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Abstract. We introduce the nested stochastic block model (NSBM) to cluster

a collection of networks while simultaneously detecting communities within each
network. NSBM has several appealing features including the ability to work on
unlabeled networks with potentially different node sets, the flexibility to model
heterogeneous communities, and the means to automatically select the number
of classes for the networks and the number of communities within each network.

This is accomplished via a Bayesian model, with a novel application of the
nested Dirichlet process (NDP) as a prior to jointly model the between-network
and within-network clusters. The dependency introduced by the network data

creates nontrivial challenges for the NDP, especially in the development of
efficient samplers. For posterior inference, we propose several Markov chain
Monte Carlo algorithms including a standard Gibbs sampler, a collapsed Gibbs

sampler, and two blocked Gibbs samplers that ultimately return two levels
of clustering labels from both within and across the networks. Extensive
simulation studies are carried out which demonstrate that the model provides

very accurate estimates of both levels of the clustering structure. We also apply
our model to two social network datasets that cannot be analyzed using any
previous method in the literature due to the anonymity of the nodes and the
varying number of nodes in each network.

Keywords: Multiple networks, clustering network objects, community
detection, nested Dirichlet process, stochastic block model, Gibbs sampler

1. Introduction

Suppose we have a collection of networks represented by a sequence of adjacency
matrices. How do we simultaneously cluster these networks and the nodes within?
This question, in its most difficult form, is what we address in this paper. Clustering
nodes within a single network, also known as community detection, has been studied
extensively in the past. Clustering nodes within multiple (related) networks, so-
called multilayer or multiplex community detection, has also been studied. Much
less has been done, however, on trying to find structure among networks at the
same time as performing community detection on them.

There are two fundamental network settings in terms of difficulty:

1. There is node correspondence among the networks. That is, the networks
describe the relationship among the “same” set of nodes and we know the
1-1 correspondences that map the nodes from network to network. We refer
to this case as the labeled case.

2. The unlabeled case, where there is no node correspondence among the
networks. This includes the case where the nodes are the same among
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2 NSBM

networks, but we do not know the correspondence. It also includes the
much more interesting case where the nodes in each network are genuinely
different; in this case, the networks can even be of different orders.

We are interested in the unlabeled case. In this case, even if one performs
individual clustering on nodes in each network, the clustering of the networks is still
challenging, since there is the hard problem of matching the estimated communities
among different networks. This is in addition to the information loss incurred by
doing individual community detection.

Can we do simultaneous community detection in each network, borrowing infor-
mation across them in doing so, and at the same time cluster the networks into
groups themselves, all in the unlabeled setting? The nested stochastic block model
(NSBM) we propose in this paper is an affirmative answer to this question.

NSBM is a hierarchical nonparametric Bayesian model, extending the very well-
known stochastic block model (SBM) for individual community detection to the
setting of simultaneous network and node clustering. In NSBM, the individual
networks follow an SBM, but the node label (community assignment) priors and the
connectivity matrices of these SBMs are connected through a hierarchical model
inspired by the nested Dirichlet Process (NDP) (Rodriguez et al., 2008).

In extending NDP to the network setting, we encountered difficulties and inter-
esting phenomena when Gibbs sampling. These issues exist in the original NDP,
but are exacerbated, hence easier to observe, once we extend to the network setting.
To investigate these issues, we propose four different Gibbs samplers and provide
an extensive numerical comparison among them. A clear empirical picture arises
through our simulations and real-world experiments as to the relative standing of
these approaches. Although past work has noted difficulties in sampling from DP
mixtures, those involved in sampling NDP-based models seem to be of different
nature. As far as we know, our work is the first to report on these issues and provide
a comprehensive exploration. We provide a summary of our findings in Section 4,
suggest some plausible explanations, and leave the door open to future exploration
of these phenomena, from both theoretical and practical perspectives.

1.1. Related work. There is a large literature on community detection for a single
network. Approaches include graph partitioning, hierarchical clustering, spectral
clustering, semidefinite programming, likelihood and modularity-based approaches,
and testing algorithms (Abbe, 2017; Fortunato, 2010). There are also several
Bayesian models that use the Dirichlet process for community detection in a single
network (Kemp et al., 2006; Kim et al., 2012; Zhou, 2015; Newman and Clauset,
2016; Zhao et al., 2017; Shen et al., 2022).

Recently, there has been an emerging line of work on multiple-network data
in both supervised and unsupervised settings including averaging (Ginestet et al.,
2017), hypothesis testing (Chen, Zhou, et al., 2019; Chen, Josephs, et al., 2023),
classification (Arroyo Relión et al., 2019; Josephs, Lin, et al., 2023), shared commu-
nity detection (Lei et al., 2020), supervised shared community detection (Arroyo
and Levina, 2020), and shared latent space modeling (Arroyo, Athreya, et al., 2021).
Each of these methods is for the labeled case, but unlabeled networks arise in
many applications involving anonymized networks, misalignment from experimental
mismeasurements, and active learning for sampling nodes. More generally, they
arise as a population of networks sampled from a general exchangeable random array
model, including but not limited to graphon models (Orbanz and Roy, 2014). While
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Network
clustering

Node
clustering

Unlabeled
networks

Community
heterogeneity

Learns
K

NSBM (this paper) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Reyes and Rodriguez, 2016 ✓ ✓ (✓) ✓

sMLSBM (Stanley et al., 2016)

✓ ✓ (✓)
MMLSBM (Jing et al., 2021)
ALMA (Fan et al., 2022)
Signorelli and Wit, 2020

NCLM (Mukherjee et al., 2017) ✓ ✓

NCGE (Mukherjee et al., 2017) ✓

Diquigiovanni and Scarpa (2019) ✓

RESBM (Paul and Chen, 2020) ✓ ✓

Mantziou et al., 2021 ✓ (✓)

Young et al., 2022 ✓

HSBM (Amini et al., 2022) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Table 1. Comparison of network clustering methods. (✓) in the penul-
timate column means the method allows community heterogeneity only
at the level of network clusters.

there is a large literature on graph matching in which the alignment between two
networks is unknown, there are only a few methods for multiple networks in the
unlabeled case (Kolaczyk et al., 2020; Josephs, Li, et al., 2021; Amini et al., 2022).

There are several methods within the multiple-network inference literature for
clustering a population of networks. Reyes and Rodriguez (2016) introduce a
Bayesian nonparametric model for clustering networks with similar community
structure over a fixed vertex set. The authors modify the infinite relational model
(IRM) from Kemp et al. (2006), which is closely related to the Dirichlet process, in
order to capture (dis)assortative mixing and to introduce transitivity.

Motivated by soccer team playing styles, where each team is represented by
a network, Diquigiovanni and Scarpa (2019) introduce agglomerative hierarchical
clustering of networks based on the similarity of their community structures, as
measured by the Rand index. The community structures are obtained by the
Louvain method. The approach clearly requires a shared vertex set.

Mukherjee et al. (2017) provide two graph clustering algorithms: Network Clus-
tering based on (a) Graphon Estimation (NCGE), and (b) Log Moments (NCLM).
Both methods perform spectral clustering on a matrix of pairwise distances among
the networks. In NCGE, one estimates a graphon for each network using, for
example, neighborhood smoothing (Zhang et al., 2015) or universal singular value
thresholding (Chatterjee, 2015) – more accurately, they estimate P = E[A] where A
is the n× n adjacency matrix. The pairwise distances are the Frobenius distances
of the estimated graphons. In NCLM, one computes a vector of log moments for
each network,

(
log tr((A/n)k), k = 1, . . . ,K

)
, and then forms pairwise distances

among these feature vectors. NCGE only works in the labeled case, while NCLM
can handle unlabeled case.

