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Abstract

Posterior distributions for community structure in sparse planted bi-section
models are shown to achieve exact (resp. almost-exact) recovery, with sharp
bounds for the sparsity regimes where edge probabilities decrease as O(log(n)/n)
(resp. O(1/n)). Assuming posterior recovery, one may interpret credible sets
(resp. enlarged credible sets) as asymptotically consistent confidence sets; the
diameters of those credible sets are controlled by the rate of posterior concentra-
tion. If credible levels are chosen to grow to one quickly enough, corresponding
credible sets can be interpreted as frequentist confidence sets without conditions
on posterior concentration. In the regimes with O(1/n) edge sparsity, or when
within-community and between-community edge probabilities are very close,
credible sets may be enlarged to achieve frequentist asymptotic coverage, also
without conditions on posterior concentration.

Keywords: community detection, sparse random graph, posterior consistency,
uncertainty quantification
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1. Community detection and uncertainty quantification

One of the central questions in network science concerns community detection
(Girvan and Newman, 2002): one observes a graph with vertices that belong
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to various (unobserved) communities and edges that are present or not with
community-dependent probabilities. The goal is to infer the community struc-
ture based on the presence or absence of edges in the observed graph. The
stochastic block model (Holland et al., 1983) is the most popular model for the
observation: edges in the observed random graph occur independently, with
probabilities that depend on the community membership of the vertices they
connect. As such, the stochastic block model is an inhomogeneous generaliza-
tion of the Erdős-Rényi model (Erdős and Rényi, 1959). These days stochastic
block models are applied in all branches of science and its applications and are
widely employed as canonical models for the study of clustering and community
structure (Fortunato, 2010; Abbe, 2018).

Aside from its applications, the theory of the community detection problem has
attracted great attention from outside network science, particularly from statis-
tical physics, machine learning, probability theory, combinatorics and statistics.
The machine learners’ practically oriented perspective has led to a wide range
of algorithms for community detection, in which computability is central. From
the more stochastically centred perspective of probabilists and statisticians, a
large variety of estimation methods for community structure has been proposed,
including spectral clustering (see Krzakala et al. (2013) and many others), max-
imization of the likelihood and other modularities Girvan and Newman (2002);
Bickel and Chen (2009); Choi et al. (2012); Amini et al. (2013), semi-definite
programming Hajek et al. (2016); Guédon and Vershynin (2016), and penal-
ized ML detection of communities with minimax optimal misclassification ratio
Zhang and Zhou (2016); Gao et al. (2017)). Bayesian methods have been pop-
ular throughout, e.g., the original work Nowicki and Snijders (2001), the work
of Decelle et al. (2011b,a), with uniform priors and, more recently, Suwan et al.
(2016) with an empirical prior choice. MCMC simulation of posterior distribu-
tions for community structure is discussed, for example, in McDaid et al. (2013);
Geng et al. (2019); Jiang and Tokdar (2021)). This very brief summary does not
do justice to the vast size and enormous variety of the literature on community
detection methods, and we refer to the highly informative review of Abbe (2018)
for an extensive bibliography and a more comprehensive discussion.

Community detection in very large graphs is used to assess and compare de-
tection methods: large numbers of edges supply large amounts of information
on community structure and community detection methods should therefore
be more accurate in large graphs. Asymptotically, a natural requirement for
any detection method is consistency: as the number of vertices goes to infinity,
community estimates are required to coincide with (exact recovery) or converge
to (almost-exact recovery) the true, underlying community structure with high
probability. Let us denote the observed graph by Xn, where n is the number
of vertices; the (random) presence (resp. absence) of an edge between vertices
labelled 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n, i 6= j is denoted Xn

ij = 1 (resp. Xn
ij = 0). In most

variations of the stochastic block model, the vertices belong exclusively to one
of K ≥ 2 communities as described by the unobserved community assignment
vector θn with components θi ∈ {0, . . . ,K − 1}, (1 ≤ i ≤ n). Community k,
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(0 ≤ k ≤ K − 1), has nk =
∑
i 1θi=k members and vertex i, (1 ≤ i ≤ n),

has (random) degree
∑
j X

n
ij . The edge connecting vertices i and j occurs with

probability Qn(θi, θj) depending on the communities of those vertices. Stochas-
tic block models vary in that they assume known or unknown: the number of
communities K, the edge probabilities Qn : {0, . . . ,K − 1}2 → [0, 1] and/or the
sizes n0, . . . , nK−1 of the communities.

Note that the expected degree of vertex i is equal to
∑
j 6=iQn(θi, θj), implying

that with n-independent edge-probabilities expected degrees are proportional
to the graph size n. Many proofs of asymptotic consistency for community
detection methods are based on models in which Qn does not depend on the
graph size n, meaning that they describe limits of stochastic block models with
unbounded degrees. Real-world networks (e.g., social networks or citation net-
works) describe vertices with expected degrees that stay bounded or grow more
slowly with the size of the network. To describe large networks with bounded
or slowly-growing degrees, a form of edge sparsity is required: edge probabilities
must decrease with increasing graph size (this point is also emphasized in Yuan
et al. (2022)). For example, if Qn = O(n−1), expected degrees are bounded, and
if Qn = O(n−1 log(n)), expected degrees grow logarithmically with n. One may
then wonder which levels of edge sparsity make community detection only just
possible; or conversely, at which level of edge sparsity do community detection
and other forms of inference on the community structure become impossible?

In Dyer and Frieze (1989); Decelle et al. (2011b,a); Abbe et al. (2016); Mas-
soulié (2014); Mossel et al. (2016) and many other publications, feasibility of
the community detection problem and sharp bounds on edge sparsity are stud-
ied in the context of the so-called planted bi-section model, which is a stochastic
block model with K = 2 equally-sized communities of n vertices each and edge
probabilities pn (within communities) and qn (between communities) that de-
crease with n (for a more detailed description of the model, see section 2). The
answers relate to the three sparsity phases (i.e., fragmented, giant-component
or connected) of the Erdős-Rényi graph (Erdős and Rényi, 1959; Bollobás et al.,
2007): for example, Dyer and Frieze (1989) showed that minimization of the
number of edges between estimated communities finds the true community as-
signment vector with high probability, if there exists a constant A > 0 such
that, pn − qn ≥ An−1 log n; in Mossel et al. (2016) it is shown that community
detection with errors that converge to zero in probability is possible, if and only
if,

n(pn − qn)2

pn + qn
→∞, (1)

(see also Decelle et al. (2011b,a)). In Massoulié (2014); Abbe et al. (2016);
Mossel et al. (2015, 2016) it is shown that if we write pn = ann

−1 log n and
qn = bnn

−1 log n, assuming that C−1 ≤ an, bn ≤ C, estimates coinciding with
the true community assignment vector with high probability are possible, if and
only if,

(an + bn − 2
√
anbn − 1) log n+ 1

2 log log n→∞. (2)
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Conditions (1) and (2) not only lower-bound the degree of edge-sparsity, but
also guarantee sufficient distinction (Janson, 2010; Banerjee, 2018) from the
Erdős-Rényi graph (pn = qn), in which communities are not identifiable.

Besides community detection, other forms of inference on the parameters defin-
ing a stochastic block model are studied. For example, Bickel and Sarkar (2016);
Lei (2016) define asymptotically consistent tests for the number of communities
in a stochastic block models with unbounded degrees. In Yuan et al. (2022)
an asymptotically consistent likelihood ratio test is considered to distinguish
between the Erdős-Rényi graph in a planted bi-section graph with bounded
degrees.

The first goal of this paper is to explore the behaviour of posterior distribu-
tions for the community assignment vector in the planted bi-section model with
bounded and slowly-growing degrees and to demonstrate appropriate forms of
posterior consistency under condition (1) and (a slight variation on) condition
(2) (see section 3). The second, more important goal is frequentist uncertainty
quantification based on an advantage that posteriors offer over other estimation
methods: in section 4, Bayesian credible sets for community assignment are
shown to be (or can be enlarged to form) asymptotically consistent confidence
sets. In section 5 we draw conclusions, discuss some further possibilities and
relate to other work.

