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Hypothesis testing for homogenous of nodes in

S-models

Kang Fur Jianwer Huf and MEeNG Sun?

Central China Normal University

Abstract

The ([-model has been extensively utilized to model degree heterogeneity in
networks, wherein each node is assigned a unique parameter. In this article, we
consider the hypothesis testing problem that two nodes ¢ and j of a $-model have
the same node parameter. We prove that the null distribution of the proposed
statistic converges in distribution to the standard normal distribution. Further, we
investigate the homogeneous test for S-model by combining individual p-values to
aggregate small effects of multiple tests. Both simulation studies and real-world
data examples indicate that the proposed method works well.
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1 Introduction

Network models are commonly popular models to character the interaction between the
different entries (Scott, 2000). The studies on network data have attracted considerable
attention in many fields, such as computer science, social science, and biology. For exam-

ple, in the social network, the interaction between the different individuals represents a
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friend relationship (Hunter et al., 2012). In general, an undirected and unweight network
G with n nodes can be represented by an n x n adjacency matrix A € {0,1}"*" where
(i,7)-th entry indicates whether there is a connection between node i and node j, i.e.,
A;; = 1 if there is a connection between node ¢ and node j and A;; = 0 otherwise. In
network data analysis, the S-model, proposed by Chatterjee et al. (2011), is a special
case of a class of models known as node-parameter models, where each node degree is
associated with a corresponding parameter. Specifically, the S-model assumes that the

edge between node i and node j exists with probability
BitBi
Pl =1 =pi = T a7a
independently of all other edges, where (; is the node parameter (also known as the
“attractiveness” of node) of node i. The S-model is an exponential random graph model
and can be seen as an undirected version of a p;-model (Holland and Leinhardt, 1981).
An advantage of the S-model is that the degree sequence is the unique sufficient statistic.
Then, the S-model is widely used to model the network with degree heterogeneous. It is
not difficult to see that the probability connecting the node ¢ and node j only depends
on the parameters of the node ¢ and node j. When all 3;’s are equal to each other, the

B-model naturally degenerates to the E-R model. To fit a sparse network, Mukherjee

et al. (2018) proposed the adjusted S-model
N ePithi
Py = Ty B
where A € (1,n) is used to measure the sparsity of the graph. Since the -model can
capture important features of real-world networks, the S-model and its variations have
been studied widely in recent years (Chatterjee et al., 2011; Yan and Xu, 2013; Rinaldo
et al., 2013; Ogawa et al., 2013; Yan et al., 2015, 2016).

Hypothesis testing plays a critical role in the studies on network data (Fu et al., 2022,
2023). One significant application is to recover the community structure of a network.
Bickel and Sarkar (2016) and Dong et al. (2020) used the spectral statistic of the nor-
malized adjacency matrix to test whether the network has a community structure, i.e.,
Hy : k =1 for stochastic block models. Then, Cammarata and Ke (2023) considered the
global testing problem under the framework of degree-corrected mixed membership mod-

els. Further, a majority of methods of the goodness-of-fit test for stochastic block models

have also been proposed, see, e.g., Lei (2016); Hu et al. (2021); Jin et al. (2023). Under
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the settings of degree-corrected mixed membership models, Fan et al. (2022) studied the
issue of hypothesis testing for the equality of membership vectors between two nodes, up
to a possible scaling. Similarly, Du and Tang (2023) investigated the equality of latent
positions between two nodes. Their methods are based on the Mahalanobis distance be-
tween two vectors, which are generalizations of the corresponding results in Fan et al.
(2022).