To further classify this literature, let us refine our earlier classification of network
problems into the “labeled” and “unlabeled” cases. For a community detection
problem, the labeled case can be refined based on whether communities of the same
(labeled) nodes are allowed to change across networks. If a method allows such
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variation, we say that it can handle community heterogeneity. An example is the
Random Effect SBM (RE-SBM) of Paul and Chen (2020), where the communities
across networks are Markov perturbations of a representative mean; we consider a
very similar model in our simulations (Section 4). Their work also allows variation
in the off-diagonal entries of the SBM connectivity matrices. A very similar setting
is considered in Chen, Liu, et al. (2022), where minimax rates for recovering the
global and individualized communities are established.

An alternative approach to modeling a population of networks is to assume
that they are perturbations of some latent (true) network. Letting A∗ denote the
adjacency matrix of the true network, the simplest way to generate perturbed
networks is to flip each entry A∗

ij independently with some probability. Among the
first to consider this model are Pedarsani and Grossglauser (2011) who propose a
simple version for studying the privacy of anonymized networks. More recently, Le
et al. (2018) generate perturbed A = (Aij) via

Aij |A∗
ij ∼

{
Ber(1−Qij) A∗

ij = 1

Ber(Pij) A∗
ij = 0

. (1.1)

Let us refer to the above as the measurement error (ME) process. Le et al. (2018)
assume that there is single latent A∗ generated from an SBM and one observes
multiple noisy measurements of it from the ME process above. The authors also
assume that P and Q matrices share the same block structure with the underlying
SBM, and propose and analyze an EM type recovery algorithm. We refer to the
model from Le et al. (2018) as ME-SBM. Mantziou et al. (2021) extend this model
to allow multiple true networks A∗

c , c = 1, . . . , C, each observed network being
a perturbed version of one of them. In other words, they consider a mixture of
ME-SBMs and devise an MCMC sampler for the posterior, similar to the scheme
in Lunagómez et al. (2021). A similar mixture of (simplified) ME processes is
considered in Young et al. (2022) for network clustering in which 1 − Qij = α
and Pij = β. The underlying latent networks A∗

c are not assumed to have specific
structures (such as SBM) and are inferred by Gibbs sampling. Though the above
works all assume labeled networks, Josephs, Li, et al. (2021) recently extended the
mixture of ME processes to the unlabeled setting.

To summarize the previous two general approaches, in the RE-SBM, the “commu-
nities” undergo Markov perturbations to account for the variation in the observed
networks, while in the ME-SBM type models, the “adjacency matrices” undergo a
Markov perturbation.

A third line of work treats the multiple networks as layers of a single multilayer
network. Two notable example are the strata multilayer stochastic block model
(sMLSBM) of Stanley et al. (2016) and the mixture multilayer stochastic block
model (MMLSBM) of Jing et al. (2021), which are essentially the same model,
independently proposed in different communities. In both cases, the multiple
networks, Aj , j = 1, . . . , J – viewed as layers – are assumed to be independently
drawn from a mixture of SBMs, that is,

Aj ∼
K∑

k=1

πk SBM(Bk, ζk) , (1.2)

where SBM(Bk, ζk) represent the distribution of the adjacency matrix of an SBM
with connectivity matrix Bk and label vector ζk. This model allows community
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heterogeneity, but only at the level of network clusters, not at the level of individual
networks. To fit the model, Stanley et al. (2016) use a variational EM approach,
while Jing et al. (2021) use tensor factorization ideas – they compute an approximate
Tucker decomposition via alternating power iterations, which they call TWIST –
and provide a theoretical analysis of their approach. Fan et al. (2022) introduce
a slightly different “alternating minimization algorithm (ALMA)” to compute the
tensor decomposition for MMLSBM, arguing that ALMA has higher accuracy
numerically and theoretically compared to TWIST. We compare with ALMA in
Section 4. While MMLSBM can be used to simultaneously cluster networks and
nodes, it requires the networks to be on a shared vertex set. Along the same lines,
Signorelli and Wit (2020) model a population of networks as a general mixture

model Aj ∼
∑K

k=1 πkf(· | θk), but in the end focus mainly on the case where f(· | θk)
represents either an SBM as in Equation (1.2) or a p1 model (Holland and Leinhardt,
1981). They use EM for fitting the model and AIC/BIC to determine the number
of components.

Besides the method of Reyes and Rodriguez (2016), all of the aforementioned
methods assume the number of classes and communities to be known. In contrast,
by employing an NDP prior, our model learns the number of network classes and
node communities. Furthermore, as we will demonstrate later, our method does
not require node correspondence between the observed networks and allows for
community heterogeneity between networks even in the same class. No other model
in the literature exhibits these flexibilities. A summary of features for various graph
clustering methods is given in Table 1 and more details on the advantages of NSBM
are given in Section 2.4.

1.2. Organization. The remainder of our paper is organized as follows. In Section 2,
we provide a review of the nested Dirichlet process before introducing NSBM. We
develop four efficient Gibbs algorithms for sampling from our posterior in Section 3,
highlighting the nontrivial challenges from introducing dependency through the
network data. Section 4 is devoted to an extensive simulation study that compares
our four samplers to competing methods on clustering problems of varying hardness.
We illustrate an important application of our model to two real datasets in Section 5.
Section 6 concludes our paper with a discussion of future work.

2. Nested stochastic block model

2.1. Original nested Dirichlet process. In a multicenter study, yij is the ob-
servation on subject i in center j. For example, yj is the vector of outcomes for
patients in hospital j. To analyze this data, it is common to either pool the subjects
from the different centers or separately analyze the centers. As a middle approach,
Rodriguez et al. (2008) introduce the nested Dirichlet process (NDP) mixture model
for borrowing information across centers while also clustering similar centers. That
is, if zj is the hospital type for hospital j and ξij is the patient type for patient i,
then the NDP mixture model allows simultaneous inference on z = (z1, . . . , zJ ) and
ξj = (ξ1j , . . . , ξnjj), j ∈ [J ].

The original NDP mixture model can be expressed as follows1

Q ∼ DP(αDP(βH)),

1Here, we correct a minor, but subtle, error in the original paper. There, Q is stated to be
≡ DP(αDP(βH)), whereas one has to sample from this nested DP to get Q.
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Gj |Q ∼ Q,

yij |Gj ∼
∫

p( · | θ)Gj(dθ) , (2.1)

where j = 1, . . . , J in the second line and i = 1, . . . , nj in the third line. It is
not immediately clear how this abstract version of the model can be extended to
networks. Below, we develop an alternative equivalent representation that is suitable
for such extension.