Section 2 introduces the planted bi-section model, the Bayesian posterior and
test functions to prove its convergence. Appendix A establishes notation and
basic Bayesian definitions; appendix B introduces remote contiguity and applies
it to convert credible sets to confidence sets, as in Kleijn (2021).

Acknowledgements

The authors thank E. Mossel and J. Neeman for a helpful discussion on necessary
conditions for exact recovery. BK thanks P. Bickel for his encouragement to
pursue the confidence-sets-from-credible-sets question.

2. The planted bi-section model, posteriors and tests

In this section, we introduce the model and prepare the theorems on exact
and almost-exact community detection in the next section. We consider prior
and posterior, define metrics for community assignments, we derive posterior
concentration based on test functions and we prove the existence of suitable
test functions.

2.1. The planted bi-section model

In a stochastic block model, each vertex is assigned to one of K ≥ 2 communities
through an unobserved community assignment vector θ′n. Each vertex belongs
to a community and any edge occurs (independently of others) with a probability
depending on the communities of the vertices that it connects. In the planted
bi-section model, there are only two communities (K = 2) and, at the n-th
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iteration (n ≥ 1), there are 2n vertices (labelled with indices 1 ≤ i ≤ 2n), n in
each community, with community assignment vector θ′n ∈ Θ′n (with components
θ′1, . . . , θ

′
2n ∈ {0, 1}), where Θ′n is the subset of {0, 1}2n of all finite binary

sequences that contain as many ones as zeroes. Denote that space in which the
random graph Xn takes its values by Xn (e.g., represented by its adjacency
matrix with entries {Xij : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 2n}) and its distribution by Pθ′n,n. The
(n-dependent) probability of an edge occuring (Xij = 1) between vertices 1 ≤
i, j ≤ 2n within the same community is denoted pn ∈ (0, 1); the probability of
an edge between communities is denoted qn ∈ (0, 1),

Qn(θ′n,i, θ
′
n,j) := Pθ′n,n(Xij = 1) =

{
pn, if θ′n,i = θ′n,j ,

qn, if θ′n,i 6= θ′n,j .
(3)

Note that if pn = qn, Xn is the Erdős-Rényi graph G(2n, pn) and the community
assignment θ′n ∈ Θ′n is not identifiable. Another identifiability issue that arises
is that the model is invariant under interchange of community labels 0 and 1.
This is expressed in the parameter spaces Θ′n through equivalence relations:
θ′1,n ∼n θ′2,n, if θ′2,n = ¬θ′1,n (by component-wise negation). To prevent non-
identifiability, we parametrize the model for Xn in terms of a parameter θn in
a quotient space Θn = Θ′n/ ∼n, for every n ≥ 1. For θ′n ∈ Θ′n we denote the
equivalence class {θ′n,¬θ′n} by θn. Note that the set Θn can be identified with
the set of partitions of {1, . . . , 2n} consisting of exactly two sets with n elements,
via the identification

θn ←→
{{
i : θ′n,i = 0

}
,
{
i : θ′n,i = 1

}}
,

Note that this is independent of the choice of the representation and that Qn is
well-defined on Θn ×Θn.

Given true parameters θ0,n ∈ Θn (n ≥ 1), choose representations θ′0,n ∈ Θ′n and
define Zn(θ′0) ⊂ {1, . . . , 2n} to be community zero (the set of all those i such
that θ′0,i = 0) and call the complement Zcn(θ′0) community one. For the questions
concerning exact recovery and detection, we are interested in the sets V ′n,k ⊂ Θ′n,
defined to contain all those θ′n that differ from θ′0,n by exactly k exchanges of
pairs: for θ′n ∈ Θ′n we have θ′n ∈ V ′n,k, if the set of vertices in community zero
cf. θ′0,n, Z(θ′0,n) = {1 ≤ i ≤ 2n : θ′0,n,i = 0}, from which we leave out the set
of vertices in community zero cf. θ′n, Z(θ′n) = {1 ≤ i ≤ 2n : θ′n,i = 0}, has
k elements. Conversely, for any θ′1,n and θ′2,n in Θ′n, we denote the minimal
number of pair-exchanges necessary to take θ′1,n into θ′2,n by k′(θ′1,n, θ

′
2,n). Note

that k′(θ′1,n,¬θ′2,n) = n− k′(θ′1,n, θ′2,n), which leads to a metric on Θn,

k(θ1,n, θ2,n) = k′(θ′1,n, θ
′
2,n) ∧ k′(θ′1,n,¬θ′2,n). (4)

Note that k is independent of choice of the representations and that k takes
values in {0, . . . , bn/2c}. Now define,

Vn,k = Vn,k(θ0,n) = {θn : k(θn, θ0,n) = k} =
{
θn : θ′n ∈ V ′n,k

}
, (5)
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for k ∈ {1, . . . , bn/2c}. Given some sequence (kn) of positive integers we then
define Vn as the disjoint union,

Vn =

bn/2c⋃
k=kn

Vn,k. (6)

Since we can choose two subsets of k elements from two sets of size n in
(
n
k

)2
ways, the cardinality of Vn,k is

(
n
k

)2
, when k < n/2 and 1

2

(
n
n/2

)2
when n is even

and k = n/2. In both cases the number of elements in Vn,k is therefore bounded

by
(
n
k

)2
.

With that perspective on the parameter in mind, we note that the likelihood
with observed graph Xn is given by,

pθ,n(Xn) =
∏
i<j

Qn(θn,i, θn,j)
Xij (1−Qn(θn,i, θn,j))

1−Xij . (7)

For the sparse versions of the planted bi-section model, we also define edge
probabilities that vanish with growing n: take (an) and (bn) such that an log n =
npn and bn log n = nqn for the so-called Chernoff-Hellinger phase; take (cn) and
(dn) such that cn = npn and dn = nqn for the so-called Kesten-Stigum phase.
The fact that we do not allow loops (edges that connect vertices with themselves)
leaves room for 2 · 1

2n(n − 1) + n2 = 2n2 − n = 1
2 · (2n)(2n − 1) possible edges

in the random graph Xn observed at iteration n.

Our first statistical question of interest is reconstruction of the (frequentist) true
community assignment vectors θn consistently, that is, (close to) correctly with
probability growing to one as n tends to infinity. Consistency can be formulated
in various ways, and we consider two of those formulations below.

Definition 2.1 Let θ0,n ∈ Θn be given. An estimator sequence θ̂n : Xn → Θn

is said to recover the community assignment θ0,n exactly if,

Pθ0,n
(
θ̂n(Xn) = θ0,n

)
→ 1,

as n tends to infinity, that is, if θ̂n coincides with the correct community assign-
ment vector with high probability.

We also relax this consistency requirement somewhat in the form of the following
definition, cf. Mossel et al. (2016) and others: for n ≥ 1 and two community
assignments θ0,n, θn ∈ Θn, let k(θn, θ0,n) denote the minimal number of pair
exchanges needed to transform θn into θ0,n (for further details, see the definition
of k, just before eq. (6) below).

Definition 2.2 Let θ0,n ∈ Θn be given. An estimator sequence θ̂n : Xn → Θn

is said to recover θ0,n almost-exactly, if k(θ̂n, θ0,n) is of order oP (n) under
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Pθ0,n . If, for some sequence ln = o(n),

Pθ0,n
(
k(θ̂n, θ0,n) ≤ ln

)
→ 1,

as n tends to infinity, we say that θ̂n recovers θ0,n with error rate ln.

The second statistical problem we study is posterior-based, asymptotic, frequen-
tist uncertainty quantification for the community assignment vector. We recall
the central definition and its asymptotic version for later reference.

Definition 2.3 For fixed n ≥ 1 and some 0 < a < 1, a set-valued map xn 7→
C(xn) defined on Xn such that, for all θn ∈ Θn, Pθn,n(θn ∈ C(Xn)) ≥ 1 − a,
is called a confidence set of level 1 − a. If the levels 1 − an of n-dependent
confidence sets Cn(Xn) go to 1 as n tends to infinity, the Cn(Xn) are said to
be asymptotically consistent.

