is fixed the difficulty in distinguishing between the distributions Py, and Py,
for u # v comes from the randomness of the design points &1, ..., &, in the W-random graph model
(1) rather than from the randomness of the realization of the adjacency matrix A conditionally

on &1,...,&,. The following lemma gives an upper bound on the Kullback-Leibler divergences
KLPw,,Pw,):

Lemma 14. For all u,v € Cy we have
KL(Pw, ,Pw.) < 32nkie’/3.

Now, choose € such that € = (16)+nk1' When £k is small in front of n, this choice of € satisfies
the conditions of Lemma 13. Then it follows from Lemmas 12 and 14 that

1
KL(Pw,,Pw,) < Elog IC|, VuveC:u#wv. (86)

In view Fano’s Lemma (Lemma 2), inequalities (85) and (86) imply that

k

inf  sup By, [00(f, paWo)] > Cpp
7 Woew+[] o100 ) nlog(k)

where C' > 0 is an absolute constant. This completes the proof for k large enough.

Now we turn to the case k = 2. We reduce the lower bound to the problem of testing two
i _11 . Given u € {—¢,+¢€} define F,,(0) =0, F,(1) =
1/2 + w and F,(2) = 1. Then, we set II(u) = [Fyu(a — 1), Fy(a)) x [Fu(b — 1), F,(b)) for any
a,b € {1,2} and define graphons

hypotheses. Consider the matrix B =

2
By +1
Wu($7y) = Z %ﬂﬂab(u)(gjyy)'
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For any measure preserving bijection 7, (W, — W7 ) is a four-step graphon. Thanks to Lemma 4, we
deduce that do(W,, W_.) > C61(W,, W_). Then, it is not hard to see that d;(We, W_,) > C’e so
that 6o (pnWe, pnW—-¢) > C’ppe. Moreover, exactly as in Lemma 14, the Kullback-Leibler divergence
between Py, and Pyy__ is bounded by Cne?. Taking € of the order n~1/2, this divergence is small.
It is therefore impossible to reliably distinguish Py, from Py, _ and the estimation error is at least
of order ppe. More formally, we use Theorem 2.2 from [32] to conclude that

. ~ 1
inf sup Ew,[oa(f, pnWo)] > Cpn\/j
' Woew+2) n

where C' > 0 is an absolute constant.

Proof of Lemma 11. Let B be a ki x M}, random matrix whose entries are independent Rademacher
variables. We shall prove that, with positive probability, B satisfies both (81) and (82). In partic-
ular, this implies the existence of B satisfying both (81) and (82).

Fix a # b. Then, (B,,., By,.) is distributed as a sum of k; independent Rademacher variables.
Using Hoeffding’s inequality, we have that

P[[(Ba,, Be,)| = My /4] < 2exp[—My/32].

By the union bound, property (81) is satisfied for all a # b with probability greater than 1 —
k3 exp[—M},/32]. Since My > 1281og(k), for k greater than some absolute constant, this probability
is greater than 3/4.

Turning to (82), we first fix X, Y, Z, 71, mo, and w. Let

nok1
Tx\y,Zm mow = Z Z |B7r1(a),b - Z O')b,cB7r2(a),c|'
a=1beZ c€[Mj]

We have that, conditionally on (Bbﬁ)bey,ce[Mk], TX,y,7 7m0 Stochastically dominates a binomial
distribution with parameters (nok1) X |Z| and 1/2. Then, Hoeffding’s inequality yields

P{Txy.2m row < noki1|Z|/4} < 2exp(—noniki1M/8).

Given any integer Z € [n; My, My], define Q the collection of Z x [Mj] stochastic matrices taking
values in the discrete set {0,1/(8My),2/(8My),...,1}. Since X,Y C [k1] and Z C My, it is easy to
see that the cardinality of the set of all possible tuples (X,Y, Z, w1, 2, w) with w € Q7 is bounded
by

22kt Mi (o)) (8M, + 1)ME

Now, taking the union bound, we derive that, simultaneously for all such parameters,
Txy.2.m w20 > M0k1]Z]/4

with probability greater than 1—22k1+Ms+1 (no k) )12 (8 M, +1)Mi exp[—non1 k1 Mj,/8]. Using Stirling’s
approximation
and 1y My, > 641og(k) we get that this probability is larger than 3/4 for k large enough.
Finally, let us consider a general case, when matrix w does not necessarily belong to 2. Observe
that in this case, there exists a matrix w’ € Q0 such that maxyez > ce[My] |wp,e — wl; .| <1/8. This
implies that
YllZ|

Tx v,z mimow = IX Y. 270 w000 — s > nonik1 My/8 .

