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Abstract

The paper discusses a statistical problem related to testing for differences

between two sparse networks with community structures. The community-

wise edge probability matrices have entries of order O(n−1/ log n), where n

represents the size of the network. The authors propose a test statistic that

combines a method proposed by Wu et al. [39] and a resampling process.

They derive the asymptotic null distribution of the test statistic and pro-

vide a guarantee of asymptotic power against the alternative hypothesis. To

evaluate the performance of the proposed test statistic, the authors conduct

simulations and provide real data examples. The results indicate that the

proposed test statistic performs well in practice.

Keywords:

Stochastic block model, Hypothesis testing, Sparse network, Gumbel

distribution.

1. Introduction

Networks have been widely used to describe relationships between individ-

uals or interactions between units of complex systems in diverse fields, such
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as biology, computer science, sociology and many others [17, 10, 12, 31, 38, 4].

With the development in data collection and the explosion of social media

network analysis has become an increasingly important part of data analysis.

Given a large network, one of the important task is to find its commu-

nity structure. For example, identifying communities of customer’s network

can help promoting a brand of product [21]. In the protein-protein network,

communities are groups of proteins that carry specific functions in the cell,

finding communities can help us understanding the organization and dy-

namics of cell functions [6]. In the Coauthorship and Citation networks for

statisticians, communities detection can help us finding the envelopment of

research habits, trends and topological patterns of statisticians [17, 18]. The

stochastic block model [14] is a very popular model for community structures

in network data and has been extensively studied in computer science and

statistics literature. The stochastic block model assigns n nodes to one of K

disjointed blocks. Given the memberships, the observed network is recorded

by the symmetric adjacency matrix A. The entries Aij(i > j) of the sym-

metric adjacency A are independent Bernoulli random variables, where the

parameter E(Aij) depends only on the memberships of nodes i and j.

Community detection is recovering the membership upon observing a

single observation of A. This problem has received considerable attention

from different research areas, many methods have been proposed such as

spectral clustering[19, 27, 25], likelihood methods[2, 4, 29] and modularity

maximization[28], see [1] for a review. However, most of these methods

assume we know the number of clusters which we do not. For example,

the spectral clustering and its variants estimate the community membership
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by applying k-means clustering to the rows of the matrix formed by the

K0 leading singular vectors of A. Here K0 is the hypothetical number of

communities and should be given at first. Most of these methods take the

number of clusters K as known a priori but in practice, K is often unknown.

To address this problem, a large number of methods have been proposed,

including likelihood-based methods [37, 34], random matrix theory-based

methods [24, 5, 22, 9], network cross-validation [26, 7, 15], and the maximum

entry-wise deviation approach [16], to name but a few.

Analogous to single network problems, two-sample hypothesis tests for

random networks arise naturally in neuroscience, social networks and ma-

chine learning [3, 41, 6]. There has been several work on this important

problem. Tang et al. proposed a statistic for comparing two random dot

product graphs by adjacency spectral embeddings in [35, 36]. Ghoshdasti-

dar et al. in [12] proposed two test statistics based on the estimates of the

Frobenius norm and the spectral norm between the link probability matrices

of the two samples, and provided a clear characterization of the minimax

separation threshold. Ghoshdastidar and von Luxburg [13], Chen et al.[8]

proposed test statistics based on the extreme eigenvalues of a scaled and

centralized matrix, and proved that the statistics approximately follow the

Tracy-Widom law under the null hypothesis.

Most of the literature, however, focus on cases where the sample size is

large, which limits the scope for inference. For example, omics data typically

results in one large interaction network, that is, the sample size of either

population is one. Hence, we need to design new two sample tests for a

small sample case. Hu et al. [16] proposed a goodness-of-fit test based on
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the maximum entry of the adjacency matrix for the stochastic block model.

Inspired by the work of Hu et al. [16], Wu et al. [39] proposed an approach

for testing two dense random networks based on SBM, where the sample size

is one.