Bayesian notions of uncertainty quantification, in particular credible sets, and
the way in which they are enlarged to form confidence sets, is discussed in
appendix B.

2.2. Prior, posterior and test functions

Consider the sequence of experiments in which we observe random graphs
Xn ∈ Xn generated by the planted bi-section model of definition (3). In much
of the literature on the stochastic block model, the Bayesian approach is chosen:
we pick prior distributions πn for all Θn, (n ≥ 1) and calculate the posterior dis-
tribution: denoting the likelihood by pθ,n(Xn), the posterior for the parameter
θn is written as a fraction of sums, for all A ⊂ Θn,

Π(A|Xn) =
∑
θn∈A

pθ,n(Xn)πn(θn)

/ ∑
θn∈Θn

pθ,n(Xn)πn(θn),

where πn : Θn → [0, 1] is the probability mass function for the prior Πn. Below
we only consider uniform priors (Πn) for θn ∈ Θn, so for all n ≥ 1 and θn ∈ Θn,
π(θn) = πn := (|Θn|)−1.

Remark 2.4 To motivate our choice for a uniform prior, note that for com-
munity detection in the planted bi-section model, all values of the community
assignment are equivalent, in the sense that the statistical problem is invariant
under permutation of the vertices. So, non-uniformity of the prior would imply
a strictly subjective bias, which has no place in the application of posteriors
for frequentist inference. Additionally, non-uniformity of the prior, although it
would raise posterior concentration of mass at particular values of the commu-
nity assignment vector, would also go at the expense of posterior mass at certain
other values. Our limits for posterior concentration are formulated for all val-
ues of the community assignment, so non-uniformity can only make assertions
weaker and conditions stronger.
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According to lemma 2.2 in Kleijn (2021) (with Bn = {θ0,n}), for any measurable
sequence φk,n : Xn → [0, 1] (k ≥ 1, n ≥ 1) (following Le Cam (1986), we refer
to such functions as test functions in what follows), we have,

Pθ0,nΠ(Vn|Xn) =

bn/2c∑
k=kn

Pθ0,nΠ(Vn,k|Xn)

≤
bn/2c∑
k=kn

(
Pθ0,nφk,n(Xn) +

∑
θn∈Vn,k

Pθn,n(1− φk,n(Xn)),
)

for every n ≥ 1. Suppose that for any k ≥ 1 there exists a sequence (an,k)n≥1,
an,k ↓ 0 and, for any θn ∈ Vn,k, a test function φθn,n that distinguishes θ0,n

from θn as follows,

Pθ0,nφθn,n(Xn) + Pθn,n(1− φθn,n(Xn)) ≤ an,k, (8)

for all n ≥ 1. Then using test functions φk,n(Xn) = max{φθn,n(Xn) : θn ∈
Vn,k}, as well as the fact that,

Pθ0,nφk,n(Xn) ≤
∑

θn∈Vn,k

Pθ0,nφθn,n(Xn),

we see that,

Pθ0,nΠ(Vn|Xn) ≤
bn/2c∑
k=kn

∑
θn∈Vn,k

(
Pθ0,n,nφθn,n(Xn) + Pθn,n(1− φθn,n(Xn))

)

≤
bn/2c∑
k=kn

(
n

k

)2

ak,n.

(9)

This inequality forms the basis for the results in the next section on exact
recovery and almost-exact recovery.

2.3. Existence of suitable test functions

Given n ≥ 1 and two community assignment vectors θ0,n, θn ∈ Θn, we are inter-
ested in calculation of the likelihood ratio dPθ,n/dPθ0,n, because it determines
testing power as well as the various forms of remote contiguity that play a role.

Choose representations θ′0 of θ0 and θ′ of θ so that k′(θ′0, θ
′) = k(θ0, θ), where k

and k′ are as in section 3. Recall that, Zn(θ′0) ⊂ {1, . . . , 2n} is community zero
and the complement Zcn(θ′0) community one. For the sake of presentation (in
fig. 1 below), re-label the vertices such that Z(θ′0) = {1, . . . , n} and Zc(θ′0) =
{n+1, . . . , 2n}. In the case n = 4, fig. 1 shows edge probabilities in the familiar
block arrangement.

The likelihood under θ0 is given by equation (7), with θ = θ0. If we assume that
θ′0,n and θ′n differ by k pair-exchanges among respective members of communities
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Z(θ′0,n)

Zc(θ′0,n)

Z(θ′0,n) Zc(θ′0,n)

Z(θ′n)

Zc(θ′n)

Z(θ′n) Zc(θ′n)

Figure 1: Community assignments and edge probabilities according
to θ′0,n and to θ′n for n = 4 and k = 1. Vertex sets Z(·) and Zc(·)
correspond to communities zero and one for the given community as-
signment. Dark squares correspond to edges that occur with (within-
community) probability pn, and light squares to edges that occur with
(between-community) probability qn.

zero and one, then a look at fig. 1 reveals that the likelihood-ratio depends only
on the edges for which exactly one of its end-points changes community. Define,

An = {(i, j) ∈ {1, . . . , 2n}2 : i < j, θ′0,n,i = θ′0,n,j , θ
′
n,i 6= θ′n,j},

Bn = {(i, j) ∈ {1, . . . , 2n}2 : i < j, θ′0,n,i 6= θ′0,n,j , θ
′
n,i = θ′n,j}.

Also define,

(Sn, Tn) :=
(∑

{Xij : (i, j) ∈ An},
∑
{Xij : (i, j) ∈ Bn}

)
,

and note that the likelihood ratio can be written as,

pθ,n
pθ0,n

(Xn) =

(
1− pn
pn

qn
1− qn

)Sn−Tn
, (10)

where,

(Sn, Tn) ∼

Bin(2k(n− k), pn)× Bin(2k(n− k), qn), if Xn ∼ Pθ0,n,

Bin(2k(n− k), qn)× Bin(2k(n− k), pn), if Xn ∼ Pθ,n.
(11)

Based on that, we derive the following lemma.

Lemma 2.5 Let n ≥ 1, θ0,n, θn ∈ Θn be given. Assume that θ0,n and θn differ
by k pair-exchanges. Then there exists a test function φn : Xn → [0, 1] such
that,

Pθ0,nφn(Xn) + Pθ,n(1− φn(Xn)) ≤ an,k,

9



with testing power,

an,k =
(
1− pn − qn + 2pn qn + 2

√
pn(1− pn)

√
qn(1− qn))

)2k(n−k)
.

Proof The likelihood ratio test φn(Xn) has testing power bounded by the so-
called Hellinger transform,

Pθ0,nφn(Xn) + Pθ,n(1− φn(Xn)) ≤ inf
0≤α≤1

Pθ0,n

( pθ,n
pθ0,n

(Xn)
)α
,

(see, e.g., Le Cam (1986) and proposition 2.6 in Kleijn (2021)). Using α = 1/2
(which is the minimum) and the independence of S and T , we find that,

Pθ0,n

(
pθ,n
pθ0,n

(Xn)

) 1
2

= Pθ0,n

(
pn

1− pn
1− qn
qn

) 1
2 (Tn−Sn)

= Pe
1
2λnSn Pe−

1
2λnTn ,

where λn := log(1 − pn) − log(pn) + log(qn) − log(1 − qn) and (Sn, Tn) are
distributed binomially, as in the first case of (11). Using the moment-generating
function of the binomial distribution, we conclude that,

Pθ0,n

(
pθ,n
pθ0,n

(Xn)

)1/2

=

((
1− pn + pn

(1− pn
pn

qn
1− qn

)1/2)
×
(

1− qn + qn

( pn
1− pn

1− qn
qn

)1/2))2k(n−k)

=

((
(1− pn) + p1/2

n q1/2
n

(1− pn
1− qn

)1/2)
×
(

(1− qn) + p1/2
n q1/2

n

(1− qn
1− pn

)1/2))2k(n−k)

=
(

(1− pn)(1− qn) + 2
(
pnqn(1− pn)(1− qn)

)1/2
+ pnqn

)2k(n−k)

,

which proves the assertion.