We have proved that (82) holds with probability larger than 3/4. As a consequence, B satisfies
both (81) and (82) with probability larger than 1/2. O
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Proof of Lemma 13. We fix u and v, two different vectors in C, and fix 7, a measure-preserving
bijection on [0,1] — [0, 1]. We shall prove that for ke small enough

ke
VM

Since 6 (Wy, W) = inf, [|[Wy(.,.) — Wy(7.,7.)||o both (84) and (85) straightforwardly follow from
(87). We denote

Wy =W/lp=C

(87)

Bll = T_l ([07 1/2]) N [07 1/2)7 812 = T_l ([07 1/2]) n (1/27 1]7
Boy := 771 ((1/2,1]) N [0,1/2], Bag:= 711 ((1/2,1]) N (1/2,1]. (88)

Since 7 is measure-preserving, we have

Now, we consider three cases (i) A\(Bi2) < ki1€/64, (i) k1€/64 < A(B12) < 1/2 — k1€/64 and (iii)
A(Bi2) > 1/2—ky1€/64. In the Case (i) we shall focus on the restriction of W,, and W, on B3 X Bas
so that these restrictions are k1 x My—step functions. In the Case (ii), we focus on restrictions to
Ba1 x Baa, so that W is constant on this restriction. In the pathological case (iii), we introduce
a subset such that the restriction of W, is a M} x k;—step function and the restriction of W, is a
k1 x Mg—step function.

Case (i). We focus our attention on coordinates (z,y) in B1; X Bas. Recall that the cumulative
distribution function G is defined by G(0) = 1/2 and G(b) = 1/2 + b/(2Mj,) for b € [M}]. For any
(r,5) € [My]?, define

wns == MIG(r = 1),G(r) N7 ([G(s — 1), G(s)) }.

In other words, w, s stands for the weight of indices corresponding to class r in W,, and class s in
W . By definition of w, s, for any r € [M}], we have

Z Wr s § 1/(2Mk and Zwrs = 822
s€[My]

Let R denote the sets of r € [M}] such that [G(r—1), G(r)) has a large intersection with 7= 1([1/2, 1]:
= {r € [My] s.t. wre >3/(TM},)} and Y := U,cr[G( ) () Baz- (90)

Denote R the complementary set of R. We have that A(Bag) = 1/2 — A\(B12) > 1/2 — k1¢/64 > g—g
for k1€ small enough. Hence, it follows that

56_Zwrs— Z wro—zwro‘i’zwro (91)
re[My] reR rerR

which implies that |R| > 3M}/4 and M) = >, o wre > 9/28.
Now, denoting X := By;, we define a new kernel W, : X x ) — [0,1] by

—r 1
Wv(xy y) = 1 G(r—1),G(r Wv(T(x)v T(Z))dz
7,6272 {yE[ ( 1) ( ))} )\{[G(T _ 1)7 G(T)) N y} G(T 1 (,r.))my
wT’S (1 + Bas)
Z > Lyelor-n.6em Hr@elFa-n R@) D g (92)
a=lreR SE€[Mp] “re
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We can view W, as a smoothed version of the restriction of W to X x J. The marginal functions
W, (z,.) are step functions with at most |R| < Mj, steps of the form [G(r—1), G(r))NBya. Moreover,
on each interval [G(r — 1), G(r)) N By, W, (x,y) is equal to the mean of W] (x,z) for z ranging
on this set. Equipped with this notation, we can control the cut distance between W, and W, in
terms of the [; distance between the restriction of W, to X x Y and W; For ease of notation, we
still write W, for for the restriction of W, to X x ) when there is no ambiguity.

The following lemma provides a lower bound of the cut norm ||W,, — W] ||g in terms of the [y
norm of |W, — W, ||;.

