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BERRY-ESSEEN BOUND OF MODULARITY IN NETWORK

YU MIAO AND QING YIN

Abstract. In this paper, the model is a specific partition of a given network. Berry-
Esseen bound and strong law of large numbers of modularity for the partition are
proved when the size of the network gets large.

1. Introduction

Networks have been the focus of much recent attention since they describe a multi-
tude of complex systems found in many fields. Existing networks often display a high
level of local inhomogeneity, with high edge density within certain groups of nodes
and low edge density between these groups. The desire to divide the network into
communities, one of the most relevant features representing real systems is community
structure.

Due to the importance of finding community structures in networks, there has been
work on this topic in such fields as computer science, physics, statistics, sociology, and
many others (see [1, 10, 15, 17]). Fortunato [5] presented some striking examples of
real networks with community structure. In this way they saw what communities look
like and why they are important. After the detection of communities, it is an impor-
tant issue to assess their statistical significance. In order to distinguish meaningful
structural changes from random fluctuations, Rosvall and Bergstrom [19] provided a
solution to this problem by using bootstrap resampling accompanied by significance
clustering. Lancichinetti et al. [12] introduced a measure aimed at quantifying the sta-
tistical significance of single communities. Zhang and Chen [21] re-examined the null
model in the Newman-Girvan modularity function and provide a statistical framework
for modularity-based community detection. Based on it, they introduced a hypothesis
testing procedure to determine the significance of the partitions obtained from maxi-
mizing the modularity function. They showed that the modularity formulated under
our framework is consistent under a degree-corrected stochastic block model frame-
work. Ma and Barnett [14] proved that the largest eigenvalue and modularity are
asymptotically uncorrelated, which suggests the need for inference directly on modu-
larity itself when the network is large. Weighted networks with signed edges such as
correlation networks can be well-modelled by Gaussian orthogonal ensemble random
matrices under a variety of null models.

Li and Qi [13] proposed a way of evaluating the significance of any given partition by
considering whether this particular partition can arise simply from randomness under
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the assumption that there is no underlying community structure in the network. They
established a specific partition of a given network and established that the distribution
of modularity under a null hypothesis of free labeling is asymptotically normal when
the size of the network gets large. The significance of the partition is defined based
on this asymptotic distribution, which can help assess its goodness. Two different
partitions can also be compared statistically. Simulation studies and real data analyses
are performed for illustration. The model for a specific partition of a given network is
as follows.

Consider an undirected graph G consisting of n vertices {v1, v2, · · · , vn} and m edges
{e1, e2, · · · , em}. Let ki(n) denote the degree of vertex vi, which is the number of edges
connected to vertex vi. In order to simplify the notation, we write ki instead of ki(n).
Then it holds that

n
∑

i=1

ki = 2m, for 1 ≤ i ≤ n.

Let Aij be the number of edges between vertex vi and vertex vj, for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n. In
the paper, we discuss a simple graph, for which Aij is 0 or 1, and Aii = 0. So we have

ki =

n
∑

j=1

Aij =

n
∑

j=1

Aji, for 1 ≤ i ≤ n.

Let C denote a partition of network G (using the existing community detection
method, see Fortunato [5]), i.e., each vertex vi (1 ≤ i ≤ n) is associated with a group
label or color ci ∈ {1, 2, · · · , K}, where K is the total number of communities by the
partition, and we denote C = (c1, c2, · · · , cn).

Newman [16] introduced the following modularity of the partition C,

Qn(C) =
1

2m

∑

i,j

(

Aij −
kikj
2m

)

δci,cj =
1

2m

∑

i,j

Bijδci,cj , (1.1)

where δci,cj is the Kronecker delta function which takes value 1 if vertices i and j are
in the same group, i.e., ci = cj , and zero otherwise. In addition,

Bij = Aij −
kikj
2m

, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n. (1.2)

It is not difficult to check that −1 < Qn(C) < 1, and Qn(C) is the weighted sum of
Bij over all pairs of vertices i, j that fall in the same groups. It measures the extent
to which vertices of the same type are connected to each other in a network.

For a given partition C of the network, we are interested in whether this parti-
tion could be obtained by randomly assigning colors to the vertices. The global null
hypothesis H0 is that the colors are assigned to vertices randomly, regardless of the
structure of the network. The probability that a given vertex is labeled as group 1 is
p1 = |Col(1)|/n, where Col(1) is the cardinality of the set of vertices with color 1; the
probability is p2 = |Col(2)|/n for group 2, and so on. For any 1 ≤ k ≤ K, it is easy to
check that

p1 + p2 + · · ·+ pK = 1, pk ≥ 0.
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The labeling of different vertices is assumed to be independent so H0 is also called free
labeling.

Assume that the partition C = (c1, c2, . . . , cn) is a random vector, where c1, c2, . . . , cn
are independent identically distribution random variables, and have the following dis-
tribution

P(ci = j) = pj, 1 ≤ j ≤ K.