3. Exact and almost-exact posterior recovery of communities

In this section, we combine inequality (9) with the test functions of subsec-
tion 2.3 to arrive at two posterior concentration results, for exact and almost-
exact recovery of the community structure.

3.1. Posterior consistency: exact recovery

For exact recovery, we are interested in the expected posterior masses of subsets
of Θn of the form:

Vn = {θn ∈ Θn : θn 6= θ0,n} =

bn/2c⋃
k=1

Vn,k.
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The theorem states a sufficient condition for (pn) and (qn), which is related to
requirement (2) in the Chernoff-Hellinger phase.

Theorem 3.1 For some θ0,n ∈ Θn, assume that Xn ∼ Pθ0,n, for every n ≥ 1.
If we equip every Θn with its uniform prior and pn = ann

−1 log n and qn =
bnn
−1 log n are of order O(n−1/2), with (an), (bn) such that,

(an + bn − 2
√
anbn − 1) log n→∞, (12)

then,

Π
(
θn = θ0,n

∣∣ Xn
) Pθ0,n−−−−→ 1, (13)

as n tends to infinity, i.e., the posterior recovers the community assignment
exactly.

Proof We first give an alternative formulation of condition (13) that is more
suitable for the proof. Let δn = an + bn− 2

√
anbn− 1 = (

√
an−

√
bn)2− 1, and

(13) implies that δn log n → ∞. In particular, for large enough n, 0 < δn < 1.
Conversely, assume that, there is a sequence δn such that for n sufficiently large,
0 < δn < 1, δn log n→∞ as n tends to infinity, and,

(
√
an −

√
bn)2 ≥ 1 + δn, (14)

for n sufficiently large. Conclude that (12) is equivalent to (14).

According to lemma 2.5, for every n ≥ 1, k ≥ 1 and given θ0,n, there exists a
test sequence satisfying (8) with an,k = (1− µn)2k(n−k), where,

µn = pn + qn − 2pn qn − 2(pn(1− pn)qn(1− qn))1/2,

in [0, 1]. Start by noting that µn ≥ pn + qn − 2pnqn − 2
√
pn
√
qn = (

√
pn −√

qn)2 − 2pnqn, so that assumption (14) implies that,

1− µn ≤ 1− (1 + δn)
log n

n
+

2anbn(log n)2

n2
. (15)

It follows from the assumption that pn and qn are of order O(n−1/2) and
δn log n→∞, that that last term on the right-hand side is smaller than 1

2δn log n
for large enough n. Therefore, 1−µn ≤ 1− (1 + δn/2)n−1 log n, and lemma A.3
says that,

(1− µn)n ≤ e−(1+δn/2) logn. (16)
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Using that
(
n
k

)2 ≤ (2n2k) in (9), we find,

Pθ0,nΠ(Vn|Xn)

≤
bn/2c∑
k=1

(
n

k

)2

(1− µn)2k(n−k) ≤
bn/2c∑
k=1

(
2n

2k

)
(1− µn)2k(n−k)

≤
2bn/2c∑
`=2

(
2n

`

)
(1− µn)`(n−`/2) ≤

n∑
k=1

(
2n

k

)
(1− µn)k(n−k/2)

≤
bδnn/2c∑
k=1

(
2n

k

)
(1− µn)k(n−k/2) +

n∑
dδnn/2e

(
2n

k

)
(1− µn)k(n−k/2).

(17)

We will analyse the two sums on the right-hand side separately. Regarding the
first sum, note that n− k/2 ≥ (1− δn/4)n for all integers 1 ≤ k ≤ δnn/2, so,

bδnn/2c∑
k=1

(
2n

k

)
(1− µn)k(n−k/2) ≤

2n∑
k=1

(
2n

k

)
(1− µn)k(1−δn/4)n

≤
2n∑
k=1

(
2n

k

)
e−k(1−δn/4)(1+δn/2) logn ≤

2n∑
k=1

(
2n

k

)
e−k(1+δn/8) logn,

(18)

where we use that (1 − δn/4)(1 + δn/2) ≥ 1 + δn/8. By the binomial theorem
and lemma A.3 the first sum in (17) is bounded by,(

1+e−(1+δn/8) logn
)2n−1 ≤ e2ne−(1+δn/8) logn

−1 = e2e−(δn/8) logn

−1→ 0, (19)

as n tends to infinity.

Regarding the second sum on the right-hand side of (17), it is noted that x(1−x)
attains its minimum at x = a on the interval [a, 1/2], 0 < a < 1/2, so that
k(n − k/2) = 2n2(k/(2n))(1 − k/(2n)) ≥ δn(1 − δn/4)n2/2, for all integers
δnn/2 ≤ k ≤ n. Therefore,

(1− µn)k(n−k/2) ≤ (1− µn)δn(1−δn/4)n2/2 ≤ e− 1
2nδn(1−δn/4)(1+δn/2) logn. (20)

Substituting, we find,

2n∑
dδnn/2e

(
2n

k

)
(1− µn)k(n−k/2) ≤ e− 1

2nδn(1−δn/4)(1+δn/2) logn
2n∑
k=0

(
2n

k

)
= e2n log 2− 1

2nδn(1−δn/4)(1+δn/2) logn → 0,

(21)

as n tends to infinity. The latter limit and (19) prove the assertion.

Up to the 1
2 log log(n)-term, condition (12) is equal to (the necessary and suffi-

cient) condition (2) of Mossel et al. (2016). In fact there is a trade-off: (12) is

12



slightly weaker than (2), but (2) applies only if there exists a C > 0 such that
C−1 ≤ an, bn ≤ C for large enough n (Mossel et al., 2016; Zhang and Zhou,
2016). This bound excludes some interesting examples in which one of the se-
quences (an) and (bn) may fade away with growing n or equal zero outright.
For instance, if bn = 0 and lim infn an > 1, edges between communities are com-
pletely absent but, separately, the Erdős-Rényi graphs spanned by vertices in
Zn(θ′0) and Zcn(θ′0) respectively are connected with high probability. Similarly,
if an = 0 and lim infn bn > 1, the posterior succeeds in exact recovery: possibly
with bn above 1, edges between communities are abundant enough to guarantee
the existence of a path in Xn that visits all vertices at least once, with high
probability. It is tempting to state the following, well-known (Abbe et al., 2016;
Abbe, 2018; Mossel et al., 2016) sufficient condition for the sequences an > 0
and bn > 0:

(
√
an −

√
bn)2 > c, for some c > 1 and n large enough, (22)

(even though it ignores the logarithm in (2)). Figure 2 provides a ‘phase dia-
gram’ delineating the choices for (a, b) such that an = a and bn = b leads to
exact recovery (analogous to (Abbe, 2018, theorem 3)).

b

a
Figure 2: The phase diagram for the sparse planted bi-section model
in the Chernoff-Hellinger phase: values of (a, b) that are too close
to the diagonal, resemble the Erdős-Rényi model (in which there are
no communities) too closely, rendering the community structure non-
exactly-recoverable.

Corollary 3.2 Under the conditions of theorem 3.1, the MAP-/ML-estimator
recovers θ0,n exactly.
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Proof Due to the uniformity of the prior, for every n ≥ 1, maximization of
the posterior density (with respect to the counting measure) on Θn, is the same
as maximization of the likelihood. Due to (13), the posterior densities in the
points θ0,n in Θn converge to one in Pθ0,n-probability. Accordingly, the point
of maximization is θ0,n with high probability.

3.2. Posterior consistency: almost-exact recovery

For the case of almost-exact recovery, the requirement of convergence is less
stringent: as said, (Mossel et al., 2016, proposition 2.9) states that condition
(1) is necessary and sufficient for almost-exact recovery. Below we show that
posteriors with uniform priors recover the true community assignment almost
exactly if (1) holds.

We are interested in the expected posterior masses of subsets of Θn of the form:

Wn =

bn/2c⋃
k=kn

Vn,k,

for a sequence kn of order o(n) or O(n): the posterior concentrates on commu-
nity assignments θn that differ from θ0,n by no more than kn pair exchanges.