Lemma 15. For any u, v in C and any measure-preserving transformation T, we have

1
Wy = W/llo 2 —===Wu
[ o>

~Welh (93)
where W, is defined in (92).
In view of Lemma 15 it is enough to control the I; norm ||W, — W, ||;. We can do it in a similar

way as it is done in the proof of Lemma 4.5 in [26]. For a # b and any = € [F,(a — 1), F,(a)) N X
and 2’ € [F,(b— 1), F,(b)) N X , the inner product between W, (x,.) and W, (2, .) satisfies

' [ Wade) = 209, 0 y>—1/2>dy‘

/ 1
= /[1/2,1}(W“(m’y) — 1/2)(Wo(a',y) = 1/2)dy| + M {[1/2, 1]\ V}
1| 5 L s
M;B Bl P15 =32 T 1 (94)

where we used (81) in the last line. For any a,b € [k1], let ¢4 denote the Lebesgue measure of the
set

[Fu(a — 1), Fy(a)) N Y ([F (b= 1), Fy (b)) N X,

Since 7 is measure preserving, it follows that >, ¥, < 1/(2k1) + ue and >, ¥ap < 1/(2k1) + vp.
For any y € )V, we set

hua(y) = Wu(Fula—=1),y) = 1/2 and  kyp(y) == W, (r {(F,(b - 1)),5) — 1/2 .
Equipped with this notation, we have

/Mrw y) = Wi (a,y rd:cdy—ZZm/ a(y) — ()| dy.

a=1 b=1

Now take any aj # az. By (94), |hy,q(y)| = 1/2 and using the triangle inequality, we derive that

lhua = kopllt + [[huae = koplli = NPuar — huas [l
> ||hu,a1 - huﬂz”%
1 1 5 1
> 2[-AY) - = — — | > —
= [4 W)= 5 112] =112



where we used A\(Y) > 9/28 in the last line. As a consequence, for any b € [k1] there exists at most
one a € [kq] such that ||hyq — kypll1 < 1/224. If such index a exists, it is denoted by 7(b). Then,
it is possible to extend 7 as a function from [k1] to [k1]. Since D,  ¥ap = A(X), we get

. il 1
Wy — Wyl > 51 ;a;ﬂ%b Vap = 294 Z [(1/(%1) + 0y — V() p) — (5 - AW])]
k1
= —42 (1/(2k1) +vp = Yrpyp) — AlBu2]]
=1
1 &
> 51 2. [(1/(2k1) + vy — tm(p) p) — k1€/64]

since A[Bi 2] < k1€/64. If the sum zlljil 1/(2k1) + vp — () is greater than kie/32, then (87) is
satisfied. Thus, we can assume in the sequel that z]btl 1/(2k1) + vy — Vryp < k1€/32.

Using that v, < (1/(2k1) 4+ ua) A (1/(2k1) + v) and that the cardinality of the collection
{b € [k1] : vp > 0} is k1/2 we deduce that the collection {b € [k1] : vp > 0, urp) > 0 and Prp)p >
1/(2k1)} has cardinality greater than 7k;/16. Now, Lemma 12 implies that |4, N A,| < 3k;/8
for u # v € C. Then, there exist subsets A C A, and B C A, of cardinality nok; (recall that
no = 1/16) such that 7(B) = A, AN B = 0, and ¢4, > 1/(2k;) for all b € B. The condition
VYr(p),p = 1/(2k1) implies that 7 is injective on B. Hence,

W= > S o, /\hwa, R ()] dy
beB
- - Lae] WhdQua
- kveB ceR Wo,e
B O’ Z Y |5  Ldemy) We.dBoa
w(b), Wee )
bEB ceER ’

where the second inequality follows from ¢.4), > 1/(2k1) and the fact that hy r@;) and k&, are
step functions with steps larger than 3/(7My) (see (90), the definition of R and )). Finally, we
apply the property (82) of B to conclude that

/]W (z,y) — W, (z,y)|dzdy > C > C'kye,

which, together with Lemma 15, proves (87).