Early researches concern the dense networks, but their performance usu-

ally becomes unsatisfactory when the network becomes sparse. One of the

reason is that sparse networks with small expected degrees fail to concentrate

on their expectations. This is because such networks have vertices with de-

grees that are unusually high or low [23]. However, sparse networks are com-

mon in real-world scenarios such as social networks and gene co-expression

networks, where the edges may not be easily observable despite containing

hundreds of thousands of objects. It is noteworthy that sparse networks

have proven to be useful in machine learning and have demonstrated their

effectiveness in a variety of practical applications [30, 32, 2, 20, 40]. In this

project, we will propose a new method for conducting a two-sample test on

sparse stochastic block models.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we explain why the

method proposed by Wu et.al [39] fails on sparse networks. We state the new

test statistic with its asymptotic null distribution and asymptotic power in

Section 3. To illustrate the performance of the test statistic, some simulations

and real data examples are given in Sections 4 and 5, respectively. Finally,

we conclude this paper in Section 6.
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2. Two sample test problem on dense network

Suppose that two random networks over the same vertices are given,

and their adjacency matrices are generated from symmetric link probability

matrix P1 with A1,ij ∼ Bernoulli(P1,ij), i, j = 1, 2, . . . , n, and another sample

of adjacency matrix A2,ij is generated with link probability matrix P2. Is

there a difference between the two networks? The answer can be formulated

in the following hypothesis test framework:

H0 : P1 = P2 vs H1 : P1 6= P2. (1)

Assume that A1 and A2 have community structures, so they can be modeled

by SBM. Consider a stochastic block model with n nodes and K communities,

the probability mass function for the adjacency matrix A`, ` = 1, 2, is

P (A`) =
∏

1≤i<j≤n

B
A`,ij

`,gigj
(1−B`,gigj)

1−A`,ij .

where g ∈ {1, 2, . . . , K}n is the membership vector and B` ∈ [0, 1]K×K ,

` = 1, 2 are the symmetric community-wise edge probability matrices. As a

result A1 and A2 can be parameterized by (g1, B1) and (g2, B2), respectively.

In this regime, the hypothesis test (1) becomes

H0 : B1 = B2 vs H1 : B1 6= B2. (2)

under the assumption that g := g1 = g2.

Given the hypothetical number of communities K, let ĝ be an estimated

community membership vector. Define n̂k = #(V̂k), and V̂k = ĝ−1(k), 1 ≤

k ≤ K. We consider the plug-in estimator of B`, ` = 1, 2, which are proposed
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in [24]:

B̂`,kl =


∑

i∈V̂k,j∈V̂l
A`,ij

n̂kn̂l
, k 6= l,∑

i,j∈V̂k,i≤j A`,ij

n̂k(n̂k−1)/2
, k = l.

(3)

To test the null hypotheses (1) with a divergent K, Wu et al.[39] proposed

the entry-wise deviation,

ρ̂ik =
1√

#(ĝ−1(k)\ {i})

∑
j∈ĝ−1(k)\{i}

A1,ij − A2,ij√
B̂1,ĝiĝj(1− B̂1,ĝiĝj) + B̂2,̂̂giĝj

(1− B̂2,ĝiĝj)
,

where ĝ−1(k) = {i : 1 ≤ i ≤ n, ĝi = k}, and #(ĝ−1(k)\ {i}) stands for the

cardinality of set ĝ−1(k)\ {i}.

Denote Ln = max
1≤i≤n,1≤k≤K

|ρ̂ik|, under the dense network assumption in

their paper, Wu et al. [39] established the theoretical properties of Ln. Their

proposed test is not suitable for sparse networks, as discussed in their pa-

per. Actually when the community-wise edge probability max
1≤i≤K,1≤k≤K

Bij =

O( logn
n

), ρ̂ik can be expressed as a standard normal distribution N(0, 1) plus

an additional term Op(
1√
logn

). In this case the test statistic L2
n−2 log(2Kn)+

log log(2Kn) converges to a Type-I extreme value distribution plus a term of

order Op(1). Thus, L2
n − 2 log(2Kn) + log log(2Kn) can not converge to the

Gumbel distribution under the sparse network setting, which is true as Wu

et al. [39] showed under the dense network setting.

3. Resampling method

Several methods have been proposed to accommodate the sparsity of

network. Jing et al. [20] proposed a method of partitioning sparse network

using the symmetrized Laplacian inverse matrix (SLIM). Gao et al. [11]
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proved that normalized spectral clustering can help improve the clustering

result in sparse network. Wu et al. [40] developed a resampling method

to test whether the sparse network can be adequately fitted by a stochastic

block model with K communities.

In this paper we will propose a novel test statistic by resampling ρ̂ik and

establish its theoretical properties. Firstly, calculate ρ̂ik (1 ≤ i ≤ n, 1 ≤

k ≤ K) based on Wu et al. [39] Secondly, for any fixed community k ∈

{1, 2, · · · , K} we randomly draw S samples from {ρ̂1k, · · · ρ̂nk} at the m-th

realization (m = 1, · · · ,M), denote them as {ρ̂m1k, · · · ρ̂mSk}. Subsequently,

calculate

γ̂mk =
ρ̂m1k + ρ̂m2k + ρ̂mSk√

S
.

