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Combinatorial-Probabilistic Trade-Off: Community
Properties Test in the Stochastic Block Models
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Abstract

In this paper, we propose an inferential framework testing the general community
combinatorial properties of the stochastic block model. Instead of estimating the
community assignments, we aim to test the hypothesis on whether a certain community
property is satisfied. For instance, we propose to test whether a given set of nodes
belong to the same community or whether different network communities have the same
size. We propose a general inference framework that can be applied to all symmetric
community properties. To ease the challenges caused by the combinatorial nature
of communities properties, we develop a novel shadowing bootstrap testing method.
By utilizing the symmetry, our method can find a shadowing representative of the
true assignment and the number of assignments to be tested in the alternative can
be largely reduced. In theory, we introduce a combinatorial distance between two
community classes and show a combinatorial-probabilistic trade-off phenomenon in the
community properties test. Our test is honest as long as the product of combinatorial
distance between two communities and the probabilistic distance between two assignment
probabilities is sufficiently large. On the other hand, we shows that such trade-off
also exists in the information-theoretic lower bound of the community property test.
We also implement numerical experiments on both the synthetic data and the protein
interaction application to show the validity of our method.

Keyword: Combinatorial inference; stochastic block models; community properties; minimax
lower bound.

1 Introduction

Clutering is an important feature for network studies, which refers to the presence of node
communities in the underlying graph. Community partitions the nodes into subgroups, within
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which a higher level of connectivity is perceived. The broad spectrum of applications for
inferring the network community include the fields of sociology (Wasserman and Faust, 1994),
biology (Barabési and Oltvai, 2004), physics (Newman, 2003) and internet (Albert et al.,
1999). Stochastic block model (SBM) (Holland et al., 1983) is one of the most widely studied
statistical model to depict the community structures in networks. It is a random graph model
which divides the nodes into disjoint communities and assigns the probability of connection
between two nodes according to their community memberships.

One of the central problem in the study of the stochastic block model is the community
detection. Many existing research focused on estimating the community labeling and showing
the weak and strong consistency of the community estimation (Choi et al., 2012; Airoldi et al.,
2013; Mossel et al., 2012, 2018; Massoulié, 2014; Hajek et al., 2016; Abbe et al., 2016). Some
fundamental limits of the community recovery have also been established in the previous
studies. For example, Abbe et al. (2016) showed the optimal phase transition for the exact
recovery of the community assignments using the maximum likelihood. The semidefinite
relaxation methods (Abbe et al., 2016; Hajek et al., 2016; Agarwal et al., 2017; Bandeira,
2018) and the spectral methods (Abbe and Sandon, 2015; Yun and Proutiere, 2014; Gao et al.,
2017; Abbe et al., 2020) are also shown to be optimal in exact recovery. Besides the exact
recovery, Zhang and Zhou (2016) quantified the statistical rate of the community estimation
via the mis-match ratio and showed the minimax rate of the mis-match ratio for community
detection.

The consistency of the community estimation has two major limits: 1) it does not provide
the uncertainty assessment of the quality of the estimation, and 2) it requires the recovery of
community assignments for all nodes, while in many scientific applications we are interested
in the community properties of a specific subset of nodes. For instance, Tabouy et al. (2020)
studied the ESR1 protein-protein interaction network in breast cancer and aimed to test if a
given set of cancer-related proteins belongs to the same community. Another example is the
application in human brain connectome: Faskowitz et al. (2018) studied whether two specific
areas of brains belongs to the same cluster. This reduces to the statistical hypothesis that
if two sets of cerebral nodes belong to the same community. We can formulate the above
applications as the following examples of statistical hypotheses.

Example 1.1 (Same community test for m nodes). We want to test whether m given nodes
are in the same cluster or not. Without loss of generality, we have the hypothesis:

Hp : Nodes 1, ..., m belong to the same community;,

H; : There exists two nodes 1 < j # k£ < m belonging to two different communities.

Example 1.2 (Group community test). Like the applications in human brain connectome
(Faskowitz et al., 2018), we have two group of nodes and within each group, we know in prior
that they belong to the same community. We aim to further test whether these two groups
of nodes belong to the same cluster. We denote one node set as S,, = {1,...,m} and the



other node set as S,y = {m+1,...,m + m'}. The group community hypothesis is

Hp : Nodes in S, U S,,» belong to the same community,

H; : Nodes in S, belong to community a, but nodes in S,,, belong to community b # a.

Example 1.3 (Equal-sized communities test). Given an SBM of n nodes and K communities,
we aim to test whehter each community has the same size. Namely, we aim to test the
hypothesis:

Hy : Each community has the size n/K,

H; : At least one of the communities size is not equal to n/K.

In order to conduct hypothesis tests including the above examples, we develop a general
inference community property test. We consider the SBM with n nodes and K communities.
Denote the community assignment of the nodes as z = (z(1),...,2(n)) € {1,..., K}" such
that z(j) = k implies that the j-th node belongs to the k-th community. In order to specify
the true assignment, we assume z is deterministic. The homogeneous SBM assumes that the
edges of the random graph are independent Bernoulli random variables, i.e., the probability
of the nodes i and j being connected is p if z(i) = z(j) and the probability of the nodes i and
J being connected is q if z(i) # z(j). Let Cy,Cy C {1,..., K}" be two disjoint communities
assigment families. We are interested in the general community property test:

Hy: 2 € Cy versus Hy : z € C;. (1.1)

The concrete examples of Cy and C; are listed in Examples 1.1 - 1.3. We characterize the
hardness of differentiating the null hypothesis from the alternative by two kinds of “distances”:
the probabilistic distance: how close between p and ¢ and the combinatorial distance: how
close between Cy and C;. The existing literature in the study of the community detection
only focused on the probability distance, e.g., /p — /¢ (Abbe and Sandon, 2015) or the
Renyi divergence (Zhang and Zhou, 2016)

I(p,q) = —2log (v/pg + /(1 —p)(1 —q)). (1.2)

In comparison to these results, our paper introduce a novel combinatorial distance between
Cp and C; denoted as d(Cy,Cy) measuring the number of misalignments between two families
(we refer the exact definition to Definition 2.4). The main result of our paper is that, for a
wide range of SBM models, we can propose a general testing method which is honest and
powerful when

Combinatorial-Probabilistic Trade-Off: I(p, ¢)d(Cy,Cy) = (n) (1.3)

for some arbitrarily small € > 0. On the other hand, we show the minimax lower bound of the
test in the sense that Hy and Hy in (1.1) cannot be differentiated when I(p, ¢)d(Co, C1) < clogn



for some constant ¢ > 0." The multiplication between I(p, ¢) and d(Cy,C;) reveals the trade-off
between the probabilistic distance and the combinatorial distance in the general community
property test. Our paper makes the following specific contributions to achieve such trade-off.

e Methodology. We propose a likelihood ratio test for the community property test
in (1.1). We show that our test is generally honest and powerful as long as the tested
community properties Cy and C; are symmetric under community assignment permutation
transforms, which covers all examples above. Comparing to the likelihood ratio test on the
community numbers (Wang and Bickel, 2017), our likelihood ratio test could be evaluated
over a much larger family of community assignments such that the limiting distribution of
our test statistic is no longer always normal. Therefore, the method of Wang and Bickel
(2017) is no longer applicable and we need to develop a new multiplier bootstrap method to
estimate the quantile of our statistic. To achieve this, there are two major challenges. Firstly,
the possible assignments in the alternative space C; are so large such that the multiplier
bootstrap statistic in Chernozhukov et al. (2013) cannot be applied directly. To overcome
this, instead of considering the entire alternative class Cy, our testing method shows that
it suffices to consider the boundary of C;, which will significantly reduce the computation
complexity. Secondly, the naive multiplier bootstrap requires to know the true assignment.
We propose a “shadowing bootstrap” method by utilizing the symmetry of Cy and C;. Instead
of using the true community assignment, we use a “shadowing assignment” in the bootstrap
which remains to be valid due to the symmetry of the community properties.

e Theory. We show the validity and power of the proposed test when the probability and
combinatorial distances satisfies the general relationship in (1.3). We also prove the minimax
lower bound of the general community property test and show that the proposed test is nearly
optimal. Due to the generality of the property test, the existing theoretical results on the
community detection, e.g., Abbe et al. (2016) and Zhang and Zhou (2016), can not be directly
applied. To derive the general lower bound, we take a set of the hardest assignments in the
alternative C; which are closest to Cy. These hardest assignments are dependent among each
other and we control their dependency via comparing to the distribution of high dimensional
Gaussian vectors. To the best of our knowledge, it is the first time for our paper to derive a
minimax lower bound for general community properties.

1.1 Related Papers

There are several existing papers discussing the inference of the community properties of the
stochastic block model. Bickel and Sarkar (2016) designed a recursive bipartitioning algorithm
based on the test statistic derived from the principal eigenvalue of the normalized adjacency
matrix to automatically determine the number of clusters k. Similarly, Lei (2016) developed
a goodness-of-fit test based on the largest singular value of the residual matrix for estimating
the number of communities. Also interested in inferring the number of the communities,
Wang and Bickel (2017) employed a likelihood ratio statistic and showed the asymptotic
normality of the proposed statistic. Compared to the above works that only focus on an exact

"'We refer to Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 4.1 for the rigorous arguments about the upper and lower bounds.



community property, the hypotheses testing problem in our paper is more general. Under
the framework of the mixed membership model, Fan et al. (2019) studied the one-sample
test of the weight vector of the mixed membership via a singular value decomposition based
method. It covers Example 1.1 for m = 2 in the stochastic block model, however, it cannot
be directly applied to other examples mentioned above. In comparison, our method covers
wider range of scenarios. Moreover, we also study the general lower bound of the community
test which reveals a novel bridge between the probability distance and the combinatorial
distance between the null and alternative community families.

Besides inferring the number of communities, Gao et al. (2018) proposed a community
detection algorithm in degree-corrected block models that can be reduced to the hypothesis
tests on the membership of a given node when the cluster labels of other nodes are the truth.
Gao et al. (2018) integrated the hypothesis tests as a technical procedure in community
detection without providing any uncertainty assessment. Rich literature can also be found in
the testing of underlying random graph models (Bubeck et al., 2016; Karwa et al., 2016; Gao
and Lafferty, 2017; Ghoshdastidar et al., 2020, 2017; Tang et al., 2017a,b; Shumovskaia and
Panov, 2018).

1.2 Organization of the Paper

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides the definitions and background
knowledge that will be useful for inference on SBM models. At the end of Section 2, we
introduce the inference method for community properties test with symmetric structures,
where we mainly focus on SBM with even cluster sizes, and we provide concrete case studies
to illustrate the method procedure. Theoretical results for the methods are developed in
Section 3. In Section 4, we focus on the lower bound of the community property test, and in
Section 5 we generalize our method to SBM with uneven cluster sizes. Finally in Section 6
we conduct numerical analysis both on synthetic data and real-world protein interaction data
to evaluate the performance of our method.

Notations

We denote | - | to be the cardinality of a set. For two positive sequences x,, and y,, we say
x, = Q(y,) if there exists a positive constant C' not depending on n such that z,, > Cy, for
all n sufficiently large. We say x,, < y,, or x, = O(y,) if z,, < Cy, for C' > 0 not depending
on n. We say x, <y, if z, Sy, and y, < 2. If limy, 00 2, /y,, = 0 then we say z,, = o(y,).

~Y

2 Community Properties of the Stochastic Block Model

In our paper, we consider the fixed assignment stochastic block model. Recall that p and ¢
are respectively the within-community and between-community probabilities. Denote [n] =
{1,...,n} for any integer n. For the stochastic block model with n nodes and K communities,
the fixed assignment SBM assumes the community assignment z = (2(1),...,2(n)) € [K]" is



the prefixed parameter of the model. For simplicity, we start with considering the situation
that the community sizes of the assignment are even. We denote the even assignment class
Kr:={z e [K]|": |{i: 2(i) = k}| = n/K,Vk € [K]}. We will generalize our analysis to
the uneven case in Section 5. We denote the fixed assignment stochastic block model as
M(n, K, p,q,z). In our paper, we assume the number of communities K is bounded. Let
A € {0,1}™*" be the symmetric adjacency matrix of the random graph generated from the
SBM. We say A ~ M(n, K,p,q,z) if the upper triangular entries of A are independent
Bernoulli random variable and P(A;; = Aj;; = 1) =pif 2(i) = 2(j) and P(A;; = A;; =1) =¢
if z2(i) # 2(j) for any ¢ # j € [n]. In the following part of the paper, we will study the
community property test with an observation of the adjacency matrix A ~ M(n, K, p,q, z).

2.1 Symmetric Community Properties

In this section, we aim to define the community property and the distance between two
community families. In general, we say a community property is a subset of [K]". However,
such definition is too general and may include some ill-posed examples. For example, if we
can transfer one assignment to another under certain permutation of the community labels,
they are essentially the same assignment and should belong to the same community property.
This motivates us to give the following definition of equivalent assignments.

Definition 2.1 (Equivalent community assignments). Let Sk be the symmetric group
containing all bijections from [K] to itself. We say two assignments z and 2’ € [K]" are
equivalent, denoted as z ~ 2/, if there exists a permuation o € Sk such that o(z) = z’. Here
o(z) means implementing the permutation o to each entry of the vector z. More generally,
given a node set N C [n], we denote zy as the sub-vector of z with entries in N'. We say
zy = z) if there exists a permutation o € Sk such that o(zy) = ).

With the concept of equivalent assignments, we can give the definition of symmetric
community properties as follows.

Definition 2.2 (Symmetric community properties). We say a community property Cy is
symmetric, if there exist a node set N' C [n] and a specified assignment Z € K", such that
Co={z€ K" : zy ~ Zy}. We say some C; C K"\Cy is an alternative property of Cy if C; is
closed under permutations on the support N, i.e., for any z € C; C K™\Cy, if some 2’ satisfies
2\ = zyr, then 2/ € C; as well.

Intuitively, the node set A/ and the assignment z in Definition 2.2 are the representative
node set and assignment generating all possible assignments in the community property via
permutation. The community property Cy is “symmetric” in the sense that all its assignments
are equivalent on the support of node set N. Therefore, we impose the following assumption
on testing symmetric properties.

Assumption 2.1 (Symmetric community property test). In the hypothesis test Hy : z € Cy
v.s. Hy : z € Cq, we assume Cy,C; C K™ and Cy is symmetric and C; is an alternative property

of Co.