Case (ii). Now we assume that k1€/64 < A\(By2) < 1/2 — k1€/64. Take X = By; and ) = Bas.
We have that, on X x Y, W is constant and equals 1/2. Denote U the restriction of W, — 1/2 to
X x Y. Then, it follows that |[W, — W] ||o > ||U||g. The kernel U is at most k1 x M}, step function.
By Lemma 4, we obtain

1 1 1 1
101> e 10T = 5 NN = 5mh®) (5 - M)

where the last equality follows from (89). Using A(X) = A(B12) and 2(1/2—2) > 1/4min (x, (1/2 — x))
we obtain (87).
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Case (iii). Now we assume that A\(Bi2) > 1/2 — ke/64 and take X = By and Y = By so that
MX) = A(Bi2) > 1/2 — k1¢/64. Define the smoothed kernel W, : X x Y — [0, 1] by

- 1
= 1 _ W, , dz .
Z: {(y€[Gla—1),G(a))} MIG(a—1),6(@) N} o ey (1(x),7(2))dz

As a consequence, W, is My x Mj, block-constant on subsets of the form (77}[G(a — 1), G(a)) N
X) x ([G(b—1),G(b)) NY). Arguing as in the proof of Lemma 15, we derive that

W — Wy Wy =Wl (95)

o> s

For any a such that [F,(a — 1), F,(a)) N X # (0 define the function hy o on Y by hyq(y) :=
Wy (Fy(a —1),y) — 1/2. Arguing as in Case (i), we observe that ||hyq, — hua,l/1 > 1/112 for any
a1 # az. We have that the kernel W is a M x Mj, step function. Hence, there exists a partition
(Xb)p=1,...m, of X and M}, functions k‘b( ) such that ( —1/2) (z,y) = szl 1 ex,kp(y). Then,
the triangular inequality ensures that, for any a; # as and any b € [My], we have ||hyq, — k|1 +
| hwar — kblli > |huar — Puasllt > 1/112. As a consequence, for any b € [M}] there exists at most
one a, which we will denote by m(b), such that ||h, @) — ksll1 < 1/224. Now we compute

My, Ky
Wu =Woll, = DD AMXN [Fula— 1), Fu(@) N X)||hya — kolly
b=1 a=1
1 &
> 5or YA [Fulr(b) = 1), Fu(r(6) 0 A]|
b=1
1 ko
> )-S5 -
= 924 [ () ;21@1 T tn e
1 M. ,
P— _—k_ >
= 2 [A(X) 2k M’“e} 20,
where we used A\(X) > 1/4, My/k < 1/8, and that Mye < ke is small enough. Together with (95),
we obtain the desired result (87). O

Proof of Lemma 15. We first prove that ||[W, — W, |g < |[W, — W7 ||o. Fix any measurable
subset S C X. Since functions [W, — W ] (x,-) are constant on each set [G(r — 1),G(r)) N Y, the
supremum suppcy ‘ J gx1 Wulz,y) — W, (z, y)dxdy‘ is achieved by a subset T which is an union of

some of [G(r —1),G(r)) N y that is T' = Uper/cr[G(r — 1),G(r)) N Y. For such T, the definition
(92) of W, implies Jour W " (z,y)dedy = Jssr Wi (2, y)dxdy so that

Wu(z,y) — W (z, y)dxdy
SxT

sup
TCY

< sup
TCY

Wz, y) — Wy (z,y)dzdy
SxT

Taking the supremum over all S leads to ||W, — W, |o < |W. — W/||o. By definition of W, and
W; we have that U is a k‘% X My, step function. Then, Lemma 4 allows us to conclude

Wy =W/ llo =

W, =Wl .
e AR |
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Proof of Lemma 14. The proof of Lemma 14 follows the lines of the proof of of Lemma 4.3 in
[26] and we give it here for completeness. For u € Cy, let {(u) = ((1(u), ..., (u)) be the vector of
n ii.d. random variables with the discrete distribution on [k + Mj] defined by

[ 1/(2k1) +ug if a€ k]
PlC1(u) = a] = { 1/(2My) ok 4l<a<Myth 56)