Theorem 3.3 For some θ0,n ∈ Θn, let Xn ∼ Pθ0,n for every n ≥ 1. If we equip
all Θn with uniform priors and edge-probabilities (pn), (qn) and error rates (kn)
are such that,

n

kn

(
1− pn − qn + 2pn qn + 2

√
pn(1− pn)qn(1− qn)

)n/2
→ 0, (23)

as n tends to infinity, then,

Π(Wn|Xn)
P0−−→ 0, (24)

as n tends to infinity, i.e., the posterior recovers θ0,n with error rate kn.

Proof According to lemma 2.5, for every n ≥ 1, k ≥ 1 and given θ0,n, there
exists a test sequence satisfying (8) with an,k = (1 − µn)2k(n−k). Therefore,

using the inequalities
(

2n
k

)
≤ (2n)k

k! and (n + m)! ≥ n!m!, the Stirling lower

bound formula, and finally our assumption n(1−µn)n/2/kn → 0 (µn as defined
in the proof of theorem 3.1, we see that for big enough n,

Pθ0,nΠ(Wn|Xn) ≤
bn/2c∑
k=kn

(
n

k

)2

(1− µn)2k(n−k)

≤
n∑

k=2kn

(
2n

k

)
(1− µn)k(n−k/2) ≤

∞∑
k=2kn

1

k!
(2n)k(1− µn)kn/2

≤
(
2n(1− µn)n/2

)2kn
(2kn)!

e2n(1−µn)n/2 .

14



It then follows that,

Pθ0,nΠ(Wn|Xn) ≤ 1√
4πkn

(
n(1− µn)n/2

kn

)2kn

e2kn+2n(1−µn)n/2

≤ 1√
4πkn

(
n(1− µn)n/2

kn
e1+n(1−µn)n/2/kn

)2kn

≤ n(1− µn)n/2

kn
e1+n(1−µn)n/2/kn ,

which converges to zero as n→∞.

Example 3.4 Note that if pn, qn = O(n−1) = o(1), we may expand,

√
pn −

√
qn =

1

2
√

1
2 (pn + qn)

(pn − qn) +O(|pn − qn|2),

which means that,

µn = (
√
pn −

√
qn)2 +O(n−2) =

(pn − qn)2

2(pn + qn)
+O(n−2).

Assuming only that n(pn − qn)2 > 2(pn + qn), as in Decelle et al. (2011b,a), we
would arrive at the conclusion that nµn > 1 + O(n−1), which is insufficient in
the proof of theorem 3.3. Note that a non-divergent choice kn = O(1) forces us
back into the Chernoff-Hellinger phase where exact recovery is possible.

Corollary 3.5 Under the conditions of theorem 3.3 with (pn) and (qn) such
that,

n
(
pn + qn − 2pn qn − 2

√
pn(1− pn)qn(1− qn)

)
→∞, (25)

as n tends to infinity, posteriors recover θ0,n partially,

Π
(
k(θn, θ0,n) ≥ βn

∣∣ Xn
) P0−−→ 0,

for any fraction β ∈ (0, 1
2 ), which implies that the posterior recovers θ0,n almost-

exactly.

Proof Let β ∈ (0, 1
2 ) be given. Follow the proof of theorem 3.3 with kn = βn

and note that,

Pθ0,nΠ
(
k(θn, θ0,n) ≥ βn

∣∣ Xn
)
≤ 1

β
(1− µn)n/2e1+β−1(1−µn)n/2 .

Due to eq. (25),

(1− µn)n/2 =
(
1− pn − qn + 2pn qn + 2

√
pn(1− pn)qn(1− qn)

)n/2 → 0,
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so Pθ0,nΠ(k(θn, θ0,n) ≥ βn
∣∣ Xn) → 0. For almost-exact recovery, let βm ↓ 0

be given; if we let m(n) go to infinity slowly enough, posterior convergence
continues to hold with β equal to βm(n).

Condition (25) says that nµn → ∞ is sufficient for almost-exact posterior re-
covery; but as shown in (Mossel et al., 2016, proposition 2.10), it is also nec-
essary for any form of almost-exact recovery. We conclude that if there exist
any estimators θ̂n that recover the community assignment almost exactly, then
posteriors with uniform priors also recover the community assignment almost-
exactly.

4. Uncertainty quantification for community structure

Our first results on uncertainty quantification are obtained with the help of the
results in the previous section: if we know that the sequences (pn) and (qn)
satisfy requirements like (12) or (23), so that exact or almost-exact recovery is
guaranteed, then a consistent sequence of confidence sets is easily constructed
from credible sets, as shown in section 4.1 and the sizes of these credible sets
as well as the sizes of associated confidence sets are controlled. If we cannot
guarantee (12) or (23), or if we require explicit control over confidence lev-
els, confidence sets can still be constructed from credible sets under conditions
requiring that credible levels grow to one quickly enough. Enlargement of cred-
ible sets may be used to mitigate this condition, whenever we are close to the
Erdős-Rényi sub-model, as discussed in section 4.2.

Regarding the sizes of credible sets, the most natural way to compile a minimal-
order credible set En(Xn) in a discrete space like Θn, is to calculate the posterior
weights Π({θn}|Xn) of all θn ∈ Θn, order Θn by decreasing posterior weight into
a finite sequence {θn,1, θn,2, . . . , θn,|Θn|} and define En(Xn) = {θn,1, . . . , θn,m},
for the smallest m ≥ 1 such that Π(En(Xn)|Xn) is greater than or equal to
the required credible level. To provide guarantees regarding the sizes of credible
sets, one would like to show that these En(Xn) are of an order that is upper
bounded with high probability. (Although it is not so clear what the upper
bound should be, ideally.)

Here we shall follow a different path based on the smallest number k(θn, ηn)
of pair-exchanges between (two representations θ′n and η′n in Θ′n of) θn and ηn
respectively, see (4). The map k : Θn × Θn → {0, 1, . . . , bn/2c} is interpreted
in a role similar to that of a metric on larger parameter spaces: the diameter
diamn(C) of a subset C ⊂ Θn is,

diamn(C) = max
{
k(θn, ηn) : θn, ηn ∈ C

}
.

by definition.

4.1. Posterior recovery and confidence sets

If the posteriors concentrate amounts of mass on {θ0,n} arbitrarily close to
one with growing n, then a sequence of credible sets of a certain fixed level
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contains θ0,n for large enough n. If such posterior concentration occurs with high
Pθ0,n-probability, then the sequence of credible sets is also an asymptotically
consistent sequence of confidence sets. We formalize and prove this observation
in the following theorem. (A real-valued sequence (cn) is said to be bounded
away from zero in the limit, if lim infn cn > 0).

Theorem 4.1 Let (cn) be bounded away from zero in the limit. Suppose that
the posterior recovers the communities exactly. Then any sequence (Dn) of
(PΠ
n -almost-sure) credible sets of levels cn satisfies,

Pθ0,n
(
θ0,n ∈ Dn(Xn)

)
→ 1,

i.e., (Dn) is a consistent sequence of confidence sets. Credible sets of minimal
order (or diameter) equal {θ0} with high Pθ0,n-probability.

Proof Note that with uniform priors Πn, Pθ0,n � PΠ
n for all n ≥ 1, so that

PΠ
n -almost-surely defined credible sets Dn of credible level at least ε, also satisfy,

Pθ0,n
(

Π(Dn(Xn)|Xn) ≥ ε
)

= 1.

So if, in addition,
Pθ0,n

(
Π({θ0,n}|Xn) > 1− ε

)
→ 1,

then θ0,n ∈ Dn(Xn) with high Pθ0,n-probability. Since all posterior mass is
concentrated at θ0,n with high probability, the {θ0,n} form a sequence of unique
credible sets of minimal order (or minimal diameter kn = 0) with confidence
levels greater than ε > 0 for large enough n.