Hypothesis testing for S-modes is a nascent research area. Motivated by the issues of
equality of two nodes, we consider the hypothesis testing problem that two node ¢ and

node j of a S-model have the same node parameter. Specifically, we consider the following

test:

Hy:B;=p8; wv.s. Hy:Bi#p;, (1.1)
for any i,j € [n], where [n] = {1,--- ,n}. Further, the other significant problem is the
homogeneous test, i.e.,

Hy:01=02=---=p, vs. H :p; #p;for at least one pair of i, j. (1.2)

For test (1.2), the null hypothesis H{j implies that there is no heterogeneity in the network,
and the network can be seen as an E-R graph. For an adjusted S-model, Mukherjee et al.
(2018) considered a homogeneous null hypothesis with all ; being equal to 0 against an
alternative hypothesis with a subset of {3; : i € [n]} strictly greater than 0. They proposed
three explicitly degree-based test statistics: ) . d;, max; d;, and a criticism test based on
(d; —A/2)/(A(1—X/2n))"/? and established their asymptotic null distribution under some
mild conditions. Similarly, under the S-model, Yan et al. (2022) investigated two testing
problems: for a fixed r, the specified null Hy : 8; = 87,4 = 1,--- ,r and the homogeneous
null Hy : 8y = - -+ = f3,, where 8 is known. For the two nulls, they established the Wilks’
theorem of -models, i.e., the log-likelihood ratio statistic 2[¢(83) — £(37**)] converges in
distribution to a chi-square distribution with r degrees of freedom and r — 1 degrees of
freedom, respectively, where B and B”es are the unrestricted and restricted maximum
likelihood estimators of 8, and ¢(-) is the log-likelihood function. Compared with their
settings, the advantages of our setting are as follows. First, our null hypothesis has a
wider range of parameters than that in Mukherjee et al. (2018) since we do not require
that all parameters be equal to zero. Second, we only need the unrestricted maximum

likelihood estimate, and save the computational cost.



The rest of this article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present our main
method and theorems about the test for equality of node parameters. The homogeneous
test for the S-model is investigated in Section 3. Additional simulation studies and real-
world data examples are given in Sections 4 and 5. Section 6 concludes the article.

Technical proofs are given in the Appendix.

2 Hypothesis testing for equality of node parameters

Formally, suppose that A € {0,1}"*" is an adjacency matrix of undirected graph G
generated from the S-model with parameter B3 = (31,...,8,)" € R", where 3 is unknown.
Throughout this article, we assume that the self-loops are not allowed, i.e., A; = 0 for
1 <i<n Letd;, = z#i A;; be the degree of the node 7. Then, the logarithm of the

likelihood function can be written as:
((BIA) =" Bid; — > log (1 + %) .
i i<j
Denote 8 = arg maxg £(B|A) as the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE). The MLE can
be obtained by solving the following equations:

=Y g = Lo ) 21)
J#i

Chatterjee et al. (2011) showed that the fixed point iterative algorithm can be used to
solve B Under the frameworks of the S-model, Chatterjee et al. (2011) established the
consistency of 8. Specifically, let L, = max; |Bi], then there is a constant C'(L,,) depending
only on L, such that P{max;<;<, |6 — 3i| < C(L,)\/n ‘logn} > 1—C(L,)n"2. Further,
by approximating the inverse of the Fisher information matrix, Yan and Xu (2013) proved
the asymptotic normality of B Then, Rinaldo et al. (2013) gave the necessary and
sufficient conditions for the existence and uniqueness of ,3

Denote the Fisher information matrix for 3 as V' = (v;;)nxn, Where

eBitBi . . .
v = ey ASIAISD) w=) vy
J#i
Note that V' is also the covariance matrix of degree sequence d = (dy,- -+ ,d,). Then, Yan

and Xu (2013) established the following central limiting theorem:



LEMMA 1. If L, = o(loglogn), then for any fized r > 1, the vector consisting of the
first r elements of GI/Q(B —B) is asymptotically standard multivariate normal as n — oo,

where G = diag(vit, - ,vpn) and GY2 = diag(v]{®, -+, viid).
Lemma 1 implies that, for any i € [n], the following result holds:

v (B = B) =5 N(0,1),

0

and BZ and Bj are asymptotic independent for any 1 < ¢ # j < n. Then, for a pair of
nodes (i, 7), we have

5 5 d _ _

Bi — Bj — N(Bi — Bj,vi; + Ujjl)'

Under the null hypothesis Hy of test (1.1), we have

5 oA d _ _

Bi — B; — N(0,v;" +v;}1). (2.2)