Let ©¢ be the n x n symmetric matrix with elements (@¢); = 0 and (©0)i; = pPnQc,(u),¢;(u) for
i # j. Assume that, conditionally on ((u), the adjacency matrix A is sampled according to the
network sequence model with such probability matrix ®y. Notice that in this case the observations
A’ = (A;;,1 < j < i < n)have the probability distribution Py, . Using this remark and introducing
the probabilities agq(u) = P[¢(u) = a] and paq = P[A’ = A|((u) = a] for a € [k + My]", we can
write the Kullback-Leibler divergence between Py, and Py, in the form

KL(Pw,,Pw,) Z ZpAaaa )log <Za PAaCa(V)

where the sums in a are over [k + My]™ and the sum in A is over all triangular upper halves
of matrices in {0,1}"*". Since the function (z,y) — xlog(x/y) is convex we can apply Jensen’s
inequality to get

e B < Seat (Go ) < 57 Pl =l (=3
@ “ a€lki+My)

]

where the last equality follows from the fact that aq(u) are n-product probabilities. Using (96) we
get

. N log (L (2k1) +uq
EEw ) = a;,m(l/(%lH a)lg<1/(2k‘1)+va> ’ e

which is equal to n/2 times the Kullback-Leibler divergence between two discrete distribution.
Since the Kullback-Leibler divergence is less than the chi-square divergence we obtain

< —_ = 7 <
g[k ](1//<;1 + 2u,) log (1//€1 2%) Ek : 1/k:1 2% 64k“€* /3,
a 1

where last inequality we use |vg| < € < 1/(8k1), and |ug — vg| < 2¢. Combining this with (97)
proves the lemma.

O
G Proof of Proposition 7
To prove (24), it is enough to prove separately the following three minimax lower bounds:
. kE—1
inf  sup Ey, [51(f mWo)] = Cp, , (98)
' WoeW+[k] n
. ) k
inf sup  Ewy[d1(f,pn0)] > Cmin <\/p_n_,/0n> : (99)
T Woew+[k] n
inf sup  Ewg[01(f,paWo)] > C min( p—",pn> : (100)
F Woew+[2] n
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The proof of (98) follows from the proof of (43) in [26] using the trivial inequality

Wa(z,y) = Wo(r(2), 7)1 < [Walz,y) = Wo(r(z), 7(®)]1- (101)

The proof of (99) follows the lines of the proof of (44) using that ||B||2 = ||B]|; for matrices with
entries in {—1,1}. The proof of (100) is identical to the proof of (45) in [26].

In order to prove the upper bound (25), the proof of Proposition 3.2 in [26] can be easily
modified to get an upper bound on the agnostic error measured in [/;-distance:

Lemma 16 (Agnostic error measured in [1-distance). Consider the W-random graph model. For
all integer k < n, Wy € WT[k] and p,, > 0, we have

E |:51(f®07f0)] < C'Pn\/g .

Now (25) follows from Lemma 16 and (16). Finally, the p, convergence rate is simply achieved
by the constant estimator f = 0.

H Proof of Proposition 8

For ©¢ generated according to the sparse W-random graph model (26) with graphon W, € Wfr ,
integrating (9) with respect to € and using |[|[Wyl|; = 1, we get

Ew, [I14 — ©0flc] < 64/ 2%

So, using the triangle inequality (20) it is enough to bound the agnostic error Eyy, [5D(f@0, 10)]- We
take W* € Wi [k, ] (or W* € Wi [k] in the case of Ly graphons) such that

s (WA WE) < inf & (W, WY) (1+1/n?), (102)
Wew; [k,u]

or 0y (W*, Wy < infy, ey 02 (W, W) (1 +1/n?) for Ly graphons. Without lost of generality we
can assume that p,W*(z,y) < 1. Let f* = p,W* and ©* = (©;;) be such such that for i # j
O = W*[&;,§;] where (§;) are the same as for @¢. Triangle inequality implies

A

Eyy, [55 <J7®07f6)] < oo (fo, f*) +Ew, [55 <f*=f®*>] + Ew, [55 <J?®*=feo)}
< 200 (f.£) +Ew+ |00 (£ Jor )|

where we use dg(f), f*) < 61(fj, f*) and EWO[ég(f@*,f@O)] < 01(ff, f*) and that for is dis-
tributed as under W*. Similarly for Ly graphons, we obtain Ew,[0n(fg,, fo)] < 202(fg, f*) +