Using the stick-breaking representation of the DP, we can explicitly write Q as

Q =

∞∑
j=1

πkδG∗
k
, G∗

k ∼ DP(βH), π ∼ GEM(α) ,

where π = (πk, k ∈ N). Here, GEM stands for Griffiths, Engen, and McCloskey (Pit-
man et al., 2002) and refers to the distribution of a random measure on N stemming
from the well-known stick-breaking construction of the DP (Sethuraman, 1994).
See Section 2.3 for a more explicit description of GEM. Another application of the
stick-breaking representation, this time for G∗

k, gives us

G∗
k =

∞∑
ℓ=1

wℓkδθ∗
ℓk
, θ∗ℓk ∼ H, wk ∼ GEM(β) ,

where wk = (wℓk, ℓ ∈ N).
Next, we note that line (2.1) can be made more explicit by sampling θij |Gj ∼ Gj

i.i.d. over i, and then sampling yij | θij ∼ p( · | θij). Furthermore, let zj denote the
“class” of the jth center, that is, which component of Q gets assigned to Gj . More
specifically, zj = k iff Gj = G∗

k.
With this notation, θij = θ∗ξij ,zj and Gj = G∗

zj , and the model reduces to

θ∗ℓk ∼ H yij |θ∗, zk, ξij ∼ p( · | θ∗ξij ,zj ). (2.2)

wk ∼ GEM(β) ξij |w, zj ∼ wzj (2.3)

π ∼ GEM(α) zj |π ∼ π (2.4)

We have tried to stay close to the notation in Rodriguez et al. (2008), with minor
modifications (including changing ζj to zj). For future developments, we will rename
α to π0, and β to w0.

2.2. Non-identifiability. There is an inherent non-identifiability in NDP mixture
models that has not been previously discussed in the literature. In the original
NDP motivating example, this amounts to not being able to differentiate between a
multicenter study with K hospital types and Lk patient types in the kth hospital

type versus a single hospital with L =
∑K

k=1 Lk patient types. In other words, since
a single hospital can have infinitely many patient types, the likelihood of the NDP
cannot distinguish these two cases. One has to rely solely on the strength of the
prior to differentiate them. While this issue is less apparent in the original NDP for
Euclidean data, we will see that introducing network data exposes this challenge.

2.3. NSBM. Here, we introduce the nested stochastic block model (NSBM), which
is a novel employment of the NDP as a prior for modeling the two-level clustering
structure on a collection of network objects.

Let A = A1, . . . , AJ be the observed adjacency matrices of J networks (say from
J subjects) in which Aj has nj nodes. Our goal is to model both the within and
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between clustering structures of the networks. That is, we want to group a collection
of network objects into classes while simultaneously clustering the nodes within
each network into communities.

Let K be the number of classes which is not known or specified. We denote
z = (z1, . . . , zJ) with zj ∈ {1, . . . ,K} as the class membership for the jth network.
Given the partition structure z of these objects, we assume that each of the networks
in each class of networks follows a stochastic block model (SBM) with nj nodes.
Denote by ξj = (ξ1j , . . . , ξnjj) the community membership of the nj nodes for the
jth network; ξj encodes the clustering structure of the nodes within the jth network.

We assume that we can borrow information and cluster across distributions by
imposing that z and ξj , j ∈ [J ] follow an NDP prior. This leads to the following
nested SBM :

ηxyk ∼ Beta(α, β) Aj
st | ξj , zj ,η ∼ Ber(ηξsjξtjzj ) (2.5)

wk ∼ GEM(w0) ξsj |w, zj ∼ wzj (2.6)

π ∼ GEM(π0) zj |π ∼ π (2.7)

independently over 1 ≤ s < t ≤ nj , x ≤ y, k ∈ N and j ∈ [J ]. Both x, y range over
N subject to x ≤ y. We note that (2.5) specifies the SBM likelihood, (2.6) models
the community structure within each network, and (2.7) models the class level of the
network objects. If SBM(B, ζ) represent the distribution of the adjacency matrix of
an SBM with connectivity matrix B and label vector ζ, we can compactly write the
RHS of (2.5) as

Aj | ξj , zj ,η ∼ SBM(ηzj , ξj) .

The sampling of π and wk in lines (2.6)–(2.7) can be made more explicit as
follows:

uxk ∼ Beta(1, w0), wk = F (uk), (2.8)

vk ∼ Beta(1, π0), π = F (v) , (2.9)

independently across x, k ∈ N, where uk = (uxk), and v = (vk), and F (·) is the
stick-breaking map. More specifically, F : [0, 1]N → [0, 1]N is given by

[F (v)]k := vk

k−1∏
ℓ=1

(1− vℓ) , (2.10)

where, by convention, the product over an empty set is equal to 1.
We will use the following conventions for indices. We often use s, t to index

nodes, and use x, y to index communities within networks. We use k to index the
class of networks themselves. Throughout, we maintain the notation that j is the
layer/network index, zj is the class of network j, ξsj is the community label for the
sth node in the jth network, and ηk is the connectivity matrix for the kth SBM.

A few comments are in order. Our model does not follow from the standard NDP
mixture model as specified in (2.1). First, each network records pairwise interactions
between any pairs of nodes. In the i.i.d. settings, the data can be naturally grouped
into different clusterings based on the shared parameter value θ. In this case, the
NDP does not induce a natural partition of the parameters due to the within-cluster
interactions. Instead, we place a random partition prior on the nodes only, under
which we assume an SBM.
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2.4. Advantages. Here, we remark on some of the advantages of NSBM. First,
NSBM is the only existing method that currently achieves within and between
network clustering simultaneously for networks. By employing an NDP prior, our
model allows one to borrow strength from networks that are in the same class in
performing clustering. This is in contrast to two-step procedures (such as NCGE
and NCLM) that first cluster the network objects into classes and then, assuming
the networks share a common vertex set, cluster the nodes of networks in a given
class into communities.

Moreover, unlike these two-step procedures, our method assigns communities
to the nodes for each network within a given class individually. That is, the
communities are inferred on a network level rather than a class level, which we
refer to as community heterogeneity. Community heterogeneity can occur either
when nodes change communities between networks, for example if an individual
changes friend groups, or if the distribution of nodes in each community differs
across networks. In both of these cases, the heterogeneity exists within the same
network class.

Allowing for community heterogeneity can be easily seen from our construction.
Specifically, the community vectors ξj = (ξtj)

nj

t=1 are inferred at the node level
separately for each network. This also underscores the feature that the collection or
sample of networks does not have to share a common set of nodes. In case the vertex
set is the same, or even if just the number of nodes is the same, our construction
does not require a correspondence between the node labels. In the literature, these
networks are considered unlabeled.

While the distinction between labeled and unlabeled networks has received the
most attention in the multiple network literature, community heterogeneity is a
distinct but important feature. Ultimately, these features make our setup much
more general and flexible compared to any of the other existing methods. These
features are necessary in the common scenario, for example with social networks, in
which the networks lack a node correspondence (anonymity) and/or have a different
number of actors (different sample).

Finally, our model does not require the prespecification of the number of classes
or communities. The value of this feature cannot be overstated, since methods that
require K to be given as input necessarily rely on heuristics such as eigenvalue gaps
or elbow plots that are not theoretically justified.