By Definition 2.2, C; = Cj is an alternative property of Cy. Meanwhile, C; satisfying the
assumption above could be a strict subset of C§, which allows more examples in practice. In
fact, we can show that Examples 1.1 and 1.2 given in the introduction satisfies Assumption
2.1. We will give concrete forms of the representative node set A/ and assignment z for these
two examples below. Before going to the detailed discussion, we also want to remark that the
assumption that Cy,C; C K™, i.e., the community sizes are even, is only for the simplicity of
our statement. We will discuss the uneven cases of Examples 1.1 and 1.2 as well as Example
1.3 in Section 5.

e Example 1.1: Same community test for m nodes. For the null hypothesis that nodes

1,...,m belong to the same community, we can define
Co={z€K":2(1)=---=2z(m)} and C; = K"\C,. (2.1)
Consider N' = [m] and Z is any assignment satisfying zZy = (1,...,1) € [K]™. As Z

represents an assignment whose first m nodes belong to one community, we can check that
Co = {2z : 2y ~ Zy} and thus is symmetric.

e Example 1.2: Same community test for groups. Recall that the null hypothesis is
that nodes 1,...,m,m+1,...,m 4+ m' belong to the same community. Therefore, the null
property is similar to Example 1.1. Following the same argument of the previous example, C
is symmetric by choosing NV = [m + m/]. On the other hand, the alternative hypothesis is
different from the previous example. In fact, we have

(m)=z(m+1)="-

Co={zeK":2(1) =- 2 =
z(m) #zm+1)=--- =

Ci={zeK":2(1) =-

(2.2)

Notice C; is a strict subset of K™\Cy. We can check C; is an alternative property of Cqy by
Definition 2.2.

2.2 Combinatorial Distance Between Community Properties

The major difference between the two examples above is their alternative properties. With
similar null properties, C; in (2.1) is the complement of Cy, while in (2.2), C; is a strict subset.
From this perspective, the distance between the null and alternative hypotheses in Example
1.1 is smaller than Example 1.2. In other words, Example 1.2 is easier to test in comparison
to Example 1.1. Therefore, in order to depict the relationship between Cy and C;, we will
propose a metric of distance in terms of the number of misaligned edges. We first define the
set of misaligned edges between two assignments.

Definition 2.3. For any two assignments zy € Cy and z; € C;, we define the two sets of
misaligned edges as

Ei(z0,21) = {(i,7) 1 < j, 4,5 € [n], 20(i) = 20(j), 21(i) # 21(j) } and
Ea(20,21) = {(i,7) 11 < J,i,J € [n], 20(i) # 20(j), 21(i) = 21(j) },



Community 1 Community 2

51(2’072’1) 52(2’0,21)
zo 1 2 3 4 5 6 zo 1 2 3 4 5 6
211 2 3 4 5 6 211 2 3 4 5 6

Figure 1: Example of misaligned edges in Definition 2.3.

where (29, 21) contains the edges whose corresponding nodes are assigned to the same
community in zg but to two different communities by 27, and &(zo, z1) is the opposite. See
Figure 1 for an illustration. We denote n;(zg, z1) = |&;(z0, 21)], for i = 1,2 as the cardinality
of the two edge sets.

With the definition of misaligned edges, we are ready to propose the metric of assignment
distance defined as follows.

Definition 2.4 (Community property distance). We define the distance between two as-
sigments zo and z; as d(2o,21) = n1(20,21) V na(20, 21). Correspondingly, we also define
d(z9,C1) = inf, ec, d(29, z1) and the distance between two community properties

d(CQ,Cl) = inf d(Zo,Zl).

zoECo,z1 cCy

By its defiintion, the distance d(Cy,C;) is the minimal number of misaligned edges between
Co and C;. For instance, consider Cy = {z € K" : z(1) = 2(2)} and C; = {z € K™ : 2(1) #
2(2)} with K = 2. On the one side, since the alignment of nodes 1 and 2 are different, we
have d(Co, C1) > |€1(20, 21)| > n—2 given any zy € Cy and z; € C;. On the other hand, we can
easily find two concrete examples of zg, 21, illustrated in Figure 1, such that d(zp, 21) =n — 2.
We refer the computation of d(Cy,C;) for more general examples to Section 2.4.1.

2.3 Likelihood-Ratio Test for Community Properties

Our method starts with defining a likelihood-ratio test statistic. We denote the observed
adjacency matrix from the true model as A ~ M(n, K,p,q,z*), where z* is the true
assignment. The likelihood function of the stochastic block model is

F(A; 2,p, q) = T pt CO=20DAG (1 _ ) 1EO=20)0A0) 1O £20)As (1 _ q)H0£20)(1-Ax),
We then denote the log-likelihood ratio statistic as

Supz€C1 f(Aa Z, P, Q)
SUp,ccoue, f (A3 2,p,q)

LRT = log



In order to conduct the property test, we aim to study the limiting distribution of the
likelihood ratio statistic. In specific, we are able to decompose the LRT as follows

LRT = suplog f(A; z,p,q) —log f(A; 2", p,q) + o(1)

z€Cq

= sup g(p7 q) ( Z Aij — Z Al]) + 0(1), (2.4)

=0 (1,])€Ex(2* 2) (i,)€E1 (2% 2)

where ¢(p, q) = logp(1 — q)/ (¢(1 — p)). The first equality above is due to the consistency
of the maximum likelihood estimator and the second equality is derived via controlling the
remainder term. We defer the proof details to Appendix B.2. We observe that the leading
term in (2.4) is the difference of edges in two edge sets: £»(z*, z) and & (z*, z). By Definition
2.4, the property distance d(Cy,Cy) is larger when the two edge sets are larger, which makes
the leading term larger as well. This implies why d(Cy, C;) characterizes the difficulty of the
test.

Remark 2.1. The likelihood ratio statistic in (2.3) is similar to the one proposed in Wang
and Bickel (2017). They considered the hypothesis on a specific community property: the
number of communities.

Co={z|z € [K —1]"} and C; = {z|z € [K]"}\Cy (2.5)

They show that the suprema sup,cc, f(A;z,p,q) used in (2.3) is unique, as illustrated in
Figure 2(a). This makes the LRT in Wang and Bickel (2017) asymptotically normal for Cy, Cy
in (2.5). However, this is not always true for the general community properties. For some
properties, there will be an exponential number of candidate assignments maximizing the
likelihood in (2.3), as illustrated in Figure 2(b). Thus the LRT is no longer asymptotically
normal for the general case. Therefore, despite the similar formality of the likelihood ratio
statistic comparing to the one in Wang and Bickel (2017), our testing procedure will be
different from their method.

Since we want to characterize the suprema in the LRT, this motivates us to define the
boundary of the alternative properties as follows.

Definition 2.5 (Boundary of communities class). For a given null assignment zy € Cy, we
define the boundary of C; as:

B, = {z €Cy:d(zg,2) = d(Zo,Cl)}

By the definition above, B, is the projection of zy onto C; using the distance in Definition
2.4. As we explained in Remark 2.1, the maximizer of the likelihood in C; might not be
unique. Our analysis shows that the likelihood maximizer is asymptotically equivalent to
the boundary B.,.? The later scenerio will be more challenging. In the next section, we will
study the asymptotic property of the LRT under such case by studying the structure of B,,.

2See Lemma B.2 in the Appendix for the rigorous argument.



(a) Unique projection (b) Non-unique projection

Co C1 CO

Figure 2: The boundary of C; given z5. On the left panel, the projection is unique and
B,, = z. On the right panel, the projection is not unique. zj is the shadowing assignment of
z*. B,« and B,, have similar structures.

2.4 Shadowing Bootstrap for the Property Test

In this section, we propose a bootstrap method to estimate the asymptotic quantile for the
likelihood ratio statistic in (2.3).

There are two major challenges to estimate the quantile of LRT. First, the suprema of
the likelihood is not unique and therefore the limiting distribution of LRT is not necessarily
normal. By (2.4), we can in turn study the limiting distribution of the leading term

L:=SUPg(p,Q)< YoooA- ) Aij), (2.6)

z€C1 (3,§)€E2(2*,2) (i,5)€&1(2*,2)

which is a maximum of a sequence of empirical processes indexed by z. Chernozhukov et al.
(2013) studied the limiting distribution of the maximal of high dimensional empirical process
and proposed to estimate its quantile by multiplier bootstrap. However, their method restricts
the scaling condition that the dimension d of the empirical process and the sample size n
satisfies log d/n'/®> = o(1). However, in (2.6), the dimension d = |C;| could be of the order
K™ and violates the scaling condition. To handle such problem, our key observation is that
the supreme over the alternative C; can be represented by the supreme over its boundary B.,.
In particular, we show that the leading term L is asymptotically the same as the following

statistic:
Ly := sup g(p, q)( Z A — Z Aij). (2.7)
(

2E€B. 1,j)€E2(2*,2) (1,7)€&1(2%,2)
We refer to Section B.2 in the Appendix for the detailed proof. The cardinality of B.- is
much smaller than the one of C;. In Table 1, we can see that for example, | B,

polynomial to n and therefore satisfies the scaling condition of high dimensional multiplier
bootstrap.
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Although B.. is much smaller than C;, we cannot construct B,- in practice as z* is
unknown. This leads to the second challenge: how to find B.« in practice? Our key insight to
solve the second challenge is to utilize the symmetry property in Definition 2.2. This insight
relies on the following lemma characterizing the covariance of two processes.

Lemma 2.2 (Shadowing symmetry). For a given z € Cy, we list the assignments in the

boundary B, as 21, 22, . ..,2p,|- Define a |B,|-dimensional vector L, as
(L) :g(p,q)< Z A, — Z Aij), for k=1,2,...,|B,]|.
(i,j)EEQ(Z,Zk) (imj)egl(zvzk)

Suppose Assumption 2.1 holds. For any z,z; € Co, we have |B.| = |B,| and Cov(L.,)
equals to COV(LZ(/)) up to permutation, i.e., there existing a permutation T € S|, | such that
COV(LZO)M = COV(L26>T(1€)T(Z) for all k,l = 1, e ‘Bz0|-

We refer to Section D.1 in the Appendix for proof of Lemma 2.2. We call the above lemma
as the shadowing symmetry lemma, because it implies that the covariance of L., is same
up to permutation to any other “shadowing assignment” z{, € Cy. Therefore, we can avoid
directly constructing B.-. Instead, we can choose any z € Cy as a “shadowing assignment”
and consider the shadowing statistic

Lo(20) := sup 9(}%@( oA - D)) Az’j)» (2.8)

B, .. .
#€5%0 (i) €€2(20,2) (i,4)€E1 (20,2)

illustrated in Figure 2(b). Applying Lemma 2.2, the following proposition shows that the
quantile of Lgy(zp) is asymptotically same as the quantile of Ly.

Proposition 2.3. Suppose Assumption 2.1 holds, log |B.-| = O(logn) and 1/p, = o(n'=)

for some constant c; > 0. For any zy € Cy, we have

lim sup |P(Ly < t) — P(Lo(20) < t)| = 0.

We defer the proof to Appendix B.1. Now we are ready to present the shadowing bootstrap
procedure. Based on the previous discussion, we aim to estimate the quantile of Ly(zg). To
achieve this, we take an arbitrary zy € Cp, and generate one realization of the adjacency
matrix A ~ M(n, K,p,q, z). Here p and ¢ are the maximum likelihood estimator

(b, q) = argmax, ,, sup f(A;z,p,q) (2.9)

z€CoUC1

The likelihood ratio statistic is

LRT = logsup f(A;2,5.9) —log sup f(A;z,5.9) (2.10)

z€Cq z€CoUCy

The next step is to find the assignments in the boundary B,,. We can construct B,, by

11



Definition 2.5 in general. We refer to Section 2.4.1 on how to construct B, for the concrete
examples. To estimate the quantile of Lg(zp), we apply the Gaussian multiplier bootstrap.
Let {e;j }1<i<j<n be independent standard Gaussian random variables and define

Wo=sup > (Ay—EBs5(Ay)) (1[G, 5) € Ex(20,2)] — L[, ) € Ex(20,2)])eij, (2.11)

2€B2 1<icj<n

where ]E@qA(AU) =D if 2(:) = 20(j) and ]E@qA(Aij) = q otherwise. Let Cy (a) be the 1 — «

quantile of W,, conditioning on A and A, i.e., P(W, < CW(a)\A,A) =1— a. We then
estimate the quantile of LRT by

o = g(ﬁ: Z]\)CW(O‘> +g(ﬁ7 a)//'z(b (212)

where 19 = d(Co,C1)(q — D) is the estimator of mean of the process in (2.8). Finally, we reject

—

the null Hy : z* € Cy if LRT > ¢, and do not reject Hy otherwise.

2.4.1 Case Study of the Boundary

In this part, we provide concrete algorithm to construct the boundary B, for Examples
1.1 and 1.2. We can find B,, via computationally efficient algorithms for both examples.
Meanwhile, we will also calculate d(Co, Cy) needed in (2.12).

Community 1 Community 2 Community 1 Community 2

Swap Swap
A

—
1 2345 678910 21 2 3[4 5][6 7]8 9 10

2110 2 3 4 56 78 91 zi'l 2 3 6 7 4 58 9 10
(a) Example 1.1 (b) Example 1.2

Figure 3: Procedure to construct the assignment in the boundary B,,. Panel (a) is to test
whether the first 3 nodes belong to the same cluster, and Panel (b) is to test whether node
sets {1,2,3} and {4, 5} belong to the same cluster.

e Example 1.1: Same community test for m nodes. Recall that Cy and C; are defined
in (2.1). For any zy € Cp, to find assignments in B,,, we aim to find assignments whose
distance to zp is d(zp,Cy). The simplest way is to exchange the community assignment of one
node s € [m] with another node s" from a different community (see z; in Figure 3(a) for an
example when n = 10, m = 3, and K = 2). It is easy to check all such assignments belong to
B.,. On the other hand, any other operation will incur more node-wise misclassification and
the edge-wise misalignment will be much larger. To find d(Cy,C;), we start with evaluating
n1(29, z1) for some z; € B,,. The edges whose connection probability is changed from p to ¢
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will be the edges between node s and the rest of the nodes in its original community and
between node s’ and the rest of the nodes in its original community. Therefore, we have
n1(20,21) = 2(n/K — 1). Similarly, ns(20,21) = 2(n/K — 1) and thus d(Cy,Cy) = 2(n/K —1).