Consider the statistic U;; = M Then, under Hy, we have Uj; LN N(0,1).
1, -1

Notice that the statistic U;; involves unknown parameters v; and v;;. Hence, we can

consider a natural estimate of U;; by plugging in the estimated parameters v;; and 05,

where o
Bi+B;
(& J
! {1 + efithi}2 ( ) oy /
Denote the empirical estimate of U;; by Uij = M It is natural to conjecture
A1 A1
VU, +U

(L Jj

that when the estimates v;; and v;; are accurate enough, the convergence in (2.2) will still
hold for U;;.

Formally, we have the following theorem:

THEOREM 1. Let A be an adjacency matriz generated from a [-model with param-
eter 3 = (B1, -+ ,Pn). Under Hy, when max;|5;| = o(loglogn), we have the following
result:

U, - N(0,1). (2.3)

Under Hy, we assume that B; — B; = . Then, we have

A

U, -5 N, 1). (2.4)



We postpone the proof to the Appendix. Theorem 1 is an intuitive result. The method
is similar to the test of the mean for two samples when the variance is unknown. It can
be seen that, for the null and alternative, the statistic Uij has different means. Using the
result, we can carry out the hypothesis testing. Specifically, given a nominal level o, we
have a rejection rule:

Reject H(), if |UZJ| Z ul_a/g, (25)

where u;_q/2 is the upper a-th quantile of the standard normal distribution.

3 Hypothesis testing for homogeneous

In this section, we consider the homogeneous testing for the S-model. Under the null
hypothesis of test (1.2), the S-model reduces to the E-R model. Then, the homogeneous
testing enables the evaluation of heterogeneity among the nodes within the network. For
the test (1.2), the alternative hypothesis implies that there is a pair of nodes (i, j) with
non-equality of node parameters. Hence, using the test (1.2) on node pairs (i,7) will
result in rejecting the null hypothesis. Intuitively, we can consider all pairs of nodes (i, j)
for 1 <i < j < n, then using the test (1.2) on node pairs (7, j), which leads to n(n —1)/2
testing results. A significant problem is the statistics U;;’s are correlated and how to
combine the information of n(n — 1)/2 results.

In the meta-analysis, methods for combining multiple test statistics are widely used
in massive data analysis. Specifically, suppose we independently test the same hypothesis
using K different statistical tests and obtain p-values p1,--- ,px. An important issue is
how to combine them into a single p-value. Notice that, under the null hypothesis, all p;’s
should follow the uniform distribution on interval [0, 1]. Hence, the null hypothesis can
be rewritten as

"

Hy:pi~ U0, 1] fori=1,--- | K.

The six most simple and commonly used statistics for combining p-values are: Tr =
> logp; (Fisher, 1932), Tp = —> . log(l — p;) (Pearson, 1933), T = Tp + Tp =
> log{pi/(1 —pi)} (Mudholkar and George, 1979), T =Y. p; (Edgington, 1972), Ty =
>, 27N (pi) (Stouffer et al., 1949), Tr = min; p; (Tippett, 1931). However, an obvious
deficiency is that, when there is a dependence structure between p;’s, all these six meth-

ods do not work. Then, Liu and Xie (2020) proposed a Cauchy combination method



that takes advantage of the Cauchy distribution. A nonasymptotic result was established
to demonstrate that the tail of the null distribution can be effectively approximated by
a Cauchy distribution, under arbitrary dependency structures. Specifically, the Cauchy
test statistic has the form: T, = ) w; tan{(0.5 — p;) - 7}, where the weights w;’s are
nonnegative and ), w; = 1.