Ew +[0o(f*, f@*)]. Then, we use the following lemma:

Lemma 17. (i) Consider any W* € W[k, u] and p, > 1/n such that p,W*(z,y) < 1. Then

x k Pn
PullW* 1y | — + \/—] -
un n

Epy« [55 (f@*,f*)] <C
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ii) Consider any W* € Wy [k] and p, > 1/n such that p, W*(x,y) < 1. Then,
2

pullV Hz\ﬁﬂ/—
n n

Now (27) follows from (i) of Lemma 17 and |[W*||; < ||[Wyl|1(2+n~2). The proof of (29) follows
the same lines using (ii) of Lemma 17.

To prove (28) and (30) we only need to prove that Eyy, {HéA — G)OHD] < C+/pn/n. Using the

Epy« [55 (f@*,f*)] <C : (103)

definition of O, (13) we compute

Ew, |18 — ©ollo] < Ewq [I14 ~ ©olc] + Ew, |18 — Al

n ©,-A
< 6,7 1 By, | 192 uH]
n n
<cy
n

where we used that |B||g < || B|j2—2/n and the definition of ©,. This completes the proof of
Proposition 8.

Proof of Lemma 17. Consider the matrix ® with entries (©');; = p,W*(&;,&;) for all 4,j. As
opposed to ©@*, the diagonal entries of ®' are not constrained to be null. By the triangle inequality,
we get

By [55 (f@*,f*)} < Ep- [55 (f@*,fe')] + Ep~ [55 <fe’,f*)] : (104)

Since the entries of ®* coincide with those of @' outside the diagonal, the difference f@* — f@/ is
null outside of a set of measure 1/n. Also, the entries of ®' are smaller than 1. It follows that

El6o(for, fer)] < 1/n < \/pn/n. Since 6(fer, *) < 61(fer, f*), it suffices to prove that
rs * * k * +
Ew-[01(fer, [)] < Cpul W1 .’ for W* € W' [k, ]

Ew-[61(for, f7)]

IN

CanW*HQ\/g ,  for W* e W[k .

Since W* is a k-step function, we can reorganize f* and f@r in such a way that these two
graphon are equal on a set of large Lebesgue value. More precisely, we adopt the same approach as
in the proof of Theorem 1 and we only sketch the result here. Let Q € (RJF)’;yX,ﬁ and ¢ : [0,1] x [K]
that characterize W*. For a = 1,...,k, denote A\, = A(¢~!({a})). For any b € [k], define the
cumulative distribution function Fy(b) = 2221 Aq and set F,(0) = 0. For any (a,b) € [k] x [k] define
May(¢) = [Fy(a — 1), Fy(a)) X [Fy(b— 1), Fy(b)). Define W’(z,y) = Sh_; 341 Qupln,, ¢ (%, y)-
Obviously, ¥/ = p,W’ is weakly isomorphic to f* = p,W*. Now, let A\, = LS Lie,c-1(a)y De
the (unobserved) empirical frequency of group a. Consider a function 1 : [0, 1] — [k] such that:

(i) ¥(x) =aforall a € [k] and x € [Fy(a — 1), Fy(a — 1) + Xa A Aa),

(ii) A 1(a)) = A, for all a € [k].
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Such a function v exists (for details see the Step 2 of the proof of Theorem 1). Finally define the
graphon f'(x,y) = Qyz),p(y)- Notice that f' is weakly isomorphic to the empirical graphon fe«.
Since 91 (-, ) is a metric on the quotient space of graphons, we have