In summary, B,, is composed of all the assignments which can be obtained from reassigning
the label of one of zy’s node in [m] to a different community. The distance between two
classes is d(Cy,C1) = 2(n/K —1).

e Example 1.2: Same community test for groups. Recall that Cy and C; are defined in
(2.2). In this example, without loss of generality we can assume that m’ < m. Then to
project an arbitrary zy € Cy onto C;, we will exchange the cluster assignment of the set
S ={m+1,...,m+m'} with another set S/, from a different cluster of cardinality m’ to
obtain the smallest number of edges that are misaligned. See Figure 3(b). Correspondingly,
for z; € B.,, we have d(zo, 21) = n1(20, 21) = n2(20, 21) = 2m Am/(n/K —m A m’), and thus
d(Co,Cy) =2m Am/(n/K —m Am').

In summary, B,, is composed of all the assignments which can be obtained from reassigning
the label of nodes m + 1,...,m 4+ m/ in z,. The distance between two classes is d(Cy,C;) =
2m Am/(n/K —m Am').

3 Validity of Community Property Test

In this section, we show the theoretical results that our testing method is honest and powerful.
Before presenting our theorems, we first give the following assumption for the alternative
class C;.

Assumption 3.1 (Scattering of C;). For any 2y € Cy, we have |B,,| = O(n®) for some
constant ¢y > 0.

Remark 3.1. We call this assumption as the scattering assumption as it ensures that the
assignments in C; are uniformly scattered in C; and there are not too many assignments
concentrating on the boundary. In specific, we assume the cardinality of the boundary B, is
at most polynomial to n. In Section 2.4.1, we construct B,, for Examples 1.1 and 1.2 and
they both satisfy this assumption. We refer to Proposition 3.3 or Table 1 for the specific
rates of |B,,| under each example.

Recall that ¢, in (2.12) is our estimator of the 1 — « quantile of the likelihood ratio

statistic LRT. We reparamterize p, q as p = p,A1 and ¢ = p, A2, where we assume A\; and Ay
are constants independent to n. The following main theorem shows that our test is honest
and powerful for general symmetric community properties.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose Assumptions 2.1 and 3.1 hold, d(Cy,C;) = o(n®") for some constant
c1 <2, and 1/p, = o(n'=%) for some constant ¢, > 0. We have

lim sup P(@ > q,) =« and lim sup P(reject Hp) = a.

n—oo 2*€Co n—oo 2*€Co
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Moreover, if d(Cy,C1)I(p,q) = Q2(n®) for some arbitrarily small constant € > 0, we have

lim inf P(reject Hy) = 1.

n—oo z*€Cq
Remark 3.2. We defer the proof of theorem to Appendix B.2. The scaling condition
d(Co,Cy)I(p,q) = Q(n) in the theorem demonstrates the combinatorial-probabilistic trade-off
in the community property test. In order to differentiate two community properties Cy versus
C1, we know that both the combinatorial distance between Cy and C; and the distance between
two assignment probabilities p and ¢ should be large enough. Theorem 3.2 implies that the
combinatorial distance can be measured by d(Cy,C;) and the probabilistic distance can be
measured by the Renyi divergence I(p, ¢). Our test is powerful if the product of two distance
increases faster than n® for some arbitrarily small constant € > 0.

We now apply Theorem 3.2 to Examples 1.1 and 1.2 by checking Assumption 3.1. Due
to the discussion in Section 2.4.1, for Example 1.1, B, is composed of all the assignments
in C; that can be obtained by swapping one node in [m] with another node from a different
cluster (see Figure 3(a) for illustration). Therefore, |B,,| = m(n/K)(K — 1) = O(mn). For
Example 1.2, without loss of generality, we assume m’ < m. Therefore, B, is composed
of all the assignments which can be obtained from reassigning the label of nodes nodes
m+1,...,m+m' in 2z (see Figure 3(b) for illustration). Therefore, | B,,| = (K —1)("X) =

mAm’

O(K (n/K)™ ™). The (72/ K ) term is for choosing the set S/, from a different community.

Am/
Combining the discussion on d(Cy,C;) in Section 2.4.1, we summarize the results in the

following proposition.

Proposition 3.3. For Examples 1.1, we have | B,,| = O(mn) and thus it satisfies Assumption
3.1. We also have d(Cy,C;) = 2(n/K — 1) = O(n/K). For Examples 1.2, we have |B,,| =
O(K (n/K)™ ™) which satisfies Assumption 3.1. We also have d(Cy,Cy;) = 2(m Am/)(n/K —
mAm').

Plugging these results to the general Theorem 3.2, we have the following two corollaries.

Corollary 3.4 (Examples 1.1 and 1.2). Suppose 1/p, = o(n'~“) for some constant ¢y > 0.
For Cy and C; in (2.1) for any m < n/K or (2.2) for mAm' = O(1), our test for the hypothesis
Hy : z* € Cy versus H; : 2* € C; is honest, i.e.,

lim sup P(reject Hy) = .

n—oo Z*ECO
Moreoever, if I(p, q)n/K = Q(n®) for some small positive constant ¢, we have

lim sup P(reject Hy) = 1.

n—o0 2* EC1

4 Information-Theoretic Lower Bound

We have shown that our shadowing bootstrap method is honest and powerful when the product
of the combinatorial distance and probabilistic distance satisfies d(Cy,C1)I(p,q) = Q(nc) for
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some small € > 0. In this section, we will discuss the information-theoretic lower bound of
community property test. We will give the lower bound of the minimax risk of all possible
test ¢ for Hy : 2 € Cy v.s. Hy : 2z € Cy, defined as

r(Co,Cr) = inf { sup (= 1) + sup (1> = 0) .

z€Co z€Cq

We will show that the combinatorial-probabilistic trade-off phenomenon appears in the lower
bound as well, thus it essentially characterizes the hardness of the community property test.

4.1 Packing Number of Communities

In order to establish the lower bound, we first introduce the concept of packing number of
community class C;. Similar to the minimax theory of the hypothesis testing for continuous
parameters or the graph properties (Yang and Barron, 1999; Neykov et al., 2019), we find
that the packing number is also essential in the lower bound of community properties test.

A key element in the definition of the packing number is the metric assigned to the
community class C;. Recall the community property distance d(Cy,C;) in Definition 2.4.
It counts the misaligned edges & (zo,21) and & (20, 21) in Definition 2.3 for all zy € Cy
and z; € C;. Our first insight is that the more misaligned edges there are, the easier
it is to differentiate C; from Cy. This motivates us to consider the misaligned edge set
E12(20,21) = E1(z0, 21) U E2(20, 21) and use its cardinality as a “metric” in the following
definition of packing number. Our second insight is that how hard it is to differentiate C;
from Cy does not depends on the complexity of the entire set C; but the boundary set B, in
Definition 2.5. Our shadowing bootstrap statistic in (2.11) implies that B,, is representative
to C;. Therefore, we give the following definition of packing number of B, to characterize
the hardness of test.

Definition 4.1 (e-packing of B,,). For any 2z € Cy, we say {z1,22,...,28} C B,, is an
e-packing of B,,, if for any z; # 2z, we have |&€;2(20,2;) N &E12(20, 2)| < €. The e-packing
number of B,,, denoted as N(B,,,¢), is the maximum cardinality of any e-packing of B,,.

We illustrate the packing set of B,, in Figure 4. By Definition 2.5, B, collects the
alignments in C; which are closest to zg € Cy. Therefore, these alignments are the hardest
cases to test. The following theorem shows the lower bound of the community property test
can be characterized by the packing number of these hardest cases.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose Cy,C; C K", 1/p, = o(n'~%) for some constant ¢, > 0 and p < 1—4¢
for some constant § > 0. If there exists a zg € Cy such that log N (B.,, /d(z,C1)) = O(logn)

and d(zn.COI
lim sup (20.C0I(p0) (4.1)
n—oo log N (B, v/d(z0,C1))

then lim inf (Cy, C1) > 1/2.

n—0o0
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Figure 4: The e-packing set of B.,.

Remark 4.1. We defer the proof of the theorem to Appendix C.1. The combinatorial-
probabilistic trade-off in the lower bound is characterized by (4.1). We cannot differentiate
Cy from Cy if

d(z0,C1)I(p, q) < log N (B, \/d(20,C1)),

for sufficiently large n. The packing entropy log N(B.,, \/d(z0,C;)) is the lower bound of
the signal strength. Our lower bound shows that the packing entropy of community class
plays a similar role as the packing entropy in parametric hypothesis test (Yang and Barron,
1999) and in graph property test (Neykov et al., 2019). We derive the rate of packing entropy
for Examples 1.1 and 1.2 in Proposition 4.3. In general, the packing entropy is O(logn).
Comparing to the upper bound d(Cy,Cy)I(p,q) = Q(n) for some arbitrarily small constant
e > 0 in Theorem 3.2, there is a gap to O(logn) in the lower bound. We conjecture that this
gap exists as both our upper and lower bounds are for general community property test. We
will find a finer analysis in future research.

The following theorem gives an alternative lower bound result relaxing the scaling condi-
tions in Theorem 4.1.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose Cy,C; € £, 0 < ¢ < p < 1— ¢ for some constant 6 > 0 and
lim,, o0 d(Cp, C1)p = 0. If one of the following conditions:

(1) d(Co,C1)I(p,q) < c for some sufficiently small constant c;

(2) lim, 00 d(Co, C1)I(p, q) = 00, but there exists a zy € Cy such that

. d<Z07CI)](p7 Q)
1 1
TS Tog N(Bay,0)

is satisfied, then liminf r(Cy, C1) > 1/2.
n—o0

We defer the proof of the theorem to Appendix C.1. Notice that the scaling condition on
d(z9,Cq)p is different from the one on d(zy,C;)I(p, q) in the lower bound. I(p, q) measures the
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d(cojcl) |BZo’ N(BZO’ \/d(z(bcl))
Example 1.1 2(n/K — 1) O(mn) m
Example 1.2 | 2m Am/(n/K —m Am') | O(K(n/K)™"™) 1

Table 1: Important values for even cases of Example 1.1 and Example 1.2

difference between p and ¢, whereas the condition d(zo,C;)p = Q(logn) is to guarantee that
the edge connection probability cannot be too small. Theorems 4.1 and 4.2 both show the
lower bound with the combinatorial-probabilistic trade-off. Theorem 4.1 has a sharper lower
bound on d(zg, C1)I(p, q) under a stronger scaling condition. In comparison, Theorem 4.2 has
a less sharp lower bound with weaker scaling conditions. When d(Cy, Cy)I(p, q) is bounded, we
cannot differentiate two hypotheses. When d(Cy, Cy) goes to infinity, Theorem 4.2 condition (2)
shows the lower bound d(Cy,C1)I(p,q) < log N(B,,,0). If we have stronger scaling conditions
in Theorem 4.1, we get a sharper lower bound d(Cy,C1)I(p,q) < log N(B,,, /d(20,C1)).

4.2 Case Study of Lower Bound

In this section we apply the general theorems for the lower bound to Examples 1.1 and
1.2. By (4.1) in Theorem 4.1, a key quantity for the lower bound is the packing number
N(B,,, v/d(29,C1)). The following proposition gives concrete results for the two examples.

Proposition 4.3. The packing number for Example 1.1 is N(B,,, \/d(z0,C1)) = m, and the
packing number for Example 1.2 is N(B,,, \/d(20,C1)) = N(B,,,0) = 1.

The proof of the proposition is deferred to Appendix A.1. Table 1 summarizes important
quantities for Examples 1.1 and 1.2.

Recall that \; = p/p, and Ay = ¢q/p,. We present the lower bound of two examples
below. Applying Theorem 4.1 and Proposition 4.3, we have the following lower bound of
same community test in Example 1.1.

Corollary 4.4. For Cy and C; defined in (2.1), if 1/p,, = o(n'~) for some constant ¢, > 0,
p < 1—9 for some constant 6 > 0 and

lim sup 2nl(p,q)/(K logm) < 1,

n—oo

we have liminf r(Cy,Cy) > 1/2.
n—oo

Applying Theorem 4.2 and Proposition 4.3, we have the following lower bound of same
community test for groups in Example 1.2.

Corollary 4.5. For Cy and C; defined in (2.2), if np — 00, 0 < ¢ < p < 1 —§ for some
constant 6 > 0 and
limsup nl(p,q) < c,

n—o0

for some sufficiently small constant ¢ > 0, we have lim inf r(Cy, C;) > 1/2.
n—o0
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5 General Framework for Uneven Community Sizes

In this section, we generalize our theory to the community property tests when the community
sizes in Cy and C; are not necessarily even, e.g., Example 1.3. For any z € Cy U C;, denote the
community size ng(z) = [{z(i) = k | i € [n]}| for k € [K]. Let

= —n/K|. 5.1

cx = max max |ny(z) —n/K]| (5.1)

When the community sizes are even, we have cx = 0. In this section, we consider the

cases when cg could be larger than zero. We will show that the shadowing bootstrap

method in Section 2.4 can be applied to test the uneven community property as well. The
information-theoretic lower bound is also similar to the one in Section 4.

5.1 General Symmetric Community Properties

For the uneven community class, we still need some symmetry property for the assignments
in Cp and C;. When community sizes are even, Definition 2.2 depicts the symmetry via
the representative node set A/ and the representative assignment z. However, for many
community properties of interest, e.g., the community size test in Example 1.3, we cannot
find such N and 2. In Example 1.3, we are interested in testing the community size and thus
there is no representative nodes. See Figure 5 for illustration.

Therefore, we define the following generalized symmetric community property pair.

Definition 5.1 (Generalized symmetric community property pair). We say two disjoint
community properties Cy and C; is a generalized symmetric property pair if for any z, 2" € Cy,
there exist permuations o € Sk and 7 € .S,, such that

(1) Too(z):= (0(2(7(1))),...,0(2(7(n)))) = 2" and
(2) C; is also closed under such transform 7 o o, i.e., for any 2" € Cy, 7o 0(2") € C;.

Definition 5.1 generalizes the concept of symmetric community property in Definition 2.2
via introducing the permutation transform. We can check that Examples 1.1 and 1.2 are still
symmetric by Definition 5.1. See Figure 5(a) for an example of choosing ¢ and 7. On the
other hand, the community sizes properties

Co = {z € [K]|" : all community sizes = n/K} and C; = C§, (5.2)
are also symmetric by Definition 5.1 but not Definition 2.2. See Figure 5(b) for illustration.

In fact, the following proposition shows that Definition 2.2 is a special case of Definition 5.1.

Proposition 5.1. If Cy,C; C K™ satisfy Assumption 2.1, then Cy and C; is a generalized
symmetric property pair. Moreover, the property pairs in (2.1), (2.2) and (5.2) are generalized
symmetric property pairs.