When only almost-exact recovery is possible, the above strategy to obtain con-
fidence sets, carries over for enlargements of credible sets. Recall the definition
of the Vn,k(θn) in (5) (with θ0,n replaced by θn). Given some fixed underlying
θ0,n ∈ Θn, we write Vn,k for Vn,k(θ0,n). Making a certain choice for the upper
bounds kn ≥ 1, we arrive at,

Bn(θn) =

kn⋃
k=0

Vn,k(θn), (26)

for every n ≥ 1 and θn ∈ Θn. Similar as for Vn,k we write Bn for Bn(θ0,n).
Given a subset Dn of Θn, the set Cn ⊂ Θn associated with Dn under Bn(θn)
(see definition B.2) then is the set of θn ∈ Θn whose k-distance from some
element of Dn is at most kn,

Cn = {θn ∈ Θn : ∃ηn∈Dn , k(ηn, θn) ≤ kn},

the kn-enlargement of Dn. If we know that the sequences (pn) and (qn) sat-
isfy requirement (23), posterior concentration occurs around {θ0,n} in ‘balls’
of diameters 2kn with growing n, and there exist credible sets D′n of levels
greater than 1/2 and of diameters 2kn centred on θ0,n. The credible sets Dn of
minimal diameters of any level greater than 1/2 must intersect Dn. Then the
kn-enlargements Cn of the Dn contain θ0,n.
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Theorem 4.2 Suppose that the posterior recovers communities almost-exactly
with error rate (kn),

Π
(
k(θn, θ0,n) ≤ kn

∣∣ Xn
) Pθ0,n−−−−→ 1.

Let (cn) be bounded away from zero in the limit and let (Dn) denote a sequence of
(PΠ
n -almost-sure) credible sets of levels cn. Then the kn-enlargements Cn(Xn)

of the Dn(Xn) satisfy,

Pθ0,n
(
θ0,n ∈ Cn(Xn)

)
→ 1,

i.e., the kn-enlargements (Cn) form a consistent sequence of confidence sets. If
the sets Dn have minimal diameters, then,

diamn(Dn(Xn)) ≤ 2kn, diamn(Cn(Xn)) ≤ 4kn,

with high Pθ0,n-probability.

Proof As in the proof of theorem 4.1, PΠ
n -almost-surely defined credible sets

Dn of credible level at least cn also satisfy,

Pθ0,n
(

Π(Dn(Xn)|Xn) ≥ cn
)

= 1.

Convergence of the posterior implies that with growing n, the balls Bn(θ0,n) of
radii kn centred on θ0,n contain an arbitrarily large fraction of the total posterior
mass, so assuming that n is large enough, cn > ε > 0 and Π(Bn(θ0,n)|Xn) > 1−ε
with high Pθ0,n -probability. Conclude that,

Bn(θ0,n) ∩Dn(Xn) 6= ∅,

with high Pθ0,n -probability, which amounts to asymptotic coverage of θ0,n for
the kn-enlargement Cn(Xn) of Dn(Xn). Now fix n ≥ 1. For every θn ∈ Θn

and every xn ∈ Xn, let kn(θn, x
n) denote the minimal radius of balls B in Θn

centred on θn of posterior mass Π(B|xn) ≥ cn. Let θ̂n(xn) ∈ Θn be such that,

kn(θ̂n(xn)) = min
{
kn(θn, x

n) : θn ∈ Θn

}
,

i.e., the centre point of a smallest level-cn credible ball in Θn. To conclude,
note that kn(θ̂n(Xn)) ≤ kn with high Pθ0,n -probability and if the Dn(Xn) are

of minimal diameters, then they are contained in kn(θ̂n(Xn))-balls centred on

some θ̂n(Xn).

4.2. Confidence sets directly from credible sets

To use theorem 4.1 or theorem 4.2, the statistician needs to know that the
sequences (pn) and (qn) satisfy (12) or (23), basically to satisfy the testing
condition (8). Particularly, condition (25) is not strong enough to apply theo-
rem 4.2. But even if that knowledge is not available and testing cannot serve as
a condition, the use of credible sets as confidence sets remains valid, as long as
credible levels grow to one fast enough. The following proposition also provides
lower bounds for confidence levels of credible sets.
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Proposition 4.3 Let θ0,n in Θn with uniform priors Πn, n ≥ 1, be given and
define bn = |Θn|−1 = ( 1

2

(
2n
n

)
)−1. Let Dn be a sequence of credible sets, such

that,
Π(Dn(Xn)|Xn) ≥ 1− an,

for some sequence (an) with an = o(bn). Then,

Pθ0,n
(
θ0 ∈ Dn(Xn)

)
≥ 1− b−1

n an.

Proof If θ0,n 6∈ Dn(Xn) then Π({θ0,n}|Xn) ≤ an, PΠ
n -almost-surely. Then,

Pθ0,n
(
θ0 ∈ Θ \Dn(Xn)

)
= PΠ|{θ0}

n

(
θ0 ∈ Θ \Dn(Xn)

)
= b−1

n

∫
{θ0,n}

Pθ,n
(
θ0 ∈ Θ \Dn(Xn)

)
dΠn(θ)

= b−1
n PΠ

n

(
1{θ0 ∈ Θn \Dn(Xn)}Π({θ0,n}|Xn)

)
≤ b−1

n an,

by Bayes’s Rule (A.3).

Theorem B.3 leaves room for mitigation of the lower bound on credible levels if
we are willing to use enlarged credible sets. There are two competing influences
when enlarging: on the one hand, the prior masses bn = Πn(Bn(θ0,n)) become
larger, relaxing the lower bounds for credible levels. On the other hand, enlarge-
ment leads to likelihood ratios with random fluctuations that take them further
away from one (see lemmas 4.4 and B.5), thus interfering with notions like con-
tiguity and remote contiguity (see appendix B and Kleijn (2021)). Whether
proposition 4.3 is useful and whether enlargement of credible sets helps, de-
pends on the sequences (pn) and (qn): we consider the situation in which edge
differences between within-community and between-community edge probabili-
ties become less-and-less pronounced:

pn − qn = o
(
n−1

)
, (27)

while satisfying also the condition that,

p1/2
n (1− pn)1/2 + q1/2

n (1− qn)1/2 = o
(
n|pn − qn|

)
. (28)

In this regime either pn, qn → 0 or pn, qn → 1, signifying sparsity of either
presence or absence of edges respectively. If pn, qn → 0, (28) amounts to,

n(p1/2
n − q1/2

n )→∞, (29)

so differences between pn and qn may not converge to zero too fast (essentially
in order to maintain sufficient distinction from the Erdős-Rényi graph Janson
(2010); Banerjee (2018)). For the following lemma we define,

ρn = min

{(1− pn
pn

qn
1− qn

)
,
( pn

1− pn
1− qn
qn

)}
= e−|λn|,
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where λn := log(1− pn)− log(pn) + log(qn)− log(1− qn), and,

αn =

∫
2k(θ0,n, θn)(n− k(θ0,n, θn)) dΠn(θn|Bn) =

1

|Bn|

kn∑
k=0

(
n

k

)2

2k(n− k),

with the following rate for remote contiguity (see definition B.4):

dn = ρCαn|pn−qn|n , (30)

for some C > 1.

For the following lemma, let (pn) and (qn) be given (with resulting (ρn)), and
let C >, (kn) and θ0,n ∈ Θn, for all n ≥ 1 be given (with resulting (αn) and
(dn)).

Lemma 4.4 Assume that (28) holds. Then,

Pθ0,n C d−1
n PΠ|Bn

n ,

with Bn = Bn(θ0,n) like in (26).