2.5. Joint distribution. Recall that we observe multiple networks with adjacency
matrices Aj , j ∈ [J ], from SBMs with connectivity matrices ηk = (ηxyk), k ∈ N.
The joint distribution of NSBM factorizes as

p(A,η, ξ, z,u,v) =
∏
j

[
πzj

∏
s<t

p(Aj
st |η, ξj , zj)

∏
s

p(ξsj |w, zj)
]
·[

p(vk)
∏
x

p(uxk)
∏
x≤y

p(ηxyk)
]

(2.11)

where p(ξsj |w, zj) = wξsj ,zj and p(Aj
st |η, ξj , zj) = η

Aj
st

ξsjξtjzj
(1− ηξsjξtjzj )

1−Aj
st . Let

us define the index sets

Γj
xy =

{
{(s, t) : 1 ≤ s < t ≤ nj}, x = y

{(s, t) : 1 ≤ s ̸= t ≤ nj} x ̸= y
, (2.12)



9

the block counts

mj
xy =

∑
(s,t)∈Γj

xy

Aj
st1{ξsj=x,ξtj=y}, N j

xy =
∑

(s,t)∈Γj
xy

1{ξsj=x,ξtj=y},

and the aggregate block sums

mxyk =
∑
j

1{zj=k}m
j
xy, Nxyk =

∑
j

1{zj=k}N
j
xy, m̄xyk = Nxyk −mxyk.

Then ∏
j

∏
s<t

p(Aj
st |η, ξj , zj) =

∏
j

∏
x≤y

η
mj

xy
xyzj (1− ηxyzj )

Nj
xy−mj

xy (2.13)

=
∏
k

∏
x≤y

η
mxyk

xyk (1− ηxyk)
Nxyk−mxyk (2.14)

and

p(ξsj | · · · ) ∝ p(ξsj |w, zj)
∏
t:t ̸=s

p(Aj
st |η, ξj , zj)

∝ wξsj ,zj

∏
y

∏
t:t̸=s, ξtj=y

η
Aj

st

ξsjyzj
(1− ηξsjyzj )

1−Aj
st . (2.15)

These compact representations allow efficient sampling, which we describe in the
next section.

3. Posterior inference

To sample from the posterior distribution, we propose the use of samplers based
on truncation approximations, which is what was used in the original Gibbs sampler
for NDP. To do so, we suppose there is a finite number of classes K and clusters of
nodes within class, L, with K and L specified as very large numbers.

There are many known challenges in the literature on sampling from DP mixture
models, in particular with the stick-breaking representation, including mixing issues
due to local modes and sensitivity to initialization (Neal, 2000; Hastie et al., 2015).
As mentioned earlier, NSBM introduces new challenges due to the non-identifiability
inherent in the NDP and the complexity of the SBM likelihood. To investigate these
issues, we consider and compare the following four samplers:

(a) Gibbs (G): A standard Gibbs samplers that updates all the (vector)
parameters ξ, z,η,w and π, one at a time given all the rest.

(b) Collapsed Gibbs (CG): Similar to (G), but we first marginalize out η
and only perform Gibbs updates on the remaining parameters.

(c) Blocked Gibbs (BG): Same as (G) except that we sample (ξ, z) jointly
given the rest of the variables. This joint sampling is exact. Letting
E = (η,w,π) be all the parameters except the labels, we perform the joint
sampling exactly, by sampling ξ |E first, followed by z | ξ, E.

(d) Incompatible Blocked Gibbs (IBG): Same as (BG) but with the order
of the label updates reversed: First, we sample z | ξ, E and then ξ |E.

For each of our samplers, we initiate ξ using separate DPSBM models (Shen
et al., 2022) on each network.
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3.1. Gibbs (G). Given the joint distribution in (2.11), we can easily compute the
conditional distributions for a standard Gibbs sampler (G).

(1) Sampling η Sample ηxyk independently for (x, y) : x ≤ y:

ηxyk | · · · ∼ Beta
(
mxyk + α, m̄xyk + β

)
This follows from representation (2.14).

(2) Sampling ξ Sample ξsj sequentially, given ξ−sj and other parameters,
from the discrete distribution:

p(ξsj = x | · · · ) ∝ wxzj exp
(∑

y

τ jsyuxyzj + nj
syvxyzj

)
where uxyk = log[ηxyk/(1− ηxyk)] and vxyk = log(1− ηxyk) and

τ jsy =
∑
t:t̸=s

Aj
st1{ξtj=y}, nj

sy =
∑
t:t ̸=s

1{ξtj=y}.

This follows from (2.15).

(3) Sampling z Sample zj independently over j (i.e., in parallel) given every-
thing else from

p(zj | · · · ) ∝ πzj

∏
x

wnx(ξj)
xzj

∏
x≤y

η
mj

xy
xyzj (1− ηxyzj )

Nj
xy−mj

xy ,

that is,

p(zj = r | · · · ) ∝ πr exp
(∑

x

nx(ξj) logwxr +
∑
x≤y

(
mj

xyurxy +N j
xyvrxy

))
.

where nx(ξj) = {s : ξsj = x}. This follows from representation (2.13) and∏
s

p(ξsj |w, zj) =
∏
s

wξsj ,zj =
∏
x

wnx(ξj)
xzj .

(4) Sampling u Sample uxk independently across x and k, as

uxk | · · · ∼ Beta
(
nx(ξ

(k)) + 1, n>x(ξ
(k)) + w0

)
, (3.1)

where ξ(k) := {ξsj : s ∈ [nj ], zj = k} and nx(·) and n>x(·) are operators counting
how many labels are equal to or greater than x, respectively. This follows by noting
that

p(u | · · · ) ∝
∏
s,j

wξsj ,zj

∏
k,x

bw0
(uxk)

=
∏
k

[ ∏
(s,j):zj=k

[F (uk)]ξsj
∏
x

bw0(uxk)
]
,

where the second line uses wξsj ,zj = [wzj ]ξsj = [F (uzj )]ξsj . This shows that the
posterior factorizes over k.

(5) Sampling v Sample vk independently from

vk | · · · ∼ Beta(nk

(
z) + 1, n>k(z) + π0

)
. (3.2)

This follows by noting that

p(v | · · · ) ∝
∏
j

πzj

∏
k

bπ0
(vk) =

∏
j

[F (v)]zj
∏
k

bπ0
(vk)
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and using the standard lemma.

3.2. Collapsed Gibbs (CG). Since our goal is simultaneously clustering networks
and nodes, the only parameters we need to infer are z and ξ. Hence, the underlying
block matrices η are nuisance parameters. Following the Beta-Binomial conjugacy in
our model, we can collapse out the link probabilities of each of the networks for more
efficient updating. Note that we retain the ability to estimate these probabilities as
the proportion of observed edges between inferred communities in each class.

Recall that using the aggregate block sums in Section 2.5, Equation (2.14) allowed
us to factor the likelihood as a product over k. Combining this with the prior on η,
we have

∝
∏
k

∏
x≤y

η
mxyk+α−1
xyk

(
1− ηxyk

)m̄xyk+β−1
. (3.3)

Integrating over η, we obtain the collapsed joint distribution which is given by

p(A, z, ξ | u,v) ≈∝
∏
k

∏
x≤y

B
(
mxyk + α, m̄xyk + β

)∏
j

[
πzj

nj∏
s=1

wξsj ,zj

]
, (3.4)

p(u,v)
≈∝

K∏
k=1

[
bπ0

(vk)

L∏
x=1

bw0
(uxk)

]
, (3.5)

where B(·, ·) is the beta function.
This allows us to define a collapsed Gibbs sampler (CG), which is the same as

(G) except for the following updates:

(2) Sampling ξ Given z, only mxyzj and m̄xyzj depend on ξsj . Hence,

p(ξsj | · · · ) ∝ wξsj ,zj

∏
x≤y

B
(
mzj

xy + αη, m̄
zj
xy + βη

)
.