We defer the proof of the proposition to Appendix A.2. In Figure 5, we show how to
choose concrete permutation transforms o and 7 for Examples 1.1 and 1.3.
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Community 1 Community 2 Community 1 Community 2

N
z 1 23 45 6 78 910 Zz13 6 78 2 45 910
Community permutation Community permutation
o:(2,1) = (1,2) o:(1,2) = (1,2)

o(z) 12345678910 o(z)1367 8245090

Node permutation Node permutation
7:(4,5,6,7,8,9,10) | 7:(3,6,7,8,2,4,5)
—(6,8,4,5,7,10,9) | —(2,3,4,5,6,7,8)

S 12368 4571009 212345678910
(a) Example 1.1 (b) Example 1.3

Figure 5: Permutation of null assignments in Example 1.1 and Example 1.3

5.2 Shadowing Bootstrap for General Case

We now generalize the testing method proposed in Section 2.4 to the uneven case. A key
step is to generalize the boundary B., in Definition 2.5. Recall that for the even case, our
insight is that the statistic L in (2.6) taking the supremum over C; is asymptotically equal
to the Ly in (2.7) taking the supremum over B,., which is much smaller than C;. Similar
insight applies to the uneven case using the following generalized definition of boundary.

Definition 5.2. For a given 2y € Cy, we define the boundary centered at zy with radius r as
B.,(r) ={z € Cy|d(z9, 2) < r}.

We illustrate the two types of boundary in Figure 6. From Figure 6(a), we can see that
B., = B.,(d(Co,Cy)). Therefore, Definition 5.2 is a generalization of Definition 2.5. For the
uneven case, Ly is no longer asymptotically equal to L. We need to enlarge B, to B,,(r) for
some 1 > d(Cy,C;) and modify the statistic Ly in (2.7) by taking the supremum over B.,«(r).

In fact, we can still use the shadowing bootstrap method in Section 2.4 to the uneven
case. All procedures are exactly same as Section 2.4 except that we only need to replace the
bootstrap statistic W, in (2.11) by

o~

Wa= sup Y (Ay—Esg(Ay)) (1[G, §) € Eal20,2)] — 1[(3, ) € Ex(20,2)])esj, (5.3)

2€Bx (1) 1<icj<n

where r is a tuning parameter to be specified in the following theorem.

Theorem 5.2. Suppose Cy and C; are generalized symmetric community property pair and
cx = O(1). Suppose d(Cy,C1) = o(n') for some constant ¢; < 2, and 1/p, = o(n'=) for
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CO CQ

(a) Boundary B,, in Definition 2.5 (b) Generalized boundary B, ()

Figure 6: The boundary B,, defined previously for even cases is in essence a ball centered at
2o with radius r = d(Cy, C;)

some constant ¢y > 0. We choose the radius 7 in (5.3) as r > 7 := d(Co,C1)+c%pK /(2(p—q))
and r = d(Cy,Cy) + O(1). If for any zy € Cy, we have |B,,(r)] = O(n®) for some positive
constant ¢q, then

lim sup P(@ > o) = o and lim sup P(reject Hp) = a.

n—00 s+ () N0 2 eCy
Moreover, if d(Cy,C1)I(p, q) = Q2(n®) for some arbitrarily small constant € > 0, we have

nh—glo zlrelle P(reject Hy) = 1.

We defer the proof of theorem to Appendix B.2. The scaling assumptions in Theorem 5.2
are similar to Theorem 3.2. The condition |B,,(r)| = O(n®) for some ¢y > 0 is similar to
Assumption 3.1. We need cx in (5.1) to be bounded to prevent a specific community from
being too large. By the theorem, we need to choose r > rg := d(Co,Cy) + cA2pK/(2(p — q)),
while p, ¢, cx are unknown. In practice, we suggest to choose the radius as r = d(Cy,Cy) +
CpK /(p — q) for some sufficiently large C. In fact, for many concrete examples, even though
ri is unknown, we can directly construct B, (rx). The following proposition shows how to
construct B,,(rg) for Examples 1.1-1.3. Moreover, it shows the conditions on d(Cy,C;) and
|B., (T )| in Theorem 5.2 are true for all these examples.

Proposition 5.3. For any z € Cy, B,,(rx) can be constructed as follows.

(1) Example 1.1: B, (rk) is composed of all the assignments obtained from reassigning one
node of any zo € Cp in [m| to a different community. See Figure 7(a) for an illustration.
Moreover, we have d(Cy,C1) =n/K and |B,,(rk)| = m(K — 1).

(2) Example 1.2: Suppose mAm' < ¢, B,,(rk) is composed of all the assignments obtained
from reassigning nodes m + 1,...,m + m’ in any z, € Cy collectively to a different
community. Moreover, we have d(Cy,C1) = n(m A m')/K and |B,,(rg)| = K — 1.
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Suppose m Am' > ck, B, (rk) is composed of all the assignments obtained from
exchanging label of nodes m + 1,..., m + m/’ collectively with another m’ nodes from a
different community for any zy € Cy. See Figure 7(b) for an illustration. Moreover, we
have d(Cy,Cy) = 2m Am/(n/K —m Am/) and |B,,(rx)| = O(K (n/K)™™),

(3) Example 1.3: For an arbitrary zy € Cy, B,,(rx) can be constructed by reassigning any
node of zj to a different community. See Figure 7(c) for an illustration. Moreover, we
have d(Cy,C1) = n/K and |B,,(rk)| = n(K —1).

We defer the proof to Appendix A.3. The construction of B, (rk) is visualized in Figure
7. We also summarize the results in Table 2.

Community 1 Community 2 Community 1 Community 2 Community 1 Community 2
Move Move Move
20 6 78 9 10 20
1123 678 9 10 4 5 A1
(a) Example 1.1 (b) Example 1.2 (¢) Example 1.3

Figure 7: Construction of B,, in Proposition 5.3: (a) Cp is that nodes {1, 2,3} belong to
the same community; (b) Cy is that the nodes set {1,2,3} and {4,5} belong to the same
community; (c¢) Cy is that community 1 and community 2 have equal size of 5.

We therefore have the following corollary of Theorem 5.2.

Corollary 5.4 (Examples 1.1 -1.3). Suppose 1/p, = o(n'~%) for some constant c; > 0
and cx = O(1). We assume that m A m’ = O(1) in Example 1.2. For Examples 1.1 -1.3,
with B, (rx) constructed in Proposition 5.3 our test for the hypothesis Hy : 2* € Cy versus
H; : z* € C; is honest, i.e.,

lim sup P(reject Ho) = a.

n—oo 2* GCO

Moreoever, if I(p, ¢)n/K = (n°) for some small positive constant ¢, we have

lim sup P(reject Hy) = 1.

n—oo o €C1

5.3 General Lower Bound

We can also generalize the information-theoretic lower bound in Theorem 4.1 to the uneven
case. Similar to the even case, we need to define packing number of B, (r), which follows the
same definition of N (B,ZO7 5) in Definition 4.1. We then have the lower bound of the general
case as follows.
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Theorem 5.5. Suppose 1/p, = o(n'~) for some constant ¢, > 0, p < 1 — § for some
constant § > 0 and cx = O(1). If there exists a zy € Cy and some r = d(2y,C;) + O(1) such
that log N (B.,(r), v/d(20,C1)) = O(logn), and

I d(Zo,Cl)](pa Q)
im sup
nsoo log N (Bu (r), v/d(z0,Cr))

<1, (5.4)

then liminf r(Cy,Cy) > 1/2.

n—o0

Remark 5.1. If we choose r = d(zo,C1), as B,, = B,,(d(20,C1)), (5.4) reduces to (4.1). The
relaxed assumption on r = d(zp,C;) + O(1) can give us a better lower bound. For example,
in the proof of Corollary 5.11, we show a sharper minimax rate by using some r > d(zo,C;).

We can also generalize Theorem 4.2 to the following theorem.

Theorem 5.6. Suppose 0 < g < p < 1— ¢ for some constant § > 0 and lim,, . d(Co,C1)p =
00. If one of the following conditions:

(1) d(Cy,C1)I(p,q) < c for some sufficiently small constant c;

(2) limy, 00 d(Co,C1)I(p, q) = 00, but there exists a zg € Cy and some r = d(zp,Cy) + O(1)
such that limsup,,_, .. d(20,C1)I(p,q)/log N(B,,(r),0) < 1,

is satisfied, then liminf r(Cy, C1) > 1/2.
n—o0
We defer the proof of the above two theorems to Appendix C.1.

To apply the general lower bound theorem to Examples 1.1-1.3, we need the following
proposition on the packing number.

Proposition 5.7. We have the packing number N(B,,(rk), /d(z0,C1)) for three examples
as follows:

e Example 1.1: N(B,,(rk), /d(z0,C1)) = m;

e Example 1.2: N(B,,(rk), /d(z0,C1)) = 1;
e Example 1.3: N(B,,(rk), /d(z20,C1)) = n.

We defer the proof to Appendix A.4. The results is also summarized in Table 2.

Since 7 = d(Co,C1) + 2pK/(2(p — q)), where c2pK/(2(p — q)) = O(1) and d(Cy,Cy) =
d(z0,Cy) by the symmetry of Cy, Cy, we have that rx = d(20,C1)+O(1). Applying Theorem 5.5
and Proposition 5.7, we have the following lower bound of same community test in Example
1.1.
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d(z0,C1) | B (k)| N (B (ric), v/d(20,C1))

Example 1.1 n/K m(K — 1) m
Example 1.2 ,
mAm < ex n(mAm')/K K—1 1
Example 1.2 , , A

2m Am' (n/K —mAm') | O(K(n/K)™™) 1

mAm > cg
Example 1.3 n/K n(K —1) n

Table 2: Important values for general cases of Examples 1.1-1.3.

Corollary 5.8. For Cy and C; defined in Example 1.1, if 1/p, = o(n'~2) for some constant
ca >0, p<1—4 for some constant § > 0, cx = O(1) and

limsupnl(p,q)/(Klogm) < 1,

n—oo

we have lim inf r(Co, C1) > 1/2.
n—oo
Applying Theorem 5.6 and Proposition 5.7, we have the following lower bound of same
community test for groups in Example 1.2.

Corollary 5.9. For Cy and C; defined in (2.2), if np — 00, 0 < ¢ < p < 1—¢ for some § > 0
and
limsupnl(p,q) < c,

n—o0

for some sufficiently small constant ¢ > 0, we have liminfr(Co,Cy) > 1/2.
n—oo

For Example 1.3, applying Theorem 5.5 and Proposition 5.7, we have the following result.

Corollary 5.10. For Cy and C; defined in (5.2), if 1/p, = o(n'~“2) for some constant ¢, > 0,
p < 1 — ¢ for some constant 4 > 0 and

limsup nl(p,q)/(Klogn) < 1,

n—oo

we have liminf r(Cy,Cy) > 1/2.
n—o0
Our lower bound result in Theorem 5.5 can also provide a sharp threshold for exact
recovery.

C

Corollary 5.11. For the homogeneous SBM M (n, K, p, q, z*) with signal strength p,, = n~
for some ¢ € (0,1) and p < 1 — ¢ for some § > 0, when limsupnl(p,q)/(K logn) < 1, there

n—oo

exists ¢g > 0 such that infzsup,. P(Z # 2*) > c.
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We defer the proof of corollary to Appendix C.2. An optimal upper bound method can
be provided by the MLE, which is proved in part (1) of the proof for Theorem 3.2 in Zhang
and Zhou (2016). Thus we can see that our lower bound is sharp and gives the threshold of
exact recovery. Currently the existing threshold focuses on the regime of p, = logn/n and
A1, Ao are constants that do not depend on n. In our method, we consider a different regime
with p, = n~¢ for some ¢ € (0,1), and A\; — Ay is allowed to be o(1).

6 Numerical Results on Synthetic Data

We conduct the shadowing bootstrap on Examples 1.1 and 1.3. We test both hypotheses
at the significance level o = 0.05. We consider the number of nodes n = 200, 600, 1000 and
the number of clusters K = 2. The connection probabilities are set to be p = (1 + A)p,, and
q = (1 = A)p,, where p, = (n/K) % and A is the parameter that controls the difference
between p and q. We choose A varying from 0 to 0.8. The maximum likelihood estimator is
calculated via using singular value decomposition estimator as an initialization to boost the
computation. For Example 1.1, we set m = [(n/K)°/2] for § = 0.3,0.5,0.7 to explore the
influence of m on type-I and II errors.

(a) Different n (b) Different m
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Figure 8: Type-I and type-1I errors for Example 1.1 as A varies in [0,0.8]. Panel (a) shows
the results for different graph sizes n = 200, 600, 1000 with m set as [(n/K)%?/2]. Panel (b)
shows the results m = [(n/K)°/2] with § = 0.3, 0.5, 0.7 and the graph size n = 600.

For both Examples 1.1 and 1.3, the histograms of the shadowing bootstrap statistic in
(2.11) by choosing different shadowing assignment zy € Cy are illustrated in Figure 10. We
can see that the quantiles are almost the same for different zy’s. This validates the rationale
of our shadowing bootstrap method: we can estimate the quantile of Ly in (2.7) by replacing
the unknown truth z* with some shadowing assignment zy € Cy. In Figure 8, we show how
the type-I and type-II errors vary with the signal strength A, the graph size n and the number
of tested nodes m for Example 1.1. Both the type-I and type-II errors are estimated via 500
repetitions . As A increases, the type-I error converges to the significance level 0.05, which
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Figure 9: Type-I and type-II errors for Example 1.3 as A varies in [0,0.8] and the graph size
n = 200, 600, 1000.

shows that our method is honest. Type-II error is small when A is around zero as the test
will always reject the null when the signal strength is too small, while it increases drastically
as type-I error drops to 0. When A is large enough, the type-II error converges to 0, showing
that our test is powerful. In Figure 8(b), we can see that the type-I and type-II errors for
different m’s converge similarly as A increases. This is consistent with Corollary 3.4 as the
scaling condition is irrelevant to m. Simulation results for Example 1.3 are shown in Figure 9.
The type 1 and type 2 error rates vary similarly as in Example 1.1.