Recall the homogeneous test (1.2). For any pair of nodes (i, j), we can calculate the
statistic U;; and the p-value pite = 2Py { X > |U;[}. Under the null H}, all prte’s
should follow the uniform distribution on interval [0, 1], and they are not independent.
Hence, we consider the Cauchy combination statistic:

T, = Z w;; tan{ (0.5 — pfj’l“e) T}
i<j

According to the results in Liu and Xie (2020), the test statistic 7}, has approximately a

value’

Cauchy tail even when p{#™“’s are dependent, i.e.,

. P{|T,| >t}
l _— =
oo P{Co| > 1}

where Cj denotes a standard Cauchy random variable. Then, for a given nominal level

a, we have the reject rule:
Reject H @ if [T,] > c1-q/2,

where ¢;_q /2 is the upper a-th quantile of the standard Cauchy distribution.

Remark. Compared with the resluts in Yan et al. (2022), the proposed method can
test the homogeneous for n parameters. Following Lemma 1, when r diverges to infinity,
the first r elements of B may not be independent. However, in our test procedure, we
only consider the two estimators Bl and Bj that can be seen as independent, then we can

combine information from n(n — 1)/2 tests.

4 Simulation

In this section, we carry out extensive simulation studies to evaluate the performance of
the proposed method. All simulations were performed on a PC with a single processor of

2.3 GHz 8-Core Intel Core 19.
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4.1 The empirical distribution for statistic U;;

In this simulation, we examine the finite sample empirical distribution of the test statistic
Uij under the null and alternative hypothesis and verify the result in Theorem 1. We set
n = 300,500 and 3; = iL,/(n—1) where L,, = 0,log(logn), and (logn)/?. When L,, = 0,
all B;’s are equal, which corresponds to Hy. And, when L, = log(logn) and (logn)'/?,
there is heterogeneous between nodes, which corresponds to H;.

In Figures 1-3, we plot the empirical density of the statistic Uij from 1000 data repli-
cations. When L, = 0,log(logn), and (logn)'/2, the plots show that the simulation
result very well matches the prediction of Theorem 1. Under the null (L, = 0) and the

alternative (L,, = log(logn) and (logn)*/2), the test statistic has different mean.
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Figure 1: The histogram of the statistic Uij under n = 300 (upper row) and n = 500
(lower row) when L,, = 0. The red solid line indicates the density of the standard normal

distribution.

4.2 The empirical size and power for test (1.1)

In this subsection, we investigate the empirical size and power for test (1.1), and the

settings are similar to that in Section 4.1. The proportion of rejection at nominal level
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Figure 2: The histogram of the statistic Uij under n = 300 (upper row) and n = 500
(lower row) when L,, = loglog(n). The red solid line indicates the density of the normal

distribution with p = f; — §; and o2 = 1.

0.05 is summarized in Table 1. It is easy to see that the type I error is correctly kept
at the nominal level. For the alternative hypothesis, the power tends to be less than 1.
In fact, when the difference between f5; and f; is small ((4,j) = (1,50) or (50,100)), the
distribution of Uij is close to the standard normal distribution, which leads to the power
may be much less than 1. When the difference between 3; and 3; is large ((4,j) = (1, 100)
or (50,200)), however, the empirical powers are close to 1. The results are consistent
with the results in Section 4.1. In addition, we observe that, with the sample increas-
ing, the power of the test decreases. The main reason is that the parameter generation
method makes the difference between two nodes become smaller as the number of samples

increases.

4.3 The empirical size and power for test (1.2)

In this subsection, we investigate the homogeneous test for the S-model. We also set
Bi = (i —1)L,/(n — 1). However, we set §; = --- = [, = 0, where r has five cases:

n,n—1,n—2n—>5, and n — 10. It is easy to see that » = n corresponds to the null
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Figure 3: The histogram of the statistic Uij under n = 300 (upper row) and n = 500
(lower row) when L,, = (log(n))'/2. The red solid line indicates the density of the standard

normal distribution with g = 8; — 8; and o = 1.

Table 1: The proportion of rejection at nominal level 0.05 over 200 independent samples.

n = 300 n = 500

(i,7)  L,=0 L, =Iloglogn (logn)/? L,=0 L,=loglogn L, = (logn)/?