The complexity of computing the product above can be reduced from O(L2) to
O(L) by a beta ratio idea similar to the one described below for sampling zj .

(3) Sampling z Let us introduce some notation to simplify the updates of
zj given everything else. Assume that the previous value of zj = r0 and the new
candidate value is r. Let qxyk and q̄xyk denote the previous values of mxyk and
m̄xyk based on zj = r0, and let mxyk(r) and m̄xyk(r) denote the new values based
on zj = r, where we are showing the internal dependence on r explicitly.

Changing zj from r0 to r only changes two of the matrices {mxyk(r), k ∈ [K]},
namely mxyr(r) and mxyr0(r). When r ̸= r0, the effect is to subtract values from
mxyr0(r) and add them to mxyr(r) such that mxyr0(r) +mxyr(r) remains the same.
The change to mxyr is the same for all r ̸= r0 and is equal to the block sums of Aj

with respect to ξj . For r = r0, of course the is no change to mxyk(r).
More specifically, fix j and let

Dj
xy :=

∑
(s,t)∈Γj

xy

Aj
st 1{ξsj=x, ξtj=y} .

Then, for all r ̸= r0, 
mxyk(r) = qxyk, k ̸∈ {r, r0},
mxyr(r) = qxyr +Dj

xy,

mxyr0(r) = qxyr0 −Dj
xy,

(3.6)
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and mxyk(r0) = qxyk for all k. Similar relations holds between m̄xyk(r) and q̄xyk
with D̄j

xy replacing Dj
xy and defined by replacing Aj

st with Āj
st in the definition of

Dj
xy.

Dividing (3.4) by
∏

k

∏
x≤y B

(
qxyk + α, q̄xyk + β

)
, which is constant when

considering p(zj = r | · · · ), we obtain

p(zj = r | · · · ) ∝

πr

nj∏
s=1

wξsj ,r

∏
k∈{r0, r}

∏
x≤y

B
(
mxyk(r) + α, m̄xyk(r) + β

)
B
(
qxyk + α, q̄xyk + β

) .
(3.7)

where we have used (3.6) to simplify the product over k.
Note from (3.6) that mxyr0(r) is the same for all r ̸= r0, obtained by subtracting

counts from qxyr0 , while we have mxyr0(r0) = qxyr0 .
Let

κr :=
∏
x≤y

B
(
mxyr0(r) + α, m̄xyr0(r) + β

)
B
(
qxyr0 + α, q̄xyr0 + β

) , r ̸= r0

and κr0 := 1. Note that κr is the same for all r ̸= r0 and can be computed once for
some r ̸= r0. Considering the two terms k = r0 and k = r in (3.7) separately, we
have

p(zj = r | · · · ) ∝ πr

∏
x

wnx(ξj)
xr · κr

∏
x≤y

B
(
mxyr(r) + α, m̄xyr(r) + β

)
B
(
qxyr + α, q̄xyr + β

) , (3.8)

using the further simplification
∏nj

s=1 wξsj ,r =
∏

x w
nx(ξj)
xr . Here, nx(·) counts how

many labels are equal to x.
Note that the beta ratios in (3.8) can be computed efficiently and accurately,

which we describe in Appendix A.

3.3. Blocked Gibbs (BG). Rodriguez et al. (2008) proposed a Gibbs sampler
when they introduced the NDP. Although not mentioned, they used a block sampler
for sampling exactly from the joint distribution of z and ξ. Specifically, letting
E = (y,θ,w,π) collect all the parameters except ξ and z, the authors’ approach
exactly samples from p(z, ξ |E) as one step in their Gibbs sampler. Note that
because p(z, ξ |E) =

∏
j p(zj , ξj |E) factorizes over j, it is enough to focus on a

single j.
Rodriguez et al. (2008) suggested marginalizing out ξj to sample from p(zj | E)

as follows:

p(zj |E) =
∑
ξj

p(zj , ξj |E)

∝ πzj

∑
ξj

∏
i

{
p(yij | θ, ξij , zj)wξij ,zj

}
,

and then sampling from p(ξj | zj , E). By interchanging the sum and product, we
obtain

p(zj |E) ∝ πzj

∏
i

∑
ξij

{
p(yij | θ, ξij , zj)wξij ,zj

}
.



13

Importantly, this exchange is justified because of the following identity:∑
x1,...,xn

n∏
i=1

fi(xi) =
∑

x1,...,xn−1

[
f1(x1)f2(x2) · · · fn−1(xn−1)

∑
xn

fn(xn)
]

=
∑

x1,...,xn−1

[
f1(x1)f2(x2) · · · fn−1(xn−1)

]
·
∑
xn

fn(xn)

=

n∏
i=1

∑
xi

fi(xi),

where xi ∈ [L] for all i. The last line follows by a recursive application of the
argument. In the NDP, f is the likelihood function and ξij plays the role of xi

here. Note the summation on the LHS is over Ln terms. The overall complexity of
calculating the LHS directly is O(nLn), while that of the RHS is nL+ n = O(nL).

However, this interchange of summation and product does not work for the NSBM
because our likelihood function does not factor as a product. This is directly a
result of the dependency introduced by modeling network data. Specifically, our
likelihood is a function of edges, which encode the information between pairs of
nodes, rather than individual data points.

Unfortunately, exact sampling from p(zj | E) is intractable without the inter-
change. In other words, the complexity of exact sampling from p(zj |E) is that of
sampling from the posterior of a SBM. See Section 6 for further discussion.

However, we can recover a blocked sampler by swapping the order: first sampling
ξj from p(ξj |E) by marginalizing out zj and then sampling zj from p(zj | ξj , E).
This allows us to utilize the interchange for NSBM.

We obtain the blocked Gibbs sampler (BG) by replacing the ξ update in (G)
with the following:

(2) Sampling ξ Sample ξsj sequentially, given ξ−sj and the other parameters
besides z, from the discrete distribution:

p(ξsj = x | · · · ) ∝
∏
k

∑
y

πk · wxk · exp
(
τ jsyuxyzj + nj

syvxyzj

)
A blocked sampler is a particular type of partially collapsed Gibbs (PCG) sampler.

Van Dyk and Park (2008) demonstrate the importance of sampling order when
implementing PCG samplers. In particular, we need to sample first from p(ξj | E)
and then from p(zj | ξj , E) since sampling in the opposite order may result in a
stationary distribution that differs from our target posterior distribution. However,
it is often “only” dependency between parameters that is lost, which may not
affect model performance such as clustering results. We therefore consider a fourth
sampler, which we refer to as an incompatible blocked Gibbs (IBG), that uses the
opposite sampling order.

4. Simulations

In this section, we perform several simulation studies to evaluate the clustering
performance of NSBM. We first provide a simulation that analyzes the various Gibbs
samplers from Section 3. We then assess how each NSBM sampler scales as the
number of nodes grows. Lastly, we compare the performance of NSBM to three
competing methods on both assortative and non-assortative networks. The first
two comparison methods are two-step procedures based on the graph clustering
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algorithms from Mukherjee et al. (2017): first cluster the networks using NCGE
or NCLM, then cluster the nodes using a community detection algorithm on the
average adjacency matrix from the networks in each class. Although NCLM works
for unlabeled networks, the second step requires the networks to be labeled so
that averaging the adjacency matrices is sensical. We also compare our method to
MMLSBM from Jing et al. (2021) using the improved algorithm ALMA from Fan
et al. (2022). While this method simultaneously clusters networks and nodes, it also
requires the networks to be labeled.