In this case, γ̂mk can be expressed as a standard normal distribution N(0, 1)

plus an additional term Op(1/
√
S log n). One can see that the resampling

process accelerates the speed of the additional term converge to 0. Denote

Fn = max
1≤i≤n,1≤k≤K

|γ̂mk|, intuitively large value of Fn provides evidence to

reject H0 in (2). For establishing the theoretical results, we need three as-

sumptions.

Assumption 1. There exists two positive constants c1 and c2 such that

c1n
K
≤ min

1≤k≤K
nk ≤ max

1≤k≤K
nk ≤ c2n2

K2 log 2n
for all n.

Assumption 2. For ` = 1, 2 and 1 ≤ k, l ≤ K, B`,kl ∈ (0, 1) and min
k,l

nB`,kl →

∞, and B` have no identical rows, for ` = 1, 2.

Assumption 3. Assume that S = max{O(q−1/2), o((n/ log n)c3)}, where q =

max
k,l

B`,kl and K = o((n/ log n)c3), for 0 < c3 < 0.5. MK = o(n) and

min{n,M, S} → ∞.
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Let T := Tn = L2
n − 2 log(MK) + log log(MK). Then we have the following

asymptotic results for the test statistic T .

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold. Then under the

null hypothesis H0 : B1 = B2, as n→∞, we have that

lim
n→∞

P (T ≤ y) = exp

{
− 1√

π
e−y/2

}
. (4)

The proof of Theorem 1 is collected in the supplementary materials.

It is worth noting that the right hand side of (4) is the cumulative

distribution function of the Gumbel distribution with location parameter

µ = −2 log(
√
π) and scale parameter β = 2. Therefore, for the testing prob-

lem (2), we reject H0 when T ≥ t1−α, where tα is the αth quantile of the

Gumbel distribution Gumbel(µ, β).

Next, we consider the comparation for the tests based on T , which we

summarize in the following theorem. Our work considers the sparse networks

where the magnitude of the maximum expected node degree can be as small

as log n.

Theorem 2. Under the alternative hypothesis H1 : B1 6= B2, suppose that

1, 2 and 3 hold and max
1≤i≤n,1≤j≤n

|B1,gigj −B2,gigj | = Ω(
√

logMK
n

), we have that

as n→∞,

P (T ≥ c log(MK))→ 1,

for any positive constant c.

The proof of Theorem 2 is collected in the supplementary materials.
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4. Numerical experiments

In this section, we illustrate the performance of our proposed test statis-

tic in simulated datasets. Note that in the following settings, we use the

symmetrized Laplacian inverse matrix (SLIM) algorithm in [20] to estimate

the label ĝ.

4.1. The null distribution

In this simulation, we examine the finite sample null distribution of the

test statistic T and verify the results in Theorem 1. Assume that there are

two communities, the community-wise edge probability matrices B1 = B2 =

B, with B11 = B22 = 7 logn
n

and B12 = B21 = 3 logn
n

. We consider a small

network with n = 200. The membership vector g is generated by sampling

each entry independently from {1, 2} with equal probability.

In Figure 1 we present the histogram plot of our proposed test statistic

from 1,000 independent replications under the null hypothesis. The theo-

retical limit distribution (red line) is also plotted as a reference. It visually

confirms the results in Theorem 1.

4.2. Type I and Type II errors under the dense networks

In this simulation, we compare the performance of our test statistic T

with the maximum entry-wise deviation statistic proposed by Wu et al. in

[39] and the largest eigenvalue statistic proposed by Ghoshdastidar et al. in

[13] and Chen et al. in [8], their test statistics are denoted by T+ and TW

respectively.

We take the same parameter settings as in [39]. The edge probabili-

ties between communities k and l are B1,kl = 0.05r + 0.05r × I{k = l},
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Figure 1: Histogram of the test statistic T and the density function of the Gumbel distri-

bution with µ = −2 log(
√
π) and β = 2.

B2,kl = B1,kl + εr × I{k = l}, where r controls the sparsity of the network.

Under the null hypothesis ε = 0, we have B1 = B2 apparently. Under the

alternative hypothesis, we set ε = 0.04, which is the same as that in [39].