We also compare our method with SIMPLE proposed in Fan et al. (2019). SIMPLE was
designed to conduct a two sample test on whether two nodes belong to the same community.
This is the case of Example 1.1 in our paper with m = 2. We also compare SIMPLE with our
method under Example 1.1 with m > 2 by combining SIMPLE with Bonferroni correction.
We consider n = 600, K = 2 and m = 2, 3,28, where m = 28 is chosen by setting 6 = 0.7
in the formula [(n/K)°/2]. The probabilities p and ¢ are chosen in the same way as the
previous examples. The results of the comparison are shown in Table 3. We applied the
Bonferroni Correction to the SIMPLE method when doing the multiple comparison. From the
results, our method outperforms SIMPLE in both the single-pair testing and the multiplicity
testing. For the multiplicity testing results, Bonferroni Correction would result in a more
conservative type-I error, yet the reported size from SIMPLE is still larger than the desired
size of 0.05, indicating a lack of accuracy of the method under our setting of parameters. In
comparison, the performance of our method is good and stable under all settings.

7 Real Application to Protein-Protein Network

We apply our method to study the Protein-Protein Interaction (PPI) networks. We aim to test
whether different protein functional groups belong to the same community in PPI (Tabouy
et al., 2020). The protein network is extracted from the STRING platform?® (Szklarczyk et al.,

3https://string-db.org.
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Example 1.1

Example 1.3

Figure 10: The histograms of the transformed shadowing bootstrap statistic ¢(p, )W, +
9(p, Q) 1p for Examples 1.1 and 1.3 with 500 bootstrap samples. We vary n = 200, 600, 1000
and for each n we choose four different zy € Cy. For Example 1.1, we choose A = 0.5 and
m = [(n/K)%?/2]. For Example 1.3, we choose A = 0.5. Each panel shows the distribution
of the statistic W,, under different true zy. According to the histogram, the distribution
remains consistent for different true assignments in C.
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m =2 A 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7
Our Method Size | 0.770 0.008 0.056 0.040 0.060 0.048 0.056
Power | 0.768 0.018 0.998 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Size | 0.270 0.116 0.102 0.086 0.082 0.076 0.064
Power | 0.312 0.756 0.990 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

m=3 A 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7
Our Method Size | 0.752 0.014 0.048 0.048 0.044 0.046 0.046
Power | 0.728 0.018 0.998 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Size | 0.344 0.118 0.070 0.074 0.070 0.084 0.070
Power | 0.426 0.816 0.992 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

m = 28 A 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7
Our Method Size | 0.792 0.000 0.054 0.040 0.036 0.030 0.038
Power | 0.784 0.000 0.752 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Size | 0.938 0.232 0.126 0.088 0.072 0.06 0.044
Power | 0.950 0.998 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

SIMPLE

SIMPLE

SIMPLE

Table 3: Comparison of our method with SIMPLE for Example 1.1 with m = 2, 3, 28.

2015). For proteins ¢ and j, STRING dataset assigns an interaction score v;; € [0, 1] between
the two proteins. We construct the adjacency matrix A of PPI as follows:

A — 1 if Vij > 0.95,
T\ 0 if vy < 0.95.

We select the proteins from the two major orthologous groups: prokaryotic clusters (COGs)
and eukaryotic clusters (KOGs) (Koonin et al., 2004; Galperin et al., 2017) and remove those
proteins in both COGs and KOGs. We select 222 proteins in total. We further divide COGs
and KOGs into the following 5 subgroups according to the Clusters of Orthologous Groups
of proteins database®:

e (;: KOG-Information storage and processing;
e (G5: KOG-Cellular processes and signaling;
e (G3: COG-Cellular processes and signaling;
e (G4: COG-Information storage and processing;

o (5. COG-Metabolism.

4http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/COG/
Shttps://ftp.ncbi.nih.gov/pub/C0G/C0G2014/static/lists/homeCOGs.html
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Figure 11: The functional network of protein interaction network. Each node represent a
functional subgroup in KOGs or COGs (e.g. “A”-RNA processing and modification®). The
colors denote different functional categories. Gray nodes belongs to G1: KOG-Information
storage and processing. Red nodes belong to Gy: KOG-Cellular processes and signaling.
Yellow nodes belong to G3: COG-Cellular processes and signaling. Orange nodes belong to
G4 COG-Information storage and processing. Blue nodes belong to GG5: COG-Metabolism.

The protein-protein interacton network is visualized in Figure 11. We aim to test whether
any two subgroups above belong to the same community in PPI. We can formulate the
hypthoses as follows:

Hoy,; : Subgroup G; and G; belong to the same community,
H, ;; : Subgroup G; belong to community a, but G; belong to community b # a.

for 1 <i # j <5. These hypotheses are the same community test for groups in Example 1.2.
We apply the shadowing bootstrap method to test Hy;; for all 1 <17 # 5 <5. We summarize
the p-values of these hypothesis tests in Table 4.

Subgroups Gy Go Gs Gy Gs
G - <1076 <107% 0.027806 0.013166
G <1076 - 0.165860 0.000032 0.000178
G <107%  0.165860 - 0.003800 0.029974
Gy 0.027806 0.000032 0.003800 - 0.023648
G 0.013166 0.000178 0.029974 0.023648 -

Table 4: P-values of the test Ho;; on whether two subgroups G; and G; are in the same
community for 1 <17 # j <5.

According to the results, the p-value for Gy and G5 does not reach the significant level
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and we fail to reject the null hypothesis that they are in the same community. This is
consistent with the fact that both G5 and G35 belong to the cellular processing and signaling
functional category. On the other hand, both G; and G4 belong to the information storage and
processing functional category, but the p-value between them is significant. This is consistent
with the KOGs and COGs are heterogeneous in cellular processing (Koonin et al., 2004). We
also notice that p-values between GG; and Go, G and G3, G5 and G4 are highly significant, as
the information storage and processing and the cellular processes and signaling are different
functional processes (Ur Rehman et al., 2017; Brun et al., 2003; Pal and Eisenberg, 2005).
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Supplementary material to

Combinatorial-Probabilistic Trade-Off: CommunityProperties Test
in the Stochastic Block Models

This document contains the supplementary material to the paper “Combinatorial-Probabilistic
Trade-Off: Community Properties Test in the Stochastic Block Models”. In Appendix A,
we provide proofs of propositions related to community properties. Appendix B proves that
our testing method is honest and powerful. In Appendix C, we prove the theorems related
to lower bound and apply the general lower bound theorem to derive a sharp threshold for
exact recovery. In Appendix D, we provide proofs for the technical lemmas that were used in
proving the validity and power of the upper bound test.

A Proofs of Community Properties

In this section we mainly focus on the proofs concerning community properties, including the
generalization of symmetric community property pairs from even to uneven cluster sizes, the
size of the ball B, (rk) in three examples, and the packing number of the ball in each case.

A.1 Proof of Proposition 4.3

Example 1.1: In this case, for a given zy € Cy, we have derived the form of B,,. For
any z;,zj € P(BZO, d(zO,Cl)), we know from Section 2.4 that they are transformed from
zo by swapping one of the first m nodes with another node from a different cluster. The
node among the first m to be swapped s € [m] cannot be the same for the two assignments,
otherwise ’5&}2(20, Zi) N 81’2<Z(), Zj)l 2 |(€1(Zo, Zi) N 51(2}0, Zj)’ = n/K —-1> \ d(Zo,Cl). Thus
each z € 77(BZ07 d(zo,Cl)) corresponds to a different swapped node among the first m
nodes, and we have N(BZO, d(zo, Cl)) < m. On the other hand, for the given assignment
29, we can construct the following set {z;}i~,: we take a set of nodes & = {s1, S2, ..., Sm}
from a cluster different from the cluster to which the first m nodes of zy belong. Then for
each k, we swap the cluster assignment of node k with node s, k =1, ..., m, and obtain the
corresponding alternative assignment z;. Then for any two alternative assignments z; and z;
obtained this way, we have |1 5(20, z:) N &12(20, z;)| < 4. Thus N(B.,, /d(20,C1)) = m.
Example 1.2: For a given 2y € Cy and the corresponding boundary B, , it can be perceived
that N(B,,, \/d(z0,C1)) = N(B,,,0) = 1, because any z € B,, involves swapping the set S,
so that Vz;, z; € B, |&12(%0, 2:) N E12(20, 25)| > mAm/ (n/K —m Am').

A.2 Proof of Proposition 5.1

To prove that Definition 2.2 is a special case of Definition 5.1 when the community size is
even, it suffices for us to construct a concrete community label permutation o and node label
permutation 7 satisfying Definition 5.1 based on A and Z. Here we use Figure 5 to illustrate



the construction. Given any z,2’ € Cp, we first construct o. Since zy ~ z), =~ Zy, by
Definition 2.2, there must exist a o € Sk mapping z to 2’ on the support N, i.e., o(zy) = 2).
For example, in Figure 5, we construct a o swapping communities 1 and 2. After matching the
community labels, we now construct 7 in order to transform o(z) to z’. Since the community
size is even and o(zy) = #),, 0(z) and 2’ have equal cluster sizes on the support of N°.
Therefore, there exists 7 € S,, such that 7(c(z)ae) = 2 and 7(0(2)x) = o(2)p = 2. We
can see the example of 7 in Figure 5. Using o and 7 constructed above, we can check that
Too(z) = 2. We now check the last condition in Definition 5.1. For any z” € C, since
7 is invariant on N, we have 7o o (2},) = 0 (2},) ~ 2},. By Definition 2.2, the alternative
community C; is closed under permutation on the support of A/, we have 7o o(2”) € C;.
Therefore, we check that Definition 2.2 is a special case of Definition 5.1.

Since the property pairs in (2.1) and (2.2) are symmetric property pairs, they are also
generalized symmetric property pairs following the preceding arguments. As for the property
pair in (5.2), we can see from Figure 5(b) that for any two assignments z, 2’ € Cy, since they
have equal community sizes, we can take o to be the identity map and there exists 7 € S,
such that 7(z) = z/. Then for any 2” € Cy, since T does not change the community sizes, we
know that 7(z”) still have uneven community sizes and 7(z”) € C;. Therefore, by Definition
5.1, the property pair in (5.2) is a generalized symmetric property pair.

A.3 Proof of Proposition 5.3

Example 1.1: To construct B,,(rx), we need to find all the assignments in C; whose distance
from 2y is no larger than d(Cy, Cy) by an extra constant term. To construct assignments in C;
closest to zy, we would pick one node in [m] and reassign it to a different community (see
Figure 7 (a)). Assignments constructed in such ways will satisfy d(zg, z1) = d(Co,C1) = n/K.
If we make community changes to any other nodes on the basis of such construction, then
d(zo, z1) would increase by at least n/K — 2, which exceeds the constant level. Thus B, (k)
consists of all assignments constructed by moving one node of zy in [m] to a different
cluster. Since we can pick m nodes in total and reassign them to K — 1 different clusters,
[Buy(ric)| = (K = 1ym = O(m),

Example 1.2: For an arbitrary zg € Cy, without loss of generality, we assume that m' < m.
Then when m’' < ¢k, to construct assignments in C; that are closest to zp, we need to
reassign nodes m + 1,...,m + m/ collectively to a different community (see Figure 7 (b).
Such constructed assignments have distance d(zo,21) = d(Co,C1) = m'n/K. Similar to the
previous example, any community changes to other nodes on the basis of such construction
would result in increase of d(zo, z1) by at least n/K —m’ — 1. Therefore, B, (rk) consists of

those assignments in C; constructed by reassigning nodes m + 1,...,m + m/. Since there are
K — 1 other clusters to reassign in total, we have |B,, (rk)| = K —1 = O(1). On the other
hand, when m’ > ¢k, then we cannot reassign nodes m + 1,...,m +m’ collectively without

exchanging with other nodes, otherwise the community size bound will be violated. Then
d(Co,Cy) and B,,(rk) is exactly the same as the even case and the claim follows.

Example 1.3: As for the ball B, (rk) for an arbitrary zy € Cp, to transform z, into an
assignment z; € Cy, the simplest way is to reassign an arbitrary node to a different community,



and d(zp, z1) = d(Cy,C1) = n/K =< n. Further community changes will result in increasing in
d(zo, z1) that exceeds the constant level. Since we can obtain such z; by reassigning any one
of the n nodes into the other K — 1 clusters, we have |B,,(rk)| = n(K — 1) = O(n).

A.4 Proof of Proposition 5.7

The arguments for Example 1.1 and Example 1.2 are almost the same as in the even cases
and are hence omitted.

Example 1.3: For a given 2z, € Cp, from previous discussion we can see that the
ball B,,(r) with r = d(zp,C1) + O(1) is composed of all the assignments that differ from
zo by one mis-aligned node. For any z;,z; € P (B, (r), /d(20,C1)), the misaligned node
s cannot be the same, otherwise |1 2(20, 2;) N &E12(20, 2;)| > n/K > \/d(2,C1). Thus we
have N (B.,(r),v/d(z0,C1)) < n. Also since the set {z;}7_, where each z; is obtained by
reassigning the node k into another cluster obviously satisfies the condition that |£(zg, z;) N
&1(20, 25)| + €2(20, 21) N Ea(20, 27)| < 1, we have that N (B.,(r), v/d(z0,C1)) = n.

B Proof of Inference Results

In this section, we provide the proofs of the theorems on inference results. We will first
prove Proposition 2.3 which implies that the quantile of the maximal leading term Ly can be
estimated without knowing the true assignment, then we prove the main Theorem 3.2 using
Proposition 2.3 along with other lemmas. The proof of the technical lemmas will be deferred
to Section D.

In the following part of our paper, we use ¢, C,cy,co,C1,Cy, ... to represent generic
constants and their values may vary in different places.

B.1 Proof of Proposition 2.3

To prove Proposition 2.3, we need the following generalized version of Lemma 2.2 stated
previously

Lemma B.1 (Shadowing symmetry lemma). For a given z € Cy and a given radius r > 0,
we list the assignments in the ball B.(r) as 21,22, ..., 2p,(r)- Define a |B.(r)|-dimensional
vector L, as

(Lz)kzg(p,C])( > A- )] Az‘j)fOTk:1’27---a|Bz(T)|-

(ivj)GSQ(szk) (ivj)egl(zvzk)

Suppose Cy and C; satisfy definition 5.1, then for any zg, 25 € Co, we have |B.,(r)| = |B.; ()|
and Cov(L.,) equals to Cov(L.;) up to permutation, i.e., there existing a permutation
T € Sp.,(r)| Such that Cov(Ly)w = Cov(L.s ey for all k1 =1,...,[B.,(r)].