We compare our model with these three methods in various simulation settings.
In such settings, we sample labeled networks so that the comparison to the other
methods is fair. However, we emphasize that NSBM does not utilize the node
correspondence, hence, as we show in Section 4.4, the performance would be the
same if the networks were not labeled. For NCGE, NCLM, and ALMA, we provide
the true number of classes and clusters as input. In contrast, NSBM learns both
the number of network classes and the number of node communities automatically.

For NSBM, we evaluate the maximum a posteriori (MAP) labels for the network
classes and node communities. The MAP label is defined as the most frequently
assigned label over the chain, i.e. the mode. We measure the performance of the
estimated z and ξ labels using normalized mutual information (NMI). NMI ranges
from 0 (random guessing) to 1 (perfect agreement) and is used to compare two
partitions with a different number of labels while accounting for the issue of label
invariance. For ξ-NMI, we report the average NMI across ξj .

The simulations were performed on a high-computing cluster. The code for these
experiments is available at the GitHub repository aaamini/nsbm (Josephs, Amini,
et al., 2023).

An overview of our findings is as follows:

(1) (IBG) performs the best clustering networks, followed by (CG).

(2) (CG) performs the best clustering nodes, followed by (G).

(3) (IBG) typically outperforms (BG), especially for larger networks.

(4) Overall, (CG) performs the best.

4.1. Simulation setting. We begin by defining a general data-generating mecha-
nism that we will use throughout our simulations to sample a collection of networks.

For each network j = 1, . . . , J , we begin by sampling its class membership
zj ∼ {1, . . . ,K}. For each network class, we then sample ξ∗k ∼ Unif({1, . . . , L(k)})⊗n.
To introduce community heterogeneity, we first let ξj = ξ∗zj and then for each
coordinate of ξj , independently and with probability τ , resample the coordinate
from Unif({1, . . . , L(k)}). This creates a Markov perturbation of community labels
within a network cluster, where each node retains its class level community with
probability 1− τ or gets a new label with probability τ. Consequently, although the
nodes are aligned, the community membership of a given node may change within
a network class when τ > 0. When τ = 0, the community structure is identical
for networks in the same class (the labeled case), but the community heterogeneity
increases as τ increases. Finally, we sample the networks

Aj | η, ξj , zj ∼ SBM
(
ξj , αjηzj

)
, (4.1)

where ηzj is the connectivity matrix for class zj and αj is a scaling parameter.
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4.2. Convergence analysis. We being by comparing the Gibbs samplers from
Section 3. For k = 1, . . . ,K and γ ∈ [0, 1], we let

ηk = (1− γ) · IL(k) + γ · UL(k) , (4.2)

where In is the n × n identity matrix of and Un is a random symmetric n × n
matrix, with entries uniformly distributed in [0, 1]. For γ = 0, we have a perfectly
assortative stochastic block model, which becomes less assortative as γ increases
to 1. Therefore, γ controls the difficulty of clustering the networks. We let

αj =
λ

ead(nj ,ηzj )
, (4.3)

where ead(nj ,ηzj ) is the expected average degree (EAD) of an SBM with nj nodes
and connectivity matrix ηzj . The scaling of ηzj by αj is done to obtain an SBM
with an EAD of λ, a parameter that can then be used to control the sparsity of
the network. As λ increases, the networks become more sparse making community
detection more difficult.

We take J = 60 networks on n = 200 nodes each with γ = 0.1 and λ = 30. We
also let τ = 0 so that we are working in the labeled case, although as we will see
later, NSBM is not affected by τ . We sample evenly from K = 3 classes with L =
2, 3, and 5 communities. We repeat each experiment 100 times and plot the mean
z-NMI and ξ-NMI along with the interquartile range in Figure 4.1.

The first thing we see is that each of the Gibbs samplers “converges” quickly. This
highlights how our samplers are able to efficiently find good clusters after just a few
iterations. Next, we see that (IBG) outperforms (BG) despite only differing in the
order of their exact joint sampling of z and ξ. Van Dyk and Park (2008) suggest that
incompatibility can actually improve mixing in partially collapsed Gibbs samplers at
the risk of sacrificing the correct correlation structure between parameters. In terms
of clustering performance, our results indicate that this sacrifice may be worthwhile.

Finally, we see that although (IBG) and (CG) perform the best, on average, on z
and ξ, respectively, there is considerable variability in the results. This is especially
prominent with (BG), as the interquartile band demonstrates. One interesting
finding that relates to this variability is that we observed z collapse to a single class,
which results in z-NMI of 0. This may be due to the previously unmentioned non-
identifiability in NDP mixture models that we introduced in Section 2. Specifically,
since the number of classes and clusters can take any value, a single class can fully
capture the data with a growing number of clusters. In this example, that means
we cannot distinguish between K = 3 classes with L = 2, 3, and 5 communities
compared to a single class with L = 10 communities.

4.3. Scaling analysis. In this simulation, we keep the same setup from Section 4.2,
but we vary n to see how the samplers scale with the network order. However, for
the scaling parameter in Equation (4.3), we let λ = n/15 so that the average degree
grows with the network. Throughout, we take J = 30 and γ = 0.4, and we vary n
from 20 to 500.

Figure 4.2 shows the results. We see that ξ-NMI increases as the networks grow
for all of the methods, which is what we expect for community detection. As before,
we see that (G) and (CG) outperform (BG) and (IGB). We also see a sharp increase
in z-NMI for (G), (CG), and (IBG), with (IBG) performing the best for large
networks. Interestingly, z-NMI is stable for (BG), which can be explained by noting
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Figure 4.1. Cluster performance of our four Gibbs algorithms. z-NMI
(left) measures how well we are clustering the network objects and ξ-NMI
(right) measures how well we are performing community detection on the
nodes. The bands are 50% quantile regions based on 100 experiments.

that blocking requires marginalization over nL + n terms, hence its chain might
be slower to converge. In contrast, the improvement of (IBG) provides further
evidence that incompatibility can improve mixing. Similarly, by marginalizing out
η, the number of parameters that (CG) samples grows linearly with n unlike with
(G). Another interesting finding is that z-NMI eventually stabilizes for (G) and
(CG). There may be an underlying trade-off between the number of nodes n and
the number of networks J but this relationship needs to be examined further.

4.4. Community heterogeneity analysis. In this simulation, we vary τ ∈ [0, 1].
Throughout, we take J = 20 and n = 200. We also fix γ = 0.2 and λ = 25 from
Equations (4.2) and (4.3), respectively. We omit BG to declutter the results due to
its poor performance in the previous simulations.

Figure 4.3 shows the results. We see that the NSBM samplers are robust to
community heterogeneity as z-NMI and ξ-NMI are stable for all values of τ . On
the other hand, NCGE and ALMA exhibit a sharp phase transition for τ ≥ 0.5:
with low community heterogeneity, NCGE and ALMA perform the best, whereas
with high community heterogeneity, they perform uniformly worse than NSBM even
though we provide them the true number of communities. It is not surprising that
NCGE and ALMA outperform NSBM for low τ , because they use the additional
information encoded in the alignment of the nodes, whereas NSBM does not utilize
the alignment at all. Lastly, NCLM has low z-NMI for all values of τ . Importantly,
we see that only the NSBM samplers exhibit good community detection performance,
while NCGE, NCLM, and ALMA show decreasing ξ-NMI as τ increases.
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Figure 4.2. Varying n with λ = n/15 and γ = 0.4.