Proof Let (kn) and θ0,n ∈ Θn be given. We denote Pn = P
Π|B
n , Qn = Pθ0,n

and apply Jensen’s inequality to obtain,

dPn
dQn

(Xn) =
1

|Bn|
∑

θn∈Bn

(
1− pn
pn

qn
1− qn

)Sn(θn)−Tn(θn)

≥ exp
( λn
|Bn|

∑
θn∈Bn

(
Sn(θn)− Tn(θn)

))
,

where (Sn(θn), Tn(θn)) is distributed as in (11). By invariance of the sum under
permutations of the vertices, we re-sum as follows for any k ≥ 1,

1

|Vn,k|
∑

θn∈Vn,k

Sn(θn) =
2k(n− k)

n(n− 1)
Sn,

1

|Vn,k|
∑

θn∈Vn,k

Tn(θn) =
2k(n− k)

n2
Tn,

where, with the notation Zn = Z(θ′0,n) ⊂ {1, . . . , 2n}, for a certain representa-
tion θ′0,n of θ0,n, for the zero elements of θ′0,n,

Sn =
∑
i,j∈Zn

Xij +
∑
i,j∈Zcn

Xij ∼ Bin(n(n− 1), pn),

Tn =
∑

i∈Zn, j∈Zc
Xij +

∑
i∈Zcn, j∈Z

Xij ∼ Bin(n2, qn),

which gives us the lower bound,

dPn
dQn

(Xn) ≥ ρ
∑kn
k=0 2k(n−k)

|Vn,k|
|Bn|

|S̄n−T̄n|
n = ραn|S̄n−T̄n|n ,
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where S̄n = Sn/(n(n− 1)) and T̄n = Tn/n
2. By the central limit theorem,(

n(S̄n − pn)

p
1/2
n (1− pn)1/2

,
n(T̄n − qn)

q
1/2
n (1− qn)1/2

)
Qn-w.−−−−→N(0, 1)×N(0, 1),

which implies that for every ε > 0 there exists an M > 0 such that,

sup
n≥1

Qn

(
n(S̄n − pn)

p
1/2
n (1− pn)1/2

∨ n(T̄n − qn)

q
1/2
n (1− qn)1/2

> M

)
< ε.

Conclude that,

sup
n≥1

Qn

(( dPn
dQn

)−1

≤ ρ
−αn

(
M
n (p1/2n (1−pn)1/2+q1/2n (1−qn)1/2)+|pn−qn|

)
n

)
≥ 1− ε.

Note that the term in the exponent proportional to M is dominated by |pn−qn|
by (28). Hence for every C > 1 and every ε > 0,

Qn

(( dPn
dQn

(Xn)
)−1

≤ ρ−Cαn|pn−qn|n

)
≥ 1− ε,

for large enough n. Using the remark following lemma B.5, we see that Pθ0,n C

d−1
n P

Π|Bn
n , with dn as in (30).

This argument amounts to a proof for the following theorem (immediate from
theorem B.3).

Theorem 4.5 Let (kn) be given and assume that (pn) and (qn) satisfy (27) and
(28) (or pn, qn → 0 and (29)). Let θ0,n in Θn with uniform priors Πn be given
and let Dn(Xn) be a sequence of credible sets of credible levels 1− an, for some
sequence (an) such that b−1

n an = o(dn). Then the sets Cn(Xn), associated with
Dn(Xn) under Bn as in (26) satisfy,

Pθ0,n
(
θ0 ∈ Cn(Xn)

)
→ 1,

i.e., the Cn(Xn) are asymptotic confidence sets.

Consider the possible choices for (an) if we assume kn = β n for some fixed
β ∈ (0, 1

2 ) (as in the proof of corollary 3.5). First of all, Stirling’s approximation
gives rise to the following approximate lower bound on the factor between prior
mass and prior mass without enlargement:

Πn(Bn)

Πn({θ0,n}))
=

kn∑
k=0

(
n

k

)2

≥
(
n

kn

)2

≥ 1

2πn

1

β(1− β)
f(β)n,

where f : (0, 1
2 )→ (1, 4) is given by,

f(β) = (1− β)−2(1−β)β−2β .
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Approximating αn ≈ 2kn(n− kn) for large n and using (27), we also have,

dn = ρCαn|pn−qn|n ≈ ρ2Cn2β(1−β)|pn−qn|
n = e−|λn|o(n).

So if we assume that λn = O(1), dn is sub-exponential and does not play a role
for the improvement factor.

Conclude as follows: (let an = o(|Θn|−1) ≈ o(4−n) denote the rates appropriate
in proposition 4.3 and assume λn = O(1)) if we have credible sets Dn(Xn)
of credible levels 1− anf(β)n(1+o(1)), then the sequence of enlarged confidence
sets (Cn(Xn)), associated with Dn(Xn) through Bn with kn = βn, covers
the true value of the community assignment parameter with high probability.
Credible levels that had to be of order 1 − an ≈ 1 − o(4−n) previously, can be
of approximate order 1 − o(c−n) for any 1 < c < 4 by enlargement by Bn if
conditions (27) and (28) hold; the closer 0 < β < 1

2 is to 1
2 , the closer c is to 1.

5. Conclusions and discussion

In this paper we consider application of Bayesian posteriors for frequentist
asymptotic inference on the community structure of sparse planted bi-section
graphs. More specifically, we prove that the posterior recovers the true commu-
nity assignment (exactly, respectively almost-exactly) in the sparsest possible
(Chernoff-Hellinger, respectively Kesten-Stigum) cases.

We also use the posterior concentration results to draw conclusions regarding
the role of (enlarged) Bayesian credible sets as frequentist asymptotic confidence
sets. For this purpose, it is important that the posterior concentration results
are sharp; otherwise the credible sets we choose are too large and the required
confidence levels are too high, leading to asymptotic confidence sets that are
too conservative.

The analysis we give is limited in several respects. First of all, although realis-
tic regarding expected degrees in large graphs, the planted bi-section model is
a highly stylized random graph model; more flexible is the family of stochastic
block models, which leaves room for more than two communities, and classes
of unequal sizes (and generalizations thereof). On uncertainty quantification
in stochastic block models, the literature is very limited: in van Waaij and
Kleijn (2020), the present analysis is extended to an unknown number of com-
munities of order O(

√
n/ log(n)), of unknown sizes bounded above and below

proportional to the graph size n.

Practical implementation of what we propose is not straightforward: with a
graph Xn of fixed size n, a bound like (9) in combination with lemma 2.5 (both
of which hold for finite n) permits calculation of a lower bound for kn. With the
corresponding enlargement radius, confidence sets can then be constructed as
explicit radius-kn-enlargements of credible sets from the posterior. This finite-n
programme is followed in Kleijn and van Waaij (2021).
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To conclude we note that Bayesian methods may have lost some of their popu-
larity of late, because the computational burden of sampling a posterior distri-
bution is deemed relatively high. In the planted bi-section model, for example,
other more efficient methods for the recovery of the community structure in
the planted bi-section model exist. Based on the preceding, however, we argue
that if uncertainty quantification for the community structure is the goal, the
relatively high computational cost of simulating a posterior is justifiable. Since
(limiting) sampling distributions of other estimators are prohibitively hard to
obtain or analyse, constructing asymptotic confidence sets for community struc-
ture in other ways may prove to be very hard or even impossible.

A. Definitions and conventions

We assume given for every n ≥ 1, a random graph Xn taking values in the
(finite) space Xn of all undirected graphs with n vertices and no self-loops. We
denote the powerset of Xn by Bn and regard it as the domain for probability
distributions Pn : Bn → [0, 1] a model Pn parametrized by Θn → Pn : θ 7→
Pθ,n with finite parameter spaces Θn (with powerset Gn) and uniform priors
Πn on Θn. As frequentists, we assume that there exists a ‘true, underlying
distribution for the data’ P0,n; in this case, that means that for every n ≥ 1,
there exists a θ0,n ∈ Θn and corresponding Pθ0,n from which the n-th graph Xn

is drawn.

Definition A.1 Given n ≥ 1 and a prior probability measure Πn on Θn, define
the n-th prior predictive distribution as:

PΠ
n (A) =

∫
Θ

Pθ,n(A) dΠn(θ), (A.1)

for all A ∈ Bn. For any Bn ∈ Gn with Πn(Bn) > 0, define also the n-th local
prior predictive distribution,

PΠ|B
n (A) =

1

Πn(Bn)

∫
Bn

Pθ,n(A) dΠn(θ), (A.2)

as the predictive distribution on Xn that results from the prior Πn when condi-
tioned on Bn.