/
0



We defer the proof of Lemma B.1 to Section D.1. Now we are ready to prove Proposition 2.3.
In fact, the boundary in the definition of Ly can be generalized to the ball B,(r) with
r>rg = d(Co,C) + c%pK/(2(p — q)) and r = d(Cy,Cy) + O(1). For the true assignment
z* € Cy, we have that

Loy= sup {g(p,q)( oA D)) )Aij)}

2k€Bex (1) (i.§)E€2(2* 1) (1,)EE1 (=% 2

=g(p,q) sup { Z {(Aij —E(Ay)) (12, 4) € &(=F, )] — 1[(4, §) € &(2F, Zk)])}}

2, €B (1) i<j

+9(p, Q1o + 0

1
=9(p.q)oo  sup {— Z(Xij)k} + 9(p, @) o + 0n.
kellBo= (] 00 4

where the vector X;; € RIP= ™l and (X ;) = (A —E(Ay)) (1[(7, ) € E(2*, 2)] —1[(i,5) €

E1(z%, 21)]), 0n = O(pn), and ag = \/d(Co,Cl)(p(l —p)+q(1 —q)), o = d(Co,Cr)(q—p). We
can see that for different (4, j), the vector X,; are independent of each other. For a fixed
k € [|B.(r)|], when (7,7) ¢ &12(2%, 2), (Xij)k = 0. When (4, j) € & (2", 2), under the
regime 1/p, = o(n'~?) for some positive ¢, there exists B, = 1/,/p, = o(n!=%)/2) such
that [(Xj)k/v/Pn| < By and B2(log 2d(Co, C1)| B,y (r)])7/n < n=2/2, where d(Co, C1) = o(n?).
Therefore, following a very similar proof as Theorem 2.2 and Corollary 2.1 in Chernozhukov
et al. (2013), we have

9(p.q) sup {Z(Xij)k/ao}i) sup Z,

ke(|Box ()] > ke[| B« (r)]]

where Z ~ N(0,3,-/02), and ¥.. = Cov(L.-). Therefore, we have that

P(Lo <t) —P(oy  sup  Zk+ g(p,q)po < 1)
KE[| B ()]

sup
teR

P(Lo <t) —P(oy sup Zk+ g(p,q)po + 6, < 1)
ke[| B« (1)[]

< sup
teR

+sup |P(og  sup  Zp+g(p, o+ 6p < t) —P(og  sup  Z+ g(p, q)po < t)
teR ke[| B+ (r)]] ke[| B+ (r)]]
<o(1)+sup |P(| sup  Zi— (t—g(p, q)po) /0| < bufon ).
teR ke[| B, (r)]]

We know that minge(p_. (] Var(Z,) = Qg(p,q)?) = Q(1), log|B..(r)| = O(logn) and



6n/00 = O(n™'/2). Then by Lemma 2.1 in Chernozhukov et al. (2013), we have

sup
teR

B(| sup Zu—(t=g(p.q)no) /oo| < b./o0)
ke[| B (r)]

|B2=(r)]]

) =
<= { 2log |B.«(r)| + \/ min Var(Zk)ag/én} <n V4
0g ke[ r

And thus we have

P(Ly <t)—P(oy sup Zk +9(p, Qo < t)
ke[| B+ ()]

=o(1).

sup
teR

Following the same procedure with z* replaced by zy, we also have

sup = o(1),

teR

P(Lo(20) < 1) = P00 sup (Z)+ glp, a0 < 1)
ke[|Bzg (r)]]

where Z/ ~ N(0,%,,/0%), and X, = Cov(L,,). By Lemma B.1 we know that X,. and
Y., are equal up to permutation. Therefore, the claim follows. We may also notice that
the validity of the proof does not depend on the values of p,q as long as the regime is
1/pn = o(n'=%) for some constant ¢, > 0, and thus the statement is also true for Ly :=

SUD,, .. (r) § 9(D5 Q) ( Z(i,j)GSQ(z*7Zk) A;— Z(m)egl(z*y%) Aij) } with plugged-in estimators p, q.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2

In fact, Proposition 5.1 shows that the symmetric community property pairs defined in
Section 2 are general symmetric property pairs under the general framework, and Theorem 5.2
is a generalization of Theorem 3.2 under uneven cluster sizes. Thus we can just prove the
more general Theorem 5.2 and the proof will also apply to Theorem 3.2.

The proof of the main theorem requires the help of Proposition 2.3 and the following
lemma that shows why the maximizer in the alternative assignment space can be restricted
to the ball centered at the true assignment zy € Cy.

Lemma B.2. We denote z* as the true assignment, and B, (rx) is the ball centered at z*
with radius rx = d(2*,Cy) + 2(1;—1_(11)0%, cx = O(1). Under the same conditions of Theorem 5.2,
when z* € Cy

suplog f(A;2,p0,q) = sup log f(A;z,D,q) + Op(pn); (B.1)

zeC1 2€B_*(rK)



Moreover, for any true assignment z*, we have

sup log f(A;z,p,q) =log f(A;2",D,q) + Op(py). (B.2)

z€CoUCy

With help of this lemma, instead of taking the supremum over the entire assignment
space Cy, we are able to restrict the maximizer to a much smaller set B, (rx) so that the
Central Limit Theorem can be applied. Recall that the boundary B,- defined in Section 2.3
is in essence a ball with radius d(z*,C;). We defer the proof of Lemma B.2 to Appendix D.2.

Now we are ready to present the proof of Theorem 5.2:

The proof is mainly composed of three parts. The first part is to briefly illustrate the
derivation of Ly as the leading term of the log-likelihood ratio, the second part is to control
the error caused by plugging in the estimators of connection probabilities p, ¢, and the third
part is to illustrate the multiplier bootstrap as a valid approximation of the LRT quantile.

B.2.1 Derivation of the leading term for LRT

For a given true assignment z* € Cy, by Lemma B.2 we have:

sup,ce, f(A;2,D0,Q)
SUDP,ccyucy f(A' z, D, A)
= suplog f(A;2,p,q) —log f(A; 2", D, q) + Op(pn)

z€Cqy

= sup (log f(A:2,5.) ~ log f(A: =", 5,0)) + Or(p)

2R €D« (T)

Iﬁ:log

where 7 > ry = d(Co,C1) + cpK /(2(p — q)) and r = d(Cy,C;1) + O(1). In practice, due to
the consistency of p,q, when we choose the radius r = d(Cy,C;) + CpK/(p — q) for some
sufficiently large €', we can make sure that the conditions on the radius is satisfied with
probability 1 — o(1). Thus we can see that the LRT is essentially the supremum of the
log-likelihood difference between the true assignment z* and the alternative assignments in
the ball B,«(r). We further expand the log-likelihood terms and can write

[RT = Sup(r){g(ﬁ’ @\)( Z A — Z AU +log( )(m(z 2k) _7’L2(z*’2k)>}

€ B (ig)€E2(2%,2k) (i) €E1 (2 2k)
+ OP(pn)
= To+ 6,
where d,, = sup,, cp . () {log (1-9)/(1-D) (nl 2% z) — ma (27, zk)>} + Op(pn) = Op(pn),

and Lo = g(P, q) SUP,,ep..(r) (Z( )€ (20 A Z( D)EEr (2 on) Aij). From Proposition 2.3
we have that lim,_,. sup,cp |IP>(L0 <t)—P(Ly < t)| = 0 for any zy € Cy. Therefore, it
suffices for us to prove that IF’(LRT > o) = ) for one given true assignment zy € Cp.

(20)
+o(1

(=)



Now we are ready to prove the validity of multiplier boostrap for estimating the quantile
based on the leading term.

B.2.2 Bounding of error caused by plugging in p,q

From previous section we know that

Lo(z0) = g(B, @)oo sup {i Z(Xij)k} +9(D: Qo + Or(pn),

KellBor ()] £ 00 4

where (X”)k = (AZ] — E(AU» (1[(2,]) € 52(2’0, Zk)] — ]l[(Z,j) < 51(20, Zk)D For any zp € Co,
we give the following notations:

To = sup {iZ(ng)k}, Zo = sup ]{ULOZ{&]'}IC}: Ep= sup )}{%Z{gj}k}a

ke[| Bz (r)]] 00 i<j k€[| Bz (r)] i<j k€[| Bz (r i<j

and denote 1
Wn:Wn/GOZ sup - (X\i')kei'}7
kel By ()] L0 ; Y
where (E(\zj)k = (Kij—Eﬁ,qA(Kij)) (1[(4,§) € Ex(20, 21)]—1[(4,5) € E1(20, 21,)]) and the ajacency
matrix A is generated by p, g, and 0y = \/d(CO, Cl)(ﬁ(l —Dp)+q(1— é\)) & and Eij are the
independent mean zero Gaussian vectors with covariance matrix equal to that of X;; and

X\ij respectively ({&;}e = 01if (4,7) ¢ £1.2(20, 21), and the same for {ag}k ). {€i;j}icj are i.id
standard Gaussians. By Corollary 2.1 in Chernozhukov et al. (2013), we have

sup [P (Tp < 1) = P (20 < 1)] = o(1);
teR

Also, by Lemma 3.2 and Corollary 3.1 of Chernozhukov et al. (2013) we have

sup P (Wn < t|5<ij> _P(Z, < t)‘ — op(1).

teR

We let = and X% be the covariance matrix of the vectors {ZZ < \Siite/ 00} and
k



{Zi<j{@j}k/80}k respectively. Thus for k, [ € [| B, (r)|] we have:

= 1
0= 0—8 Cov( g {&j}e, E {&ijh)
1) )

= 5 Cov( (X 3K
_ [&(20, 2) N & (20, 21)[q(1 — q) + €1 (20, 2) O E1(20, 20)[P(1 — p)
d(Co,C1) (p(1 — p) + q(1 — q)) '

Accordingly,

55 = L Cov(3 (X S (X )

_ €220, 21) N E2(20, 21) [q(1 — @) + €1 (20, 21) N €1 (20, 20) [P(L — )
d(Co,C1) (P(1 - ) + 7(1 — @)

_ 1E2(20, 21) N Ea(20, 21)|q(1 — q) + |E1(20, 21) N E1(20, 21)|P(1 — p) + Op(d(Co, C1)/Pn/7)
d(Co, C1) (p(1 = p) + q(1 = q)) + Op(d(Co,C1)\/Pn/n)

Then we have

- =/ O dC ,C n = O dC 7C n ]-
AOZH}C%X|EE,(2_2;3| < p(d( 0821)\/0 /n) N ‘EES p(d( 0821>\/P /mn) = Op(—==)

Thus by Lemma 3.1 in Chernozhukov et al. (2013), there exists a constant C' such that

sup|P (20 < ) —P (5 < f)| < CAY? (1V1og (|B.,(r)|/2o))*® = op(n~1/6-2/12),
te
and thus

sup [P (Zg <t) —P (5, < t)] = op(1),

teR

and in turn we have

teR

B.2.3 Validity of multiplier bootstrap in estimating LRT quantile

Now recall that C; () is the a quantile of W, conditional on )A(ij, and we would like to

control the order of Cy; (@) in order to bound the error in estimating the quantile of LRT.



Give a constant t > y/2cy, we have
W, > t1/logn|Xy;) = P(E, > t\/logn) + op(1)
< ¥ ({ S {Eih} >t logn> + op(1)

ke[| Bz (r)]] i<j
S 1Bo(r)le s 5" + 0p(1) = Op (n/2) + 00 (1) = op(1)
Thus we know that Cy; (o) = Op(y/logn). We know that g, = g(p, 1)50Cy; (@) + g(p, @)o,
LRT = Ly + 6, and also lim, s SUD;cr IP(Ly < t) — P(Lo(z) < t)| = 0. Therefore,

P(Lo + 6 > Ga) = P(Lo(20) + 6, > ¢a) + (1)
(9(P, A)UoTo + 9D, Do + 6, = 9(p, 0)00C . (@) + g(p, Qtio) + o(1)

P
Ho — Ho On
P T; >— . — 1).
( b2 2 G+ = g(ﬁ@ao) +oll)

P(LRT > ¢,)

We have that |Gy — 00| = Op(1/d(Co,C1)/n) and |y — po| = Op(d(Co,C1)+/pn/n). Therefore,

P(LRT > ¢.) = p(TO > g (o) + CGivd(Co, C1) vd(iO’Cl)CWn(a) . Cod(Co, Cr)v/Pn 6n) ) +o(1)

o oon 9(]3\75.7\0

:P(TOZC~ )+ Ci/logn/(n?p,) + Ca\/d(Co,C1)/n + Cs ac C))—l—o(l)
0, %1
=P(Ty > Cp (a) + Ay) +o(1),
where A, = op(n~°) for some positive constant ¢ > 0. Now from previous results we have

[P(LRT > q,) — a| < [P(Ty > Cyp, (a) + A,) = P(Wy > Cip, (0) + A,)|
+[P(Wo > O, (a) + An) = P(Wo > C, ()| + o(1)
< P(|W, — Cyp ()] < Ay) + 0p(1).

Now we study the distribution of Wn: if we denote Y, = aL Zz<3(Xij)k€ija then Yk\jf\ ~
N(0,02), where 02 = ¥, (X)2/53, and sup, [E(02) — 1] < [63/3% — 1| + 0p(1) = op(1).
Also, |(X;;)2| < 1. Under the event A = {p = o(1)} N {7 = o(1)} with P(A) =1 — o(1), by

Bernstein’s inequality, we have

2 2 R R 305
P<(j0? — E<(0?)] > 1/2) < 2 % ) o _2%0)
(7t~ Bx(od| > 1/2) < 2000 (i ts ) =200 (-7



where Pg and E& cle\notes probability and expectation with p and ¢ fixed and consider only
the randomness of X. Also

Pg(mino? < 1/2) < 3" Px(jof — Eg(o)| > 1/2)
k

302
— 28, (x> (=52 ) = op(1),

where the last op(1) term is due to the fact that 52 = Qp(np,) = Qp(n®) and |B,,(r)| =
O(n®). Then by Lemma 2.1 in Chernozhukov et al. (2013), we have

P(|Wn - C ()] <A,) =P(| mkaxYk — O ()| < A,) <supP(] m]?XYk —z| < A,)

z€R

_op (An {ﬁ o8B, 7] +  floa(min az/m}) —op(1),

and thus lim,, o sup_.¢, ]P’(L/R\T > o) = Q.