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
τ

z 
−

N
M

I

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
τ

ξ 
−

N
M

I

G
CG
IBG
NCGE
NCLM
ALMA

Figure 4.3. Varying τ for fixed γ = 0.2 and λ = 25.

4.5. Non-assortative networks. Here, we test our model on non-assortative
networks based on multilayer personality-friendship networks from Amini et al.
(2022). In this setting, we suppose there are three types of schools that have
different interaction frequencies between students. In each school, students belong
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School Extrovert Ambivert Introvert

1 40 35 25
2 70 15 15
3 20 40 40

Table 2. Percentage of students belonging to the three personality types
for each of the school types.

to one of three personalty types: extrovert, ambivert, or introvert. The probabilities
of interaction between students of various personality types are given as

η1 =

 .9 .75 .5
.75 .6 .25
.5 .25 .1

 , η2 =

.8 .1 .3
.1 .9 .2
.3 .2 .7

 , η3 =

.1 .4 .6
.4 .3 .1
.6 .1 .5

 ,

where ηk represents the probabilities for school type k. We see that for school
type 1, extroverts interact most often with other extroverts, but are still marginally
more likely to interact with any student, whereas for school type 2, the students
mix assortatively within their personality type. The third school type is a mix of
the first two schools: ambiverts and introverts mix assortatively, whereas extroverts
prefer to mix with non-extroverts. The proportion of students belonging to these
personality types is given in Table 2. We sample 40 social networks for each school
(J = 120) and each school has n ∼ Unif(20, 100) students. In this setting, we take
the networks to be unlabeled (τ = 1), which reflects realistic anonymity and differing
node sets in real social networks. Therefore, we only include NCLM as a comparison
and only in its performance clustering the networks. The results for 100 replicates
are given in Figure 4.4.

As in the previous simulations, (CG) and (G) perform the best on ξ. (BG) and
(IBG) both perform very well on z, dominating NCLM. In this case, (BG) actually
outperforms its incompatible version, providing evidence that (BG) performs well
on small networks.

5. Real data analysis

To showcase the flexibility of NSBM, we consider two real datasets. First, we
apply it to an aggregated dataset consisting of five different types of social network
from Oettershagen et al. (2020): high school, Facebook, Tumblr, MIT, DBLP. In
total, there are over 2300 networks from these 5 datasets ranging from n = 20 to
100. This dataset accurately reflects the difficulty in comparing social networks
since they are anonymous and also have a different number of nodes per network
even within network type.

In order to resemble the more common setting in which only a few social networks
are observed, we perform an in silico study by sampling J ∼ Unif(20, 100) per
experiment. We compare the results of NSBM to NCLM, the only other method
that works for unlabeled networks, on 100 different experiments. For the comparison,
the true classes are the social network type (high school, Facebook, Tumblr, MIT,
DBLP). However, as the networks are anonymous, we do not have ground-truth
node labels. Therefore, we only compare NSBM and NCLM on z-NMI and not
on ξ-NMI. The results in Table 3 match what we found in the simulation on the
multilayer personality-friendship networks. That is, (IBG) and (BG) perform the



19

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

G CG BG IB
G

NCLM

z 
−

N
M

I

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

G CG BG IB
G

ξ 
−

N
M

I

Figure 4.4. Simulated multilayer personality-friendship networks.

best. IBG outperforms NCLM even though NCLM is given the true number of
classes.

We also apply NSBM to character-interaction networks from popular films and
television series (David, 2020). We consider J = 15 networks: 6 from the original
and sequel Star Wars trilogies, 7 from the Game of Thrones television series, and
2 Lord of the Rings films. For each network, the nodes represent characters and
an edge exists between two characters if they share a scene together. The number
of nodes ranges from n = 20 to 172. In this case, we can assess the clustering
performance of NSBM on both network and node labels. For the network labels,
we let each network belong to its franchise (Star Wars, Game of Thrones, and
Lord of the Rings). Since we have character names, we can also assign node
labels. For the characters in Star Wars, we assign them to an “affiliation” based on
their Wookiepedia entry (https://starwars.fandom.com/). The labels are: Rebel
Alliance, Galactic Republic, Galactic Empire, Confederacy of Independent Systems,
Jedi Order, and Sith Order. Of the 91 unique characters included in the six films,
25 do not belong to one of these affiliations. Therefore, we discard them from our
cluster performance evaluation, but note that we leave them in as nodes in the
networks. We do not assign labels to the Game of Thrones networks because there
are 400 unique characters, which we leave for future researchers.

The results are shown in Table 3. Again, we see that (BG) and (IBG) performs
the best on z-NMI. We also see that (G) and (IBG) perform the best on ξ-NMI.
We note that the low ξ-NMI performance can, at least partially, be explained by
the arbitrary affiliations we assigned the characters. In particular, we used the
last reported affiliation for convenience, but an affiliation that varies with time or
film may be more appropriate. Alternatively, since many of the characters belong
to several affiliations, a more appropriate model might be a mixed-membership

https://starwars.fandom.com/
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Dataset G CG BG IBG NCLM

Social (z) 0.21
(0.17-0.23)

0.33
(0.28-0.37)

0.46
(0.38-0.56)

0.57
(0.50-0.62)

0.47
(0.44-0.51)

Characters (z) 0.30 0.22 0.70 0.33 0.36

Characters (ξ) 0.24 0.18 0.15 0.22 NA

Table 3. NMI (and interquartile range) comparison of NSBM MAP
labels and NCLM on two real datasets: social networks (Oettershagen
et al., 2020) and character-interaction networks (David, 2020).

stochastic block model. Finally, some of the affiliations are more similar than
others, for example Galactic Empire and Galactic Republic, but NMI does not weigh
these mismatches differently than any random pair. A better understanding of the
affiliation hierarchy could yield a better performance metric.

6. Conclusion and discussions

In this work, we have introduced the nested stochastic block model (NSBM).
By novelly employing the nested Dirichlet process (NDP) prior (Rodriguez et al.,
2008), NSBM has the flexibility to cluster unlabeled networks while simultaneously
performing community detection. Importantly, NSBM also learns the number of
classes at the network and node levels. NSBM is not a straightforward application
of an NDP mixture model because network edges represent pairwise interactions
between nodes and thus violates the original i.i.d. setting. This further manifests as
the inability to use the Gibbs sampler originally proposed in Rodriguez et al. (2008).
As a consequence, we proposed four different Gibbs samplers that are shown to have
various strengths in our numerical results.

Importantly, although three of the samplers have the same (correct) posterior, we
observe that they seem to converge to different clustering solutions. In particular,
(IBG) tends to posterior modes that correspond to accurate network clustering,
while (G) converges to accurate node clustering. Since (CG) performs well in both
tasks, we conclude that it is the best sampler, but it remains open why these three
samplers, with identical stationary distributions, perform differently. One hypothesis
is that the non-identifibaility of the NDP likelihood coupled with a weak label prior
leads to a truly multimodal posterior with regions of very low probability in between,
trapping each sampler in the vicinity of a different mode.