(1,50) 0.05 0.34 0.47 0.05 0.25 0.35
(1,100) 0.05 0.86 0.96 0.05 0.73 0.87
(50,100)  0.06 0.31 0.41 0.06 0.27 0.31
(50,200)  0.07 0.95 0.99 0.05 0.96 0.99
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H{, and the other four cases correspond to the null H{. For L,,, we consider two classes
of settings: (i) L, = (log(logn))/2,log(logn), and (logn)/?; (2) L, = clogn, where
c=0.1,0.2, and 0.5. The results are given in Tables 2 and 3. For the simulation results,
under the null H) (r = n), the type I errors are close to the nominal level. For the
alternative H{, the empirical power is less than 1, and the proposed method is superior
to the method in Yan et al. (2022) when r approximates n. All simulation results show

that the proposed method is effective and efficient.

Table 2: The proportion of rejection at nominal level 0.05 over 200 independent samples.

L, = (log(logn))"/? L, =log(logn) L, = (logn)'/?
r=n 0.05 (0.07) 0.03 (0.08) 0.05 (0.05)
r=n—1 0.97 (0.54) 1 (0.81) 1 (0.99)
n=100 | r=n—2 1 (0.96) 1(1) 1(1)
r—n—5 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1)
r=n-—10 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
r=n 0.04 (0.08) 0.03 (0.05) 0.04 (0.09)
r=n—1 0.94 (0.52) 1 (0.82) 1(0.99)
n=200|r=n—2 1 (0.94) 1 (0.99) 1(1)
r=n-—->5 1 (1) 1 (1) 1(1)
r=n—10 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
r=n 0.01 (0.05) 0.03 (0.07) 0.03 (0.05)
r=n—1 0.98 (0.60) 1 (0.82) 1(0.98)
n=500|r=n—2 0.99 (0.96) 1(1) 1(1)
r=n—5 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1)
r—n—10 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1)

5 Real example analysis

In this section, we apply the proposed method to a real network dataset. The food web
dataset is from Baird and Ulanowicz (1989) and is available in Blitzstein and Diaco-

nis (2011), which contains data on 33 organisms (such as bacteria, oysters, and catfish)
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Table 3: The proportion of rejection at nominal level 0.05 over 200 independent samples.

c=0.1 c=0.2 c=0.5
r=n 0.05 (0.07) 0.03 (0.08) 0.05 (0.05)
r=n—1 |0.09(0.06) 0.73(0.23)  1(1)
n=100|r=n—2 |0.17 (0.10) 0.92 (0.67) 1 (1)
r=n—>5 |034(035  1(1) 1 (1)
r=n—10057(0.78)  1(1) 1(1)
r=n 0.04 (0.05) 0.04 (0.06) 0.05 (0.07)
r=n—1 |046(0.11) 1 (0.67) 1 (1)
n=200|r=n—2 |0.67(0.28) 1 (0.98) 1(1)
r=n—5 |095(083)  1(1) 1 (1)
r=n-—10 1 (1) 1(1) 1 (1)
r=n 0.04 (0.05) 0.02 (0.06) 0.03 (0.06)
r=n—1 099 (0.33) 1 (0.99) 1(1)
n=>500|r=n—2 1 (0.84) 1(1) 1 (1)
r=n-5 1(1) 1 (1) 1(1)
r=n—10| 1(1) 1 (1) 1 (1)

12



in the Chesapeake Bay during the summer. The degree sequence of this network is
d = (7,8,51,1,2,810,4,2,4,5,3,6,7,3,2,7,6,1,2,9,6,1,3,4,6,3,3,3,2,4,4). We ob-
serve that some nodes have identical degrees in this network, and the heterogeneity of
the network seems not very obvious. To investigate the equality of node parameters, we
consider the nodes 4, 6, 13, 11, 12, 14, 15, 2, 22, and 8, which correspond to degrees 1, 2, 3,
4,5,6,7,8,9, and 10. Table 4 shows that the p-values for test problem (1.1). The result
indicates that the increase in degree difference between two nodes leads to a decrease in
p-value, which tends to reject the null hypothesis. Finally, we consider the homogeneous
test (1.2). The p-values obtained by the proposed method and likelihood-ratio test are
0.698 and 0.998, respectively. The result shows that the network is homogeneous with
high probability.