As for the Type I error, from the preceding proof we see that P(LRT > ¢,) = o + op(1),
and the convergence of the op(1) term is independent of z* € Cy due to the symmetry of C,.
Therefore, we have

sup P(reject Hy) = sup P(LRT > ¢,) = a + op(1),

z*€Co z*€Co

and hence the claim follows. As for the Type II error, when the true assignment is z* € Cy,
by (B.2) in Lemma B.2, we have

Supz€C1 f(A’ Z?ﬁv ZJ\)
SuPzecoucl f(A7 Zvﬁ? Z]\)
su A;z,p,q A2 D.q
P.cc, [(A;2,D,7) ©log f(A;2°,D,7)

f(Aa Z*vﬁa Z]\) Supzecou61 f(A7 Zaﬁ: ZZ\)

LRT = log

= log

= OP(pn)'

And since 7 < /d(Co, C1)P, fio < —d(Co,C1)p = —Qp(n®) and Cy; (@) = Op(y/logn), we
have g, = g(P, q)00C (@) + g(p, @)Ho — —oo. Since the convergence is independent of 2%,
we have for any true assignment z; € Cy,

inf P(reject Hy) =1 — sup P(LRT < ¢,) =1—o0p(1).

z*eCy 2*€Cy

C Proof of Theorems for the Lower Bound

In this section, we will prove the theorems for the lower bound. Similar as the upper bound,
since Theorem 5.5 and Theorem 5.6 are general versions of Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2,
we will only prove the general versions and the proof can be applied to Theorem 4.1 and

10



Theorem 4.2, too. Also, the proof of Theorem 5.5 is actually based on the proof of Theorem 5.6
under a stronger regime. Therefore, we will prove the two theorems together: we will first
prove Theorem 5.6 under more general conditions, and then we will apply the proof of
Theorem 5.6 to the proof of Theorem 5.5 under stronger conditions.

C.1 Proof of Theorem 5.5 and Theorem 5.6

The proof proceeds in the following order: we first prove the results under the two conditions
of Theorem 5.6, namesly the proof of Theorem 5.6 (1) and the proof of Theorem 5.6 (2), then
we provide the proof of Theorem 5.5.

C.1.1 Proof of Theorem 5.6 (1)

As for the minimax rate, we have:

r(Co,C1) = rrbjin{sup]P’z(@/) =1) 4 supP,(¢ = 0)}

ZEC() z€Cqy

> mwin{IP’zo(@D =1)+P,(y= 0)}-

where 2y and z; are fixed cluster assignments in Cy and C; respectively. For a given adjacency
matrix A, we know that 1 is a function of A, and the only information of A relevant to
classification of the true assignment is {A;;, (¢,7) € &1(20, 21) U E2(20,21)}. Larger size of
E1(z0, z1) and Ey(z0, 21) will provide more information and lead to smaller type I and type II
error. Thus, the worst case is when the size of & (zo, z1) and E(2o, 21) obtains the infimum,
i.e., d(ZO, Zl) = TLI(Z(], Zl) V n2<Zo, Zl) = d(CO,Cl). _

To obtain inf,, { sup,ec, P=(1 = 1) + sup e, P.(¢ = 0)}, the optimal method 1 must be the
mode of the posterior distribution. For the convenience of notations, we denote L(z, A) as
f(A;2,p,q), and n; as n;(zo, z1), i = 1,2 for short:

L(ZO, A) X pz(iaj)e‘sl(zo’zl) Aij (1 — p)nl_z(id)eﬁ(zo,n) Aijqz(i’j)€52(zo,21) Aij (1 — q)nz_z(i,j)eh(zo,n) Aij

L(Zla A) o< pz(i,j)ESQ(Z(),zl) Aij (1 — p)nQ*Z(iJ)ESQ(Zo,Zﬂ Aijqz(tj)eﬁ(zo,zﬂ Aij (1 — q)nliz(iyj)e‘gl(zoﬂzﬂ Aij

and correspondingly,

~ v |0, if L(2,A) > L(21,A);
V(A) = { 1, if L(z, A) < L(z1, A).

Then P (¢ = 1) = P.,(L(20, A) < L(21,A)) and P, (¢ = 0) = P, (L(z0, A) > L(z1, A)).

Without loss of generality, we assume that n(2g, z1) > na(20, 21). Then, if we expend the size

of E3(z0, 21) to be the same as & (20, 21), adding i.i.d entries {A;;, (4,7) € EF(20, 21)\E2(20, 21) }

conforming to the same distribution as {A;;, (4, j) € &(zo, 21)}, more information will be

provided and the error rate will decrease, where £F(zg,21) denotes the set expended on

11



Es(20, 21), and we have:

L(zp, A) pE(i,j)esl(zo,zl)AU(l —p)™ Z(i,j)egl(zo,zl)Aqu(z,nesQL(zo,zl) (1—q) 12 ) eek (z,20) Pid

- A > A . - A U -
Lz, A) o p=enestCom ™ (1 p)" et tom M Repeeitn A (1 — g Eneeon A

Thus we can obtain lower bound on the minimax rate:

/() = P (L(z0, A) < L(z1, A)) + Pa (L(z0, A) > L(21, A)
> on( (Zo,A) L(217A)) +P21(L(ZO7A) > L(Zl,A))
= on Aij < AU) + le < Z Aij > Z A”)
(4,3)€€1 (20,21 (1,5)€EEX (20,21) (4,5)€€1(20,21) (1,5)€EX (20,21)
ny n1
> 21P>( 3 x> Y“).
u=1 u=1

where {X,} ! Ber(q), {Yy“} S Ber(p), and {X*} are independent to {Y™“}.

Now n; = d(Cy,C1), and both p and ¢ change with n;. We have E(| X" —Y*-E[X*-Y"]]?) <
p(1—¢q)+q(1—p). Since 0 < ¢ <p<1—4, we have dp < p(1 — q) + ¢(1 — p) < 2p. Thus
E(| X" —Y" —E[X*—Y"¥]]?) < p. Similarly Var(X" — Y") < p. Thus,

Lum B(X" =Y —BX" —VP)  mp(-@+el-p] _ 1
Var (3", {Xu — yu})*? m*2(g(1 —q) +p(1 —p))*2  /mp

Therefore, by the Lyapunov’s Central Limit Theorem and the independence of { X"} and

{Y"}, as n — oo, we have " X" — 3" Y 4 N(ny(q — p),nig(1 — q) + nap(1 — p)).
Therefore,

P(ixuziw)zp(ixu_iwz()):1—@(\/ VA Gl VR SO

p(1—p)+q(1—q)

When lim supny/(p,q) = O(1), we can see that p — ¢ = o(1). We have

n—oo

_ (VP =)+ (VT =p—1T—¢q)?
I(p,q) = —2log (1— ) >

B (p—q)? )

~ (v v g =) 0+ o)
J (r—q)? .

=3 (1—19)+(J(1—r1)(1+ (L)

12



Thus, if lim sup n, 1 (p, ¢) < 69~(3/4)%/2, namely, limsup /1 (p—q)//p(L — p) + a(l — q) <

limsup \/2n11(p,q)/d < ®71(3/4), we have
n—oo

PSS x> SOV > 1 @yl —a)/vel —p) Tal—a) > 1/4

and

r(Co,C1) > 2(1 — (ynilp — @)/v/p(1 — p) + q(1 — q))) > 1/2.

C.1.2 Proof of Theorem 5.6 (2)

When d(zy,C1)I(p,q) — o0, if there exists a zyp € Cy and some r = d(zp,C;) + O(1) such
that limsup,,_,. d(Co,C1)I(p,q)/log N(B.,(r),0) < 1, then we take a 0-packing P(B.,,(r),0)
(denoted P(0) for short) of the ball B,,(r), and we have:

m%awwy§wmw=n+mmw:m}zg%m@=n+ammw:m}

2€Co 2€Cy z€P(0)
. min{ 3 (on(z/z — 1A =A)P (A =A)+ sup P.(¢=0|A = A)P,(A = A))}
Y A z€P(0)

= min{ > (1(¢(A) = 1P, (A =A)+1(¢(A) =0) sup P.(A = A)) }

Y A z€P(0)

where the sum over A is the summation over all possible realizations of the adjacency matrix
A. Thus the optimal method ¢ in this scenario should be:

TOA) — 0, if L(z0, A = A) > sup,cp() L(z, A = A);
W(A) = 1, if L(z0, A = A) < sup,ep(g) L(z, A = A).

and we have L(zp, A = A) < sup,cp() L(2, A = A)

7(Co,C1) > P (v = 1) + sup P.(v =0)
z€P(0)

=P, (L(zo, A=A)< SI;I()O) L(z, A = A))
z€E

+ sup P, (L(ZQ,A =A)> sup L(z,A = A))
z2€P(0) z€P(0)

= ]on( sup log L(z,A = A) —log L(zp, A = A) > 0)
z€P(0)

+ sup IP’Z< sup log L(z, A =A) —log L(z,A =A) < 0).
z€P(0) z€P(0)
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Similar with the case when d(z9,C1)I(p,q) = O(1), we can expand each (2, 2) to EX (2, 2)
(or &1(20, 2) to EL(z0, 2), we use the former notation for convenience) so that & (2o, z) and
Es(z0, 2) are of equal sizes, and then we have

r(Co, Cy) ZIP’ZO( SUp)( >oA- Y Ay) >0)

z€P(0

(4,5)€E4 (20,2) (4,7)€€1(20,2)
+ sup ]P’Z< sup ( Z A — Z Aij) < 0)
PO N=EPO) 2  reek (0,2) (0)€81(20,2)
z}P’ZO( sp () Au— Y Ay 0)
2€P(0) (1,5)€EL (20,2) (4,5)€€1(20,2)
n1(20,2) n1(20,2)
P s (3 e > v)>0),
z€P(0) u—1

iid iid

where {X*} "' Ber(q), (Y} ' Ber(p), (X4} L {X0}.i £ j, (v} L {Y¥}hi £ j and
{X2} L{Y2},Vi,j. By Lemma 5.2 in Zhang and Zhou (2016), we know that there exists
1n — 0 such that

n1(z0,z) n1(20,2)

P, Z X2 = 37 V> 0) > exp (— (1+md(,C)I(p.q).

u=1

When limsup,,_,. d(20,C1)I(p,q)/log|P(0)| < 1, for sufficiently large n we have (1 +
n)d(zo,C1)I(p,q) < log|P(0)], and since x > 1 — (1/2)* for = > 0, we have that for n large
enough

n1(20,2) n1(z0,2)
Pm( > oxr- v > 0) > exp (= (1+n)d(20,C1)I(p, q))
u=1 u=1

> exp (—log [P(0)]) = 1/|P(0)] > 1 — (1/2)"/PO,

and thus
n1(z0,2) n1(z0,2) n1(20,2) n1(20,2)
7(Co,C1) > IPZ()( sup ( ZX; Zy;) ) =1- ]P’zo( sup ( ZX}; _Z qu) < 0)
2€P(0) ¥ SO p— u=1
n1(z0,z) n1(z0,2)

=1—ILepoP. ( ZX“ ZYZ“<0)>1_{1/2 1/|P(0)|}|7’

The statement is true for any 0-packing of the ball B, (r), and thus the statement follows.
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C.1.3 Proof of Theorem 5.5

Under the regime 1/p, = o(n'=%), we take one +/d(zy,C;)-packing P(B.,(r),\/d(z,C1))
(denoted P for short) of the ball B, (r), similar with the proof of Theorem 3.2, by Corollary 2.1
in Chernozhukov et al. (2013), we have:

n1(20,2) n1(z0,2)
T(C(bcl) Z on (SUE ( Z X Z Yu) )

z€P u
d(zo,Cl) d(zU,Cl)
:PZO(sup< Z Xy — Z Y;‘) >5n>
z€P u=1 u=1
d(20,C1) d(20,C1)

=P (s (30 X=X Y € 0)) > e €~ ) + 00

z€7S u=1
_p, (supgz o dz.C)(p—q)

zeP Id

where 9,, = Sup, 5 (Zu(? C1) X — Zu(22 C1) Yu) —sup_ 5 (221(f0 2) Xu— Zzl(lzo ) Yu) =
O(1) and o4 = \/d(zo, C1)(p(1 —p) 4+ q(1 — q)), and {&.}, 5 are standard Gaussian variables

with the same covariance matrix as {(ZZ(:Z({’CI) Xy =5 (ZO Dy 4 d(z,Cy)(p — 9))/0a} 5
By Lemma 2.1 in Chernozhukov et al. (2013), combined w1th the fact that d(zp,Cy) = Qp(n)
and 1/p, = o(n'=%), we have that

P, (Supfz _ Az0,C1)(p = Q)+5n/ad) p, <Sup§z o Az0,C1)(p — Q))‘ < i_n\/@ —o(1).
P P d

z€P 04 2P 04

+ 5n/0d) +o(1).

We let {)N(“}u » be i.i.d Ber(q) random variables and {?“}u . be i.i.d Ber(p) random variables,
and {X “}u . and {Y }u,» are independent of each other. Then for each z € P, Zd(zo €1) X v
Zu(j{ ) Y¥ 4 d(z0,C1)(p — q) shares the same distribution with Zd(zo 1) xu Zu(z({ ) yu 4

d(20,C)(p — q). We let {£.} ,ep be the corresponding Gaussian analog of (% ZO @) xu
S Y 4 d(z0,Ch) (p — q))/04} - Then we have:

- - 0 iti =y,
|COV(§ZN§ZJ'> - COV(€Zi7§Zj)| = { O( 1 ) 1f@ 75 ]

d(20,C1)

Thus by Lemma 3.1 in Chernozhukov et al. (2013), we have Ag = O(1/+/d(z0,C1)), and

teR

o (Sugﬁz > t) -P, (su]i)gz > t)‘ < CAY?(log|P|/A0)?? = o(1),

zEP zEP
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and thus

d(20,C1) d(20,C1)
P, (suE ( Z X — Z Y+ d(20,C1)(p — Q)) > d(20,C1)(p — Q))

d(z0,C1) d(zo,Cl)
“pu (s (X Bo X T - 0) > da )i —0) ) o)

Then similar with previous proof, we have when lim sup lim,, ., d(z29,C1)I(p, q)/ log |75\ <1,

n1(20,2) n1(20,2)

r(co,cl)zpzo( sup ( Z X Z Y“) >0)—|—0( ) > 1/2+ o(1).

z€B(rK)

Also the resullts hold for any +/d(zo, Cy)-packing of the ball B,,(r). Therefore, we proved the

claim.