We also observe that although (IBG) is incompatible, it outperforms (BG) on
the clustering tasks. Van Dyk and Park (2008) suggest that incompatibility, while
breaking the parameter dependency and creating a stationary distribution that differs
from the true posterior, can improve mixing. Since mixing is a known challenge
for DP mixture models (Neal, 2000; Hastie et al., 2015), this may be worthwhile.
However, more theory is needed to understand this trade-off. In particular, the
relationship between the marginal posterior distributions and the global posterior
distribution, and how they relate to clustering performance, needs to be studied.

One can look at other samplers besides the four we considered. As mentioned
in the discussion of (BG), computing p(zj = k |E) is difficult. It boils down to
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computing sums of the form ∑
x1,x2,...,xnj

∏
s<t

fst(xs, xt) , (6.1)

where fst(xs, xt) = η
Aj

st

xsxtk
(1−ηxsxtk)

Aj
st . Loopy belief propagation (BP), a message-

passing algorithm, can be used to approximately compute the sum. Still, this
requires passing messages over the complete graph. Ideas from Decelle et al. (2011)
can be used to further approximate by passing messages only over edges of Aj ,
leading to a speed up for sparse networks. We can also use a Gibbs sampler
to compute (6.1), leading to Gibbs-within-Gibbs samplers. These samplers are
interesting to implement and study; however, for practical use, they are mostly
infeasible due to the computational cost of calculating p(zj = k |E) in each step.

One important discovery that we made in our simulations is the phenomena that
chains occasionally collapse into a single class for z. We experienced this for all of
the samplers, though most notably with (BG), and it only occurs some of the times
for some of the settings. We believe this is due to an inherent non-identifiability
in NDP mixture models, which has not been previously discussed. This issue is of
independent interest and should be investigated further. It is also unclear why this
issue did not occur in the original NDP simulations.

Finally, there are several natural modifications that could be made to NSBM
including extensions to undirected networks, as well as to degree-corrected and
mixed-membership stochastic block models. We leave these extensions to future
researchers.
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Appendix A. Efficient implementation of the samplers

Here, we collect comments on some tricks to optimize the implementation of the
samplers, with pointers to the relevant functions in the code.

A.1. Efficient updating of the block sums. To simplify, consider a single-layer
SBM with an n×n symmetric adjacency matrix A = (Ast) and label vector ξ = (ξs).
Assume that Ass = 0 for all s. Let

mxy =
∑

(s,t)∈Γxy

Ast1{ξs=x, ξt=y}

and let m′
xy be the same sum where we change a single coordinate of ξ, say ξω to ξ′ω.

Here Γxy := {(s, t) : 1 ≤ s ̸= t ≤ nj} if x ̸= y and Γxx := {(s, t) : 1 ≤ s < t ≤ nj}.
Considering the case x ̸= y, we have

m′
xy −mxy =

∑
t̸=ω

Aωt(1{ξ′ω=x} − 1{ξω=x})1{ξt=y}

+
∑
s̸=ω

Asω(1{ξ′ω=y} − 1{ξω=y})1{ξs=x}

Let δx := 1{ξ′ω=x} − 1{ξω=x} and Uy =
∑

t̸=ω Aωt1{ξt=y}. By symmetry

m′
xy −mxy = δxUy + δyUx, x ̸= y

For x = y,

m′
xx −mxx =

∑
ω<t

Aωt(1{ξ′ω=x} − 1{ξω=x})1{ξt=x}

+
∑
s<ω

Asω(1{ξ′ω=x} − 1{ξω=x})1{ξs=x}

=
∑
t: t ̸=ω

Aωt(1{ξ′ω=x} − 1{ξω=x})1{ξt=x} = δxUx

where the second line is by symmetry of A. The rule for computing D = m′ −m is

D ← δUT + UT δ

Dxx ← Dxx/2, ∀x

This operation is implemented in comp_blk_sums_diff_v1() in the code. Now, let

Mxy =
∑

(s,t)∈Γxy

1{ξs=x, ξt=y}

and M ′
xy be similarly based on changing ξω to ξω′ . By the same argument, letting

Vy =
∑

t ̸=ω 1{ξt=y}, the same updates apply to ∆ = M ′ −M with U replaced by V .
Since m̄ = M −m, we have the following

m′ ← m+D

m̄′ ← m̄+∆−D
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Figure A.1. Efficient computation of
∏

x≤y f(x, y). Using symmetry of

f , we can “almost” just multiply elements over two rows r and r′. Only
one element is double-counted which can be divided by.

A.2. Efficient sampling of z. Recall that the collapsed joint distribution for
Mult-SBM is

p(A, z, π) ∝
∏
x≤y

B(mx,y + α, m̄x,y + β)

n∏
i=1

πzi .

Assume that we want to sample from p(zs = r′ | z−s), r
′ ∈ [K].

Let zs = r be the previous label value. Let m = (mxy) and m′ = (m′
xy) represent

the old and new values of the m-matrix, and similarly for m̄ and m̄′. The only
difference between the two is that we change zs from r to r′. We have

p(zs = r′ | z−s)

p(zs = r | z−s)
=

πr′

πr

∏
x≤y

B(m′
x,y + α, m̄′

x,y + β)

B(mx,y + α, m̄x,y + β)
=:

πr′

πr

∏
x≤y

f(x, y)

Note that
∏

x≤y f(x, y) above takes O(K2) operations and since we are doing it for

r′ ∈ [K], the total cost is O(K3). However, since m′ is different from m only over
rows and columns indexed by {r, r′}, f(x, y) ̸= 1 only over those rows and columns
and f(x, y) = 1 otherwise, hence the product can be computed in O(K) for every
r′, reducing the total cost to O(K2).

Iterating over r′ ∈ [K] requires us to run comp_blk_sums_diff_v1() for all the
K possibilities to compute m′ and m̄′ each time. Note that U and V are only
computed once and passed to comp_blk_sums_diff_v1(). We are not recomputing
U and V for each r′.

A.3. Product over a symmetric function. Figure A.1 shows that we can simplify
the computation further, leveraging the symmetry of f . We just multiply over rows
r and r′ and discount the double-counting of f(r, r′):

p(zs = r′ | z−s)

p(zs = r | z−s)
=

πr′

πr

∏
y ̸=r′

f(r, y)
∏
y

f(r′, y).

The product calculation is implemented as sym_prod() in the code.



27

A.4. Optimizing Beta ratio calculation. In the collapsed sampler, we have to
compute ratios of Beta functions of the form

I =
B(α+ d, β + d̄)

B(α, β)

where α, β ∈ R+ and d, d̄ ∈ Z with α+ d > 0 and β + d̄ > 0. For sparse networks,
both the numerator and denominator are close to zero, making the computation of
I challenging if we rely on standard Beta calculation procedures.

Instead, we note that

I =
Γ(α+ d)Γ(β + d̄)

Γ(α+ β + d+ d̄)

Γ(α+ β)

Γ(α)Γ(β)
=

Γ(α+ d)

Γ(α)

Γ(β + d̄)

Γ(β)

[Γ(α+ β + d+ d̄)

Γ(α+ β)

]−1

when d > 0, and we have

Γ(d+ α)/Γ(α) = α(d)

where x(d) = x(x+ 1) · · · (x+ d− 1) is the rising factorial. The case d < 0 can be
reduced to the previous case by inverting the ratio. Computing the log of these
Gamma ratios via the rising factorial formula is a robust numerical calculation.
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