The membership vector g is generated by sampling each entry independently

from {1, 2} with equal probability. First, we fixed r = 1 and let n increase

from 200 to 1000. Under 1,000 independent replications, the proportion of

rejection at the nominal significance level of 0.05 can be seen in Figure 2.

The dotted line for the null hypothesis case corresponds to the significance

level of 5%. It reveals that our test statistic T consistently outperforms T+
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and TW . Next we consider r = 0.5, all the other parameters are the same

200 400 600 800 1000
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1
Under null hypothesis

T+

TW
T

200 400 600 800 1000
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1
Under alternative hypothesis

T+

TW
T

Figure 2: Comparation for the tests with an increasing number of vertices n and r = 1.

as in the setting r = 1. It can be see in 3 that our test statistic T are more

robust to sparse networks than T+ and TW .

4.3. Type I and Type II errors under the sparse networks

In this simulation, we illustrate the performance of our test statistic T

since the other two test statistic T+ and TW fail in the sparse network set-

tings. In the sparse network settings, the edge probabilities between commu-

nities k and l are B1,kl = 0.5r+0.5r×I{k = l}, B2,kl = B1,kl+ εr×I{k = l},

where r = logn
n

. Under the null hypothesis ε = 0, we have B1 = B2. Un-

der the alternative hypothesis, we set ε = 0.4. The membership vector g

is generated by sampling each entry independently from {1, 2} with equal

probability. We let the network size n increases from 1000 to 5000. Under

1,00 independent replications, the proportion of rejection at the nominal sig-

nificance level of 0.05 can be seen in Figure 4. The dotted line for the null
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Figure 3: Comparation for the tests with an increasing number of vertices n and r = 1.

hypothesis case corresponds to the significance level of 5%. It reveals that

our test statistic T works well in the sparse network settings.

1000 2000 3000 4000 5000
0

0.2
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0.6

0.8

1
Under null hypothesis

T

1000 2000 3000 4000 5000
0

0.2

0.4
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Under alternative hypothesis

T

Figure 4: Comparation for the tests with an increasing number of vertices n and r = 1.

12



5. Real Data Example

In this section we conduct experiments on the real dataset. The data

is collected at the Department of Computer Science at Aarhus University,

pertaining to employee interactions. The population of the study included

61 employees who voluntarily participated in the survey, comprising profes-

sors, postdoctoral researchers, PhD students and administration staff, out

of the total of 142 employees. This dataset including five adjacency matri-

ces which focus on measuring 5 structural variables, namely current working

relationships, repeated leisure activities, regularly eating lunch together, co-

authorship of a publication, and friendship on Facebook. The relationships

between the actors were dichotomous and based on their interactions, without

any weighting. The first three variables were assessed through a question-

naire that was distributed online and measured individual assessments made

by the actors. The co-authorship relationship was obtained from the online

DBLP bibliography database, without any direct interaction with the actors.

A custom application was utilized to obtain friendship connections among all

individuals who reported having a Facebook account. More details can be

found in [33].

We want to characterize the differences between the five community-wise

edge probabilities of Work, Leisure, Lunch, Co-authorship, and Friendship,

which are denoted as BW , BL1 , BL2 , BC and BF , respectively. Statistically,

we conduct ten two sample testing problems between the five matrices. We

use T as the test statistic and calculate the values of test statistic, the result

is listed in Table 1. Since t0.95 = 4.79 for the Gumbel distribution, we reject

the above ten null hypotheses at the level of 0.05 with strong evidence. For
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illustration, Figure 5 shows the five networks, where the users are colored

based on the clustering results.

Table 1: The values of test statistic corresponding to ten two sample testing problems

between the five matrices.

Work 47.05 14.99 50.19 12.95

Leisure 11.43 13.44 11.58

Lunch 20.50 42.47

Co-authorship 22.76

Friendship

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a new approach to test whether two sparse net-

works are from the same SBM with K communities. We derive the asymp-

totic null distribution of the test statistic under the null hypothesis and

provide the theoretical power under the alternative hypothesis. Real-world

networks often exhibit degree heterogeneity, which can be accommodated

by extending the proposed method to the degree-corrected SBM. However,

when the degree correction parameters are unknown, it becomes challenging

to derive the asymptotic distribution because of the complex dependency

between the entries of the rescaled adjacency matrix. We leave this for the

future work. Simulations and real data examples validate our theoretical

results.
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(e) Friendship

Figure 5: Visualization of the five networks.
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