C.2 Proof of Corollary 5.11

We prove by contradiction. When 11m sup nl(p,q)/(Klogn) < 1, we take an assignment 2

satisfying that maxy, [ng(z0) —n/K| = cK = O(1), and let z* denote the true assignment. Then
we consider the null hypothesis Hy : 30 € S s.t.  o(2*) = 2p. Then we can see that for this
hypothesis test, Co = {z : 2 = 0(20),0 € Sk}, and C; = [K]|"\Cp. If there exists an estimator
Z(A) that recovers the communities with high probability, then we can propose the testing
procedure as: ™" = 0 if Z(A) € Cy and 1 otherwise. Thus the minimax rate r(Cy,C;) <
sup, e, P (¥ = 1) +sup, ¢, P. (4" = 0) = op(1). Now we consider the ball B;(r) with
r = d(29,C1)+2ck: to change an assignment zy € Cp into 2; € Cy, the simplest way is to change
the cluster label of one node, and d(zy,Cy) = ming ng(zo), and |d(zo, 21) — d(20,C1)| < 2¢k
for any z; constructed such way. For any z;,z; € P(B.,(r), /d(20,C1)), the mis-clustered
node should be different. Otherwise, |£12(20, 2;) N &12(20, 2)| = n/K + O(1) > +/d(z,C1).
Therefore, N (B.,(r),/d(z0,C1)) = n. Thus by Theorem 5.5, liminf, o 7(Co,C1) > 1/2,
which is in contradiction to the previous conclusion that r(Cy.C;) = o(1). Thus the claim
follows.

D Proof of technical lemmas

Now we will provide proofs for the technical lemmas used for the proof of Theorem 5.2.

D.1 Proof of Lemma 2.2

It suffices for us to prove Lemma B.1, the more general version of Lemma 2.2. Due to the
structure of L, it suffices for us to prove that the edge-wise distance between assignments
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are permutation-invariant.
For any given zg € Cy and z1, 2] € Cy, we have:

n1(zo, 21) = Z ]1(:50(@') = 20(j), 21(7) # Zl(j))
1<j,3,j€[n]
= Y 1(o(a) = o). o (5(0) # o(21()))
1<j,i,j€[n]
= Y 1(reo)(r0) = moo(x) (), Te a(z) (1) £ 7o a(z1) (7))
(1) <t(j),i,j €[N

=ny(To0(2),700(21)).

Then very similarly we have ns (29, 21) = na (7’00(20), TOO(Zl)) and thus d(zo, 21) = n1(20, 21)V
na(z0,21) =y (7' oo(z),To 0(21)) V ng (7’ oo(z),To 0(21)) = d(T oo(z),To 0(21)). This
suggests that the permutation 7 o ¢ does not change the distance between assignments. Also,

[E1(20,21) NE (20, 2) = Y T(20(8) = 20(4), 21(0) # 21(43), 21(0) # 21(4))
i<jijeln]
= Y 1(roo(z0)(i) = To0o(20)(j), T oo (21) (i) # T oo () (), T oo (2)(i) # 7o a(21)(4))
i<jijeln]
— ’51 (7 o0(z),To g(zl)) N& (’7‘ oo(z),To a(zi)) }

And similarly,
1E2(20, 21) N E2(20,21)| = |E2(T 0 0(20), T 0 0(21)) NE(T 0 0(20), T 0 5(21))]

Thus the cardinality of the intersection of the sets &;,7 = 1,2 is also invariant under the
permutation 7 o o.

Now for any zp, 2, € Co, if 70 0(2) = 2}, and d(zp,21) = d(z0,C1), from previous
results we have d(z, 7 o 0(z1)) = d(29,C1). If there exists an assignment z] € C; such that
d(z),21) < d(24,7 0 a(z1)), then d(zo, (T 0 0)7!(2])) = d(2, 2]) < d(20,C1) due to the fact
that 7o o is a one to one mapping. Since zy = (7 0 )~ *(z}), we know that C; is closed under
(too) ' and (Too) '(2]) € C;. This is contradictory to the fact that z; = argmin, e, d(z, 2).
Therefore, d(z),C1) = d(z, 7o 0(z1)) = d(20,C1).

Similarly, if 2y € B.,(r), then Too(21) € By (r). If 2 € B (r), then (Too) ™ (2]) € By, (r).
Therefore, 70 0 is a one to one mapping from B.,(r) to B, (r), and |B.,(r)| = | B (7)|.

Now for a given radius 7, we find the permutation T € S|326 () such that t(z;) = 700(z;) =
z; for z; € B,y (r) and z; € B (r).

When the true assignment is zo, the (k,[)-th entry of the covariance matrix for the vector
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L., can be expressed as

Cov(Lzy)u = 9(p, Q)2<\52(20, z1) N Ea(20, 21)|q(1 — q) + [E1(20, 21) N E1(20, 21)[p(1 — p))
= 9(p, 0*(|€2(r 0 7(x0), 70 0(21)) N Ex(r 0 7(0), 7 0 o (=1) (1 — )

+ 1E4(r 0 7(20), 7 0 0(24)) N E4(7 0 0r(20), T 0 (1)) p(1 — )

ZCOV(Q(I?,Q)( Z Ay — Z Aij),9(p @) Z Aij — Z Aij))

Ea2((z5),7(2;,) E1(t(zg),t(2;,)) Ea2((z5),t(27)) E1(t(z5),7(2)))
= COV(LZ )T(k)T(l)~

/
0

Hence we finish the proof.

D.2 Proof of Lemma B.2

The proof mainly follows from Lemma 2.3 and Lemma 2.6 in Wang and Bickel (2017) with
modifications for the function F(-) and G(-). We provide the sketch of proof as following:
We first define the count statistics as proposed in Wang and Bickel (2017):

A (2(i) = a,z(j) =b) ~ Ber (Hyy) ,i # j,a,b € [K].

where Hyp, = p = Mp, ifa=0b, and H,, = g = \op,, if a #b. H = p,S.

O,(2) = ZZ L (2(i) = a, 2(j) = b) Ay,

i=1 j#i

L= Z Z Aij, py = 712/771-

i=1 j=i+1

For two assignments z, 2/, The confusion matrix is:
n
Ry .(z,2)=n"" Z 1(2(4) =k,2'(i) =a).
i=1

By definition, we have |ng(z) —n/K| < cgx,Vz € CoUCy,Vk = 1,2, ..., K. We let n(z) denote
the number of within-cluster edges, and assume

ne(2) =n/K + ay, |ag| < cx,k=1,2,... . K,

K
Z Qp = 0.
k=1
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Then

~ Y (/K +a) —n _ n*/K—n 3 a
n(z) = = +
2 2 2
2
K —
< "/T" K2,

Therefore, Vz, 2 € C; we have n(z) + na(z,2') — ni(z,2") = n(2), |na(z,2') — ni(z,2)| =
n(2) —n(2')] < Kck /2. Thus, we denote z* as the true assignment, and Vz € Cy U C; we
have

log f(A;z,p,q) =

Z O.,(z)log " H%; ) +7n(z)log(1 = p) + (n(n —1)/2 — n(z)) log(1 — q)

a,b=1 - a,b

K
Z O.(2)(log §a,b + log p,, — log(1 — ITIM))) + C(2") + Op(pn)

=L ( Z OL(Z){lOg /S\a7b + OP(Pn)}) +log p, L + C(2") + Op(py).

n

where C(2*) = n(z*)log(1 — p) + (n(n — 1)/2 — n(z*)) log(1 — 7). We let F(O(z)/pn) =
O, p(z §a Aa
Soayey 222 Jog g and F(RSR'(2)) = Y0, (RSR(2)) .y log g, where R(z) =

1_ﬁa b
R(z, 2*) and RSR'(2) = R(z,2*)SR(z,2*)". We denote C C Cy UCy as some subset of
assignments, and we let Vg denote the set of z € C that maximizes F(RSR'(2)). Obviously
F(-) is Lipschitz, for €, — 0 slowly,

|F(O(2)/ptn) = F(RSR (2))|
<C-), ‘Ok,z(Z)/un - (RSRT(Z))w’
=0p (€,) .

We choose some positive §,, — 0 slowly enough such that 4, /¢, — co. We take any Z’' € Vg,
then we define

Js, = {z € [K]": F(RSR'(2)) — F(RSR' (Z)) < —=6,} .
Then we have

Z elos f(A:zP) < f(A Z P, qA>Kneop(unen)*unSn/%OP(pn)

Z€J5n

- f(A) Zlu]/?\? ZI\)OP(l)
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For z € C\ {Js5, UVg}, |[F(RSR"(2))—F(RSR' (Z'))| — O and ||RSR" (2)—~RSR' (Z')||c —
0. Treating R(z) as a vector, choosing z, be such that R (2, ) := ming(.y).zoeve [ R(2) — R (20)])5
for a given z € C\ {J;5, UVg}. Due to the consistency of p,§, the function F(-) is a linear
function with constant coefficients. We know that with probability 1 — o(1):

OF (1—€)RSR' (z1) + eRSR' (2))

9 < 0.

e=0"+

Given a matrix A, we denote the matrix maximum norm ||Al|, = max;j|A;;|. Letting
Z = min, ) |o(z) — 21|, and X (2) = O(2)/u, — RSR' (2), we have

]P’( max || X (Z) — X (z1)| > e|§—zL|/n)
2¢8(z1)

g;P( max HX(z)—X(zL)HOON%)

2:2=%,|z—z) |=m

< 5 2K Epm K™ 2 exp (_Cm,un> — 0.
n
m=1

where S(z) = {o(2)|oc € Sk}. Since RSR"(Z) — RSR' (z1) = Q(|Z — z1|), we have that

0 0()
Hn Hn

= (140p(1)) (RSR'(2) — RSR' (21)) .

And thus we probability 1 — o(1) uniform on all z, we have

F(OZ)/pn) < F(O(z1)/pn) -
In turn, we have
log f(A;2,p,q) <log f (A;21,P,q) + Op(pn).
Since from Lemma A.1 in Wang and Bickel (2017) the high probability is uniform on all

assignments, we have that, with probability 1 — o(1), for any z € C\Vg we can find 2’ € Vg
such that log f(A; z,p,q) = log f(A; 2", p,q) + Op(pn), and therefore,

suplog f(A;2,p,q) = sup log f(A;2,0,q) + Op(pn).
2eC 2€Vq
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Now we consider F(RSR'(2)):

F(RSR'(2)) = E(F(O(2)/ )

1 A
= — (Cl(z*) +log =~

in Ao

(na(z*, 2)q — na (2%, z)p))

~— |

1 h)
~ L) + g 20D

fin

2D D)

~—*

(no(2*,2) Vi (2", 2)(Ae — M) + co(z))pn>,

where A; = D/pn, A2 = §/pn and Cy(z*) = log {\Tlﬁﬁ(z*)p + log %(n(n —1)/2 —n(z*))q, and
co(z) < MK /2,Vz € CoUCy.

Thus when 2* € Cy and C = Cy, it can be easily perceived that Vg C B,«(rk) with high
probability, and hence

SU.plng(A;Z,ﬁ,/q\) = sup logf(sz7ﬁ7/q\>+OP(pn)

z€Cy 2€B_x(rK)

Moreover, when z* € C, Vg C B.,«(r*) with high probability, where r* = MK {2(\ —
A2)} = O(1). By Lemma 5.3 in Zhang and Zhou (2016), for any z € B,«(r*), if z # z*, then
d(z*,z) = Q(n). Therefore, B,«(r*) = {z*}. In other words, we have

suplog f(A;z,p,q) = log f(A; 2", P, q) + Op(py)- (D.1)

2eC

More concretely, if we take C= Co U Cq, we have

sup log f(A;z,p,q) =log f(A;2",p,q) + Op(pn),

2€CoUCy

and if z* € Cy, we have

sup log f(A; 2,p,q) = log f(A; 2", P, q) + Op(pn).

zeCy

D.3 Consistency of Probability Estimation

Recall the estimators p and g are defined in (2.9), and that A = D/ pn and Ao = q/pn. The
following lemma shows that /\1 and )\2 are consistent.

Lemma D.1. Under the same condition of Theorem 5.2, we have

X = Ni| =01 /\/n2p,), i=1,2

Proof. From Lemma 1 and Theorem 2 in Bickel et al. (2013), we know that |log (p/(1 —
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p)) —log (p/(1 —p))| = O(1/\/n2py) and |log (§/(1 —q)) —log (¢/(1 — q))| = O(1//n?py).
We let v; and v denote the logit of p and ¢. Then since (4, 15) is a one-to-one function of
(p, q), we know the relationship between (v, 75) and (p, q) should be 7; = logp/(1 — p) and

A~

Uy = logq/(1 —q). Then we have

b}—uizlog—/p\—log—p

= log Aipn — log Aipy, + log(1 = Aipy) — log(1 — Xipy)

:\\i -\ ()\i - //{i)pn
=1 1 —1 —_—
og < + y > og (1 + 1= hp, >

~ ~

i — A (>\i - )\i)/)n
1— )\1pn

+ (1 +0(1))

and thus by previous results we have

N =Xl =0(1/v/n?pn), i=1,2

22



	1 Introduction
	1.1 Related Papers
	1.2 Organization of the Paper
	2 Community Properties of the Stochastic Block Model
	2.1 Symmetric Community Properties
	2.2 Combinatorial Distance Between Community Properties
	2.3 Likelihood-Ratio Test for Community Properties
	2.4 Shadowing Bootstrap for the Property Test
	2.4.1 Case Study of the Boundary

	3 Validity of Community Property Test
	4 Information-Theoretic Lower Bound
	4.1 Packing Number of Communities
	4.2 Case Study of Lower Bound
	5 General Framework for Uneven Community Sizes
	5.1 General Symmetric Community Properties
	5.2 Shadowing Bootstrap for General Case
	5.3 General Lower Bound

	6 Numerical Results on Synthetic Data
	7 Real Application to Protein-Protein Network

	A Proofs of Community Properties
	A.1 Proof of Proposition 4.3
	A.2 Proof of Proposition 5.1
	A.3 Proof of Proposition 5.3
	A.4 Proof of Proposition 5.7
	B Proof of Inference Results
	B.1 Proof of Proposition 2.3
	B.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2
	B.2.1 Derivation of the leading term for LRT
	B.2.2 Bounding of error caused by plugging in p"0362p,q"0362q
	B.2.3 Validity of multiplier bootstrap in estimating LRT quantile

	C Proof of Theorems for the Lower Bound
	C.1 Proof of Theorem 5.5 and Theorem 5.6
	C.1.1 Proof of Theorem 5.6 (1)
	C.1.2 Proof of Theorem 5.6 (2)
	C.1.3 Proof of Theorem 5.5

	C.2 Proof of Corollary 5.11

	D Proof of technical lemmas
	D.1 Proof of Lemma 2.2
	D.2 Proof of Lemma B.2
	D.3 Consistency of Probability Estimation