Si(for, ) =0(F )Y < IF = 'l

The two functions f’(z,y) and f’(:n, Q) are equal except possibly the case when either x or y belongs
to one of the intervals [Fg(a — 1) + Ay A Ag, Fg(a — 1) + A,) for a € [k] and we have

ko k kok
17— #lh = Qurtio(@:9) = Y Y Quli (@)
a=1b=1 a=1b=1
ko k
< Pn Z Z Qab/\ (Hab(¢)AHab(¢))
a=1 b=1
k k R R R R
< 0D D Qu (e = Rl + [ = Blha + o = Ralld = R}
a=1b=1
Since &1, . ..,&, are i.i.d. uniformly distributed random variables, nxa has a binomial distribution

with parameters (n, A,). By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we get E[|Aq — Aq|] < v/Aa(l — Ag)/n and
E(|As — Aal|As — Abl) < VAaAp/n. Then, we get

k k
P s < 2373 auf Vi v, -2

Now for W* € Wi [k, u] we use A, > pu/k for all a € [k] to get

-~ k k
CNE ) < _ * i
Ew« |lf" = f'lli £ Cpp ZZQab/\ Ao (1+ \/ ) Cpnl||W ||1\/;,

albl

Ep -«

since we assume that £ < un. For W* & W2+ [k] we use the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality:

N 2/7n K ko k ok | 2
Ew- I/ = flli < DY QAN ZZ%-F— ZZngAa)\b:CanW*”Z\/;7

a=1 b=1 a=1 b=1 a=1 b=1

since k < n. O

References

[1] Edo M Airoldi, Thiago B Costa, and Stanley H Chan. Stochastic blockmodel approximation of
a graphon: Theory and consistent estimation. In Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, pages 692-700, 2013.

[2] Noga Alon, W. Fernandez De La Vega, Ravi Kannan, and Marek Karpinski. Random sampling
and approximation of max-csps. Journal of computer and system sciences, 67(2):212-243, 2003.

[3] Afonso S. Bandeira and Ramon van Handel. Sharp nonasymptotic bounds on the norm of
random matrices with independent entries. Ann. Probab., 44(4):2479-2506, 2016.

45



[4]

Peter J Bickel and Aiyou Chen. A nonparametric view of network models and newman—girvan
and other modularities. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 106(50):21068—
21073, 2009.

Peter J Bickel, Aiyou Chen, and Elizaveta Levina. The method of moments and degree
distributions for network models. The Annals of Statistics, 39(5):2280-2301, 2011.

Béla Bollobés, Svante Janson, and Oliver Riordan. The phase transition in inhomogeneous
random graphs. Random Structures Algorithms, 31(1):3-122, 2007.

C. Borgs, J.T. Chayes, H. Cohn, and S. Ganguly. Consistent nonparametric estimation for
heavy-tailed sparse graphs. ArXiv e-prints, August 2015.

C. Borgs, J.T. Chayes, L. Lovasz, V. T. Sés, and K. Vesztergombi. Convergent sequences of
dense graphs. I. Subgraph frequencies, metric properties and testing. Adv. Math., 219(6):1801—
1851, 2008.

C. Borgs, J.T. Chayes, L. Lovasz, V. T. Sés, and K. Vesztergombi. Convergent sequences of
dense graphs II. Multiway cuts and statistical physics. Ann. of Math. (2), 176(1):151-219,
2012.

Christian Borgs, Jennifer Chayes, and Adam Smith. Private graphon estimation for sparse
graphs. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 1369-1377, 2015.
Christian Borgs, Jennifer T Chayes, Henry Cohn, and Yufei Zhao. An Ip theory of sparse
graph convergence i: limits, sparse random graph models, and power law distributions. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1401.2906, 2014.

Christian Borgs, Jennifer T Chayes, Henry Cohn, and Yufei Zhao. An Ip theory of sparse
graph convergence ii: Ld convergence, quotients, and right convergence. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1408.0744, 2014.

Stéphane Boucheron, Gabor Lugosi, and Pascal Massart. Concentration inequalities using the
entropy method. Ann. Probab., 31(3):1583-1614, 2003.

Diana Cai, Nathanael Ackerman, and Cameron Freer. An iterative step-function estimator for
graphons. arXiv preprint arXiw:1412.2129, 2014.

Stanley H. Chan and Edoardo M. Airoldi. A consistent histogram estimator for exchangeable
graph models. In Proceedings of The 31st International Conference on Machine Learning,
pages 208-216, 2014.

Sourav Chatterjee. Matrix estimation by universal singular value thresholding. Ann. Statist.,
43(1):177-214, 2015.