The prior predictive distribution PΠ
n is the marginal distribution for Xn in the

Bayesian perspective that considers parameter and sample jointly (θ,Xn) ∈
Θ×Xn as the random quantity of interest.

Definition A.2 Given n ≥ 1, a (version of) the posterior is any set-function
Gn ×Xn → [0, 1] : (A, xn) 7→ Π(A |Xn = xn) such that,

1. for B ∈ Gn, the map xn 7→ Π(B|Xn = xn) is Bn-measurable,
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2. for all A ∈ Bn and V ∈ Gn,∫
A

Π(V |Xn) dPΠ
n =

∫
V

Pθ,n(A) dΠn(θ). (A.3)

Bayes’s Rule is expressed through equality (A.3) and is sometimes referred to
as a ‘disintegration’ (of the joint distribution of (θ,Xn)).

Because we take the perspective of a frequentist using Bayesian methods, we are
obliged to demonstrate that Bayesian definitions continue to make sense under
the assumption that the data Xn is distributed according to a true, underlying
P0,n: Bayesian concepts above that have been defined through conditioning,
are almost-sure with respect to the relevant marginal. In the case of Xn, the
relevant marginal is the prior predictive distribution. Accordingly, we have to
assume that Pθ0,n � PΠ

n , for all n ≥ 1.

The following lemma is used in two places in the text.

Lemma A.3 For all positive integers r and real numbers x > −r, (1+x/r)r ≤ ex.

Proof Let for x > −r, f(x) = r log(1 + x/r) and g(x) = x. Then f ′(x) =
(1+x/r)−1 and g′(x) = 1. Then f ′(x) ≤ g′(x), when x ≥ 0, f ′(x) > g′(x) when
−n < x < 0 and f(0) = g(0). It follows that f(x) ≤ g(x) for all x > −r. As
y → ey is increasing for all real y, we find x > −n, (1 + x/r)r = ef(x) ≤ eg(x) =
ex.

Notation and conventions

Asymptotic statements that end in “... with high probability” indicate that
said statements are true with probabilities that grow to one. For given prob-
ability measures P,Q on a measurable space (Ω,F ), we define the Radon-
Nikodym derivative dP/dQ : Ω → [0,∞), P -almost-surely, referring only to
the Q-dominated component of P , following Le Cam (1986). We also define
(dP/dQ)−1 : Ω → (0,∞] : ω 7→ 1/(dP/dQ(ω)), Q-almost-surely. Given ran-
dom variables Zn ∼ Pn, weak convergence to a random variable Z is denoted

by Zn
Pn-w.−−−−→Z, convergence in probability by Zn

Pn−−→Z and almost-sure con-

vergence (with coupling P∞) by Zn
P∞-a.s.−−−−−→Z. The integral of a real-valued,

integrable random variable X with respect to a probability measure P is de-
noted PX, while integrals over the model with respect to priors and posteriors
are always written out in Leibniz’s or sum notation. The cardinality of a set B
is denoted |B|.

B. Remote contiguity and confidence sets

Bayesian asymptotics has seen a great deal of development over recent decades,
but the essence of the theory remains that of Schwartz’s theorem: a balance
between testing power and a minimum of prior mass ‘locally’, leads to a con-
trolled limit for the posterior distribution with a frequentist interpretation. It
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has also become clear that the same notion of ‘locality’ allows conversion of se-
quences of credible sets to asymptotic confidence sets and that is the purpose of
this paper as well. ‘Locality’ in the above sense is defined through a weakened
form of contiguity called remote contiguity (Kleijn, 2021). In this appendix, we
summarize these points, to support the proofs of lemma 4.4 and theorem 4.5.

Definition B.1 Let (Θn,Gn) with priors Πn be given, denote the sequence of
posteriors by Π(·|·) : Gn×Xn → [0, 1]. Let Dn denote a collection of measurable
subsets of Θn. A sequence of credible sets (Dn) of credible levels 1−an (where
0 ≤ an ≤ 1, an ↓ 0) is a sequence of set-valued maps Dn : Xn → Dn such that
Π(Θn \Dn(xn)|Xn = xn) ≤ an.

Note that the posterior is defined PΠ
n -almost-surely with respect to its depen-

dence on the data Xn, and consequently, so is any credible set that is derived
from it.

Definition B.2 Let D be a (credible) set in Θ and let B = {B(θ) : θ ∈ Θ}
denote a collection of model subsets such that θ ∈ B(θ) for all θ ∈ Θ. A model
subset C is said to be (a confidence set) associated with D under B, if for all
θ ∈ Θ \ C, B(θ) ∩D = ∅.

The relationship between a credible set D and the model subset C associated
with D under B is illustrated in fig. B.3 (reproduced from (Kleijn, 2021, Figure
1)) and detailed in the following theorem. (The notation PnCd−1

n Qn is explained
below, see definition B.4.)

θ

B(θ)

D

C

Figure B.3: The relation between a credible set D and its associated
confidence set C under B in Venn diagrams: the extra points θ in
the associated confidence set C not included in the credible set D are
characterized by non-empty intersection B(θ) ∩D 6= ∅. [Reproduced
from (Kleijn, 2021, Figure 1).]
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Theorem B.3 Let θ0,n ∈ Θn (n ≥ 1) and 0 ≤ an ≤ 1, bn > 0 such that
an = o(bn) be given. Choose priors Πn and let Dn denote level-(1−an) credible
sets in Θn. Furthermore, for all θ ∈ Θ, let Bn = {Bn(θn) ∈ Gn : θn ∈ Θn} and
bn denote sequences such that,

(i.) prior mass is lower bounded, Πn(Bn(θ0)) ≥ bn,

(ii.) and for some dn ↓ 0 such that b−1
n an = o(dn), Pθ0,n C d−1

n P
Π|B(θ0)
n .

Then any confidence sets Cn associated with the credible sets Dn under Bn are
asymptotically consistent, i.e., for all θ0 ∈ Θ,

Pθ0,n
(
θ0 ∈ Cn(Xn)

)
→ 1. (B.1)

In most of section 4, the sets Bn are simply,

Bn(θn) = {θn},

for every n ≥ 1 and every θn ∈ Θn, so that the confidence sets Cn associated
with any credible sets Dn ⊂ Θn under Bn are simply equal to Dn. In that case,

Pθ0,n C c−1
n P

Π|B(θ0)
n for any rate (cn), cn ↓ 0, so all sequences an = o(bn) are

permitted. Since the prior mass in Bn(θ0,n) is fixed, theorem B.3 says that, if
we have a sequence of credible sets Dn(Xn) ⊂ Θn of high enough credible levels
1 − an, then these Dn(Xn) are also asymptotically consistent confidence sets
(see proposition 4.3).

With an eye on enlarged credible sets, we note that condition (ii.) of theo-
rem B.3 says that the sequence (Pθ0,n) is required to be remotely contiguous

with respect to P
Π|B(θ0)
n at rate bna

−1
n .

Definition B.4 Given the spaces Xn, n ≥ 1 with two sequences (Pn) and (Qn)
of probability measures and a sequence ρn ↓ 0, we say that Qn is ρn-remotely
contiguous with respect to Pn, notation QnC ρ−1

n Pn, if,

Pnφn(Xn) = o(ρn) ⇒ Qnφn(Xn) = o(1), (B.2)

for every sequence of Bn-measurable φn : Xn → [0, 1].

According to section 3 in Kleijn (2021), weak relative compactness of a sequence
of re-scaled (inverse) likelihood ratios is sufficient for remote contiguity.

Lemma B.5 Given (Pn), (Qn), dn ↓ 0, (Qn) is dn-remotely contiguous with re-
spect to (Pn) if, under Qn, every subsequence of (dn(dPn/dQn)−1) has a weakly
convergent subsequence.

According to Prokhorov’s theorem, the condition of lemma B.5 is equivalent to
uniform tightness: for every ε > 0 there exists an M > 0 such that,

sup
n≥1

P
(
dn

( dPn
dQn

)−1

(Xn) > M
)
< ε.
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