Table 4: The p-values of the test statistic Uij under the test problem (1.1).

. / 4 6 13 11 12 14 15 2 22 8

?
4 — 0277 0.156 0.090 0.053 0.031 0.019 0.012 0.007 0.004
6 0277 — 0316 0.189 0.110 0.063 0.035 0.019 0.011 0.006
13 [0.156 0316 — 0337 0.213 0.128 0.074 0.042 0.023 0.012
11 |1 0.090 0.189 0.337  — 0.350 0.230 0.143 0.085 0.049 0.027
12 1 0.053 0.110 0.213 0.350  — 0.360 0.243 0.156 0.095 0.055
14 | 0.031 0.063 0.128 0.230 0.360  — 0.367 0.254 0.167 0.104
15 | 0.019 0.035 0.074 0.143 0.243 0.367 — 0.373 0.263 0.176
2 10.012 0.019 0.042 0.085 0.156 0.254 0373 —  0.378 0.271
22 | 0.007 0.011 0.023 0.049 0.095 0.167 0.263 0378 —  0.382
8 10.004 0.006 0.012 0.027 0.055 0.104 0.176 0.271 0.382 —

6 Conclusion

In this article, we have proposed a novel statistic to investigate the equality test for the
two nodes of the S-model. Based on the central limit theorem, we have proved the limiting
distribution of the proposed statistic is the standard normal distribution. Then, plugging

in the MLE of parameters, we have proved that the limiting distribution of the empirical

13



counterpart of the test statistic is also the standard normal distribution under some mild
conditions. Under the alternative hypothesis, the limit distribution of the test statistic
has also been proven to be a normal distribution with a different mean from the null
distribution. Further, based on the combining p-values method, we have investigated the
homogeneous test for the S-model. Empirically, by extensive simulation studies, we have
demonstrated that the size and the power of the test are valid.

It is worth noting that the proposed test method works well when the difference
between the parameters of two nodes is large. However, the power will decrease when
the difference between the parameters of two nodes is small. Hence, we need to consider
how to improve the power of the proposed test for hypothesis test (1.1) under the case of
0 < Bi—p; < € for a small constant € > 0. Next, we can also consider extending the single
sample to the multi-sample, such as Hy : (37 = B2 for two S-models with parameters (3

and 3,. We will continue to study this issue in future work.

7 Appendix

7.1 Proof of Theorem 1

First, we consider the case of Hy. According to the Taylor expansion, we have, for any

1< <n,

A1 1 —9/a
O — vy =~ (D — Vi)

Following the definition of v;;, it is easy to see that

—1 —1 1 1
n—e_%” <y < A and —6 <v:’< —66_4L"

4 4 (n—1)2 = " = (n—1)2 (7.1)

Next, we consider to bound the terms ©;; — v;. Define f(x) = e®/{1 + ¢*}2, then
f(z) = —e®(e® — 1) /{1 + €*}>. For any 1 <i < n,
Ui — Uz < Z 035 — vij]
J#i

= Z’f(ﬁz +Bj) — f(Bi + B5)]
i

— Z |f'(B; +5j)(31‘ +Bj — Bi — Bj)l
i

< Z2|f/(ﬁz‘ +B8;)] - 18: = Bil.
i

14



Notice that |f/(z)| < 1/61/3 and the convergence rate of §; is between O,(n~'/2e’) and
0,(n~2). Hence, we have |0;; — vy| = O,(n'/?e’"). Combining with (7.1), we have, for
any 1 <17 < n,

|{)Z._Z.1 - vi_i1| = Op(n_3/265L").

Thus, we have, for any 1 <1 # j <7,

A —1 —1
Bi=Bi VY% T
X
—1 -1 A1 a1
\/ T Y \/ Ui+ Uy

= el B X (1 + Op(n’3/4e5L”/2)) )

According to the Slutsky’s theorem, we have Uj; N N(0,1).

The proof of the alternative H; are similar to that of the null Hy, we omit the details

in the article.
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