D. S. Choi, P. J. Wolfe, and E. M. Airoldi. Stochastic blockmodels with a growing number of
classes. Biometrika, 99(2):273-284, 2012.

Persi Diaconis and Svante Janson. Graph limits and exchangeable random graphs. arXiv
preprint arXw:0712.2749, 2007.

Alan Frieze and Ravi Kannan. Quick approximation to matrices and applications. Combina-
torica, 19(2):175-220, 1999.

Chao Gao, Yu Lu, and Harrison H Zhou. Rate-optimal graphon estimation. The Annals of
Statistics, 43(6):2624-2652, 2015.

Olivier Guédon and Roman Vershynin. Community detection in sparse networks via
grothendieck’s inequality. Probability Theory and Related Fields, 165(3):1025-1049, 2016.
Peter D Hoff, Adrian E Raftery, and Mark S Handcock. Latent space approaches to social
network analysis. Journal of the american Statistical association, 97(460):1090-1098, 2002.
Paul W. Holland, Kathryn Blackmond Laskey, and Samuel Leinhardt. Stochastic blockmodels:
first steps. Social Networks, 5(2):109-137, 1983.

Svante Janson. Graphons, cut norm and distance, couplings and rearrangements, volume 4
of New York Journal of Mathematics. NYJM Monographs. State University of New York,

46


http://arxiv.org/abs/1401.2906
http://arxiv.org/abs/1408.0744
http://arxiv.org/abs/1412.2129
http://arxiv.org/abs/0712.2749

University at Albany, Albany, NY, 2013.

Olga Klopp. Rank penalized estimators for high-dimensional matrices. FElectron. J. Statist.,
5:1161-1183, 2011.

Olga Klopp, Alexandre B. Tsybakov, and Nicolas Verzelen. Oracle inequalities for network
models and sparse graphon estimation. Ann. Statist., 45(1):316-354, 2017.

Pierre Latouche and Stéphane Robin. Bayesian model averaging of stochastic block models
to estimate the graphon function and motif frequencies in a w-graph model. Technical report,
Technical report, 2013.

Lészlé Lovasz. Large networks and graph limits, volume 60 of American Mathematical Society
Colloquium Publications. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2012.

Lészl6é Lovasz and Balazs Szegedy. Limits of dense graph sequences. J. Combin. Theory Ser.
B, 96(6):933-957, 2006.

S. J. Szarek. On the best constants in the Khinchin inequality. Studia Math., 58(2):197-208,
1976.

Endre Szemerédi. Regular partitions of graphs. Technical report, DTIC Document, 1975.
Alexandre B. Tsybakov. Introduction to nonparametric estimation. Springer Series in Statis-
tics. Springer, New York, 2009. Revised and extended from the 2004 French original, Translated
by Vladimir Zaiats.

Patrick J. Wolfe and Sofia C. Olhede. Nonparametric graphon estimation. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1309.5936, 2013.

Justin Yang, Christina Han, and Edoardo M. Airoldi. Nonparametric estimation and testing
of exchangeable graph models. In AISTATS, 2014.

Yuan Zhang, Elizaveta Levina, and Ji Zhu. Estimating network edge probabilities by neigh-
borhood smoothing. arXiv preprint arXiv:1509.08588, 2015.

47


http://arxiv.org/abs/1309.5936
http://arxiv.org/abs/1509.08588

	1 Introduction
	1.1 Cut metric
	1.2 Our contribution and related results

	2 Notation and Preliminaries
	2.1 Notation
	2.2 Preliminaries

	3 Probability matrix estimation
	3.1 Cut norm minimax risk
	3.2 Comparison with l1 and l2-estimation 

	4 Graphon estimation problem
	4.1 Cut distance minimax risk
	4.2 Comparison with 1 and 2-estimation
	4.3 Cut distance estimation of L1 and L2 graphons

	A Proof methods
	A.1 Non-symmetric kernels
	A.2 Concentration inequalities
	A.3 Fano's lemma
	A.4 Khintchine's inequality

	B Proof of Proposition ??
	C Proof of Proposition ??
	D Proof of Proposition ??
	E Proof of Theorem ??
	F Proof of Theorem ??
	G Proof of Proposition ?? 
	H Proof of Proposition ?? 