Denote

p(l) =
K
∑

k=1

plk, for l = 1, 2, · · · (1.3)

and
h̄(ci, cj) = δci,cj − pci − pcj + p(2), 1 ≤ i 6= j ≤ n. (1.4)

In this case, we denote Qn(C) by Qn to avoid confusion. Li and Qi [13] proved the
following asymptotic normality of Qn under some conditions:

Qn − µn

σn

d−→ N(0, 1), (1.5)

where µn and σ2
n are given by

µn = E[Qn] = −1− p(2)
4m2

n
∑

i=1

k2
i , (1.6)

σ2
n = V ar(Qn) =

p(2) + p2(2) − 2p(3)

2m2

∑

1≤i 6=j≤n

B2
ij +

p(3) − p2(2)
m2

n
∑

i=1

B2
ii. (1.7)

Yin et al. [20] proved the moderate deviation principle of the modularity estimator for
the specific partition of a given network. Based on the above results, we are interested
in the Berry-Esseen bound of modularity in network. The Berry-Esseen theorem and
its extensions are of great significance in probability and statistics. The following is
one version of the celebrated Berry-Esseen theorem, discovered by Berry [2] and Esseen
[4].

Theorem 1.1. Let {Xi, 1 ≤ i ≤ n} be a sequence of independent random variable with
EXn = 0, EX2

n = 1 and bounded third moments: sup1≤n<∞ E|Xn|3 ≤ ρ. Then for all
n,

sup
−∞<x<∞

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

P

(

n−1/2
n
∑

i=1

Xi ≤ x

)

− Φ(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Cn−1/2ρ,

where Φ denotes the standard normal distribution function and C is an absolute con-
stant.

There is a very extensive literature relating to rates of convergence in the central
limit theorem for sums of independent random variables. Comprehensive accounts are
given in, for example, Gnedenko and Kolmogorov [7], Ibragimov and Linnik [9] and
Petrov [18]. The results provide a neat and accurate estimate of the error term in
the statistician’s normal approximations, and the rate of convergence of order n−1/2 is
often fast enough to justify his testing procedures. However, a fast rate of convergence
can only be achieved by imposing some type of restriction on the condition variances.
Hall and Heyde [8] established a rate of convergence of almost n−1/4. In addition, Jiang
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[11] established Berry-Esseen bound for martingale array. His result on the uniform
convergence rate is the same as Hall and Heyde [8], but presented in the form of a
martingale array.

The paper is organized as follows, we study the Berry-Esseen bound and strong law
of large numbers of modularity in network when the size of the network gets large.
Our approach is based on Berry-Esseen bound for martingale array due to Jiang [11].
Our main results are stated and discussed in Section 2. In Section 3, we state some
important lemmas that will be used in this paper. Section 4 contains the proofs of
main results. The symbol H denotes a positive constant which is not necessarily the
same one in each appearance.

2. Main results

In this section, we state the main results of the paper. Denote

δn =

(

p(2) + p2(2) − 2p(3)

m

)1/2

. (2.1)

Theorem 2.1. Assume that the degree sequence {ki, 1 ≤ i ≤ n} satisfies the following
conditions:

max1≤i≤n ki√
m

≤ Hn−1/2 (2.2)

and

1

m2

∑

1≤i,j≤n

(

n
∑

l=1

AilAjl

)2

≤ Hn−5/4 (log n)5 . (2.3)

Then for n ≥ 2, we have

sup
−∞<x<∞

∣

∣

∣

∣

P

(

Qn − µn

δn
≤ x

)

− Φ(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Hn−1/4 log n.

Remark 2.1. If (2.2) and (2.3) hold, then we have

lim
n→∞

1

m3

(

n
∑

i=1

k2
i

)2

= 0

and

lim
n→∞

1

m2

∑

1≤i,j≤n

(

n
∑

l=1

AilAjl

)2

= 0.

Therefore, the conclusion (1.5) holds if (2.2) and (2.3) are satisfied (see (2.6) of [20]
and Theorem 1 of Li and Qi [13]).

Remark 2.2. A sufficient condition for (2.3) is

max1≤i≤n ki√
m

≤ n−5/8 (log n)5/2 . (2.4)
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In fact, we deduce

1

m2

∑

1≤i,j≤n

(

n
∑

l=1

AilAjl

)2

≤ 1

m2

∑

1≤i,j≤n

ki

n
∑

l=1

AilAjl

=
1

m2

∑

1≤i≤n

∑

1≤l≤n

kiAil

∑

1≤j≤n

Ajl

≤ 1

m2
max
1≤j≤n

kj
∑

1≤i≤n

ki
∑

1≤l≤n

Ail

≤
2max1≤j≤n k

2
j

m
.

If

max1≤i≤n ki√
m

≤ n−5/8 (log n)5/2 ,

then (2.3) holds. Moreover, there exists a positive integer N0, for any n > N0, we
conclude that (2.4) is also sufficient for (2.2).

Remark 2.3. For the network G considered in the present paper, since Aii = 0 and
Aij ∈ {0, 1} for i 6= j we have

0 ≤ m ≤ n(n− 1)/2 and 0 ≤ max
1≤i≤n

ki ≤ n− 1.

Notice that, if max
1≤i≤n

ki ∼
√
n, then

max1≤i≤n ki√
m

≥ H
√
n

√

n(n− 1)
≥ Hn−1/2 ≥ Hn−5/8 (log n)5/2 ,

so the conditions (2.2) and (2.4) do not hold in this case.

Corollary 2.1. Assume that the conditions (2.2) and (2.3) are satisfied. Then for
n ≥ 2, we have

sup
−∞<x<∞

∣

∣

∣

∣

P

(

Qn − µn

σn

≤ x

)

− Φ(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Hn−1/4 log n.

Theorem 2.2. Assume that {bn, n ≥ 1} is a sequence of positive constants such that

bn log n√
m

→ 0 as n → ∞ (2.5)

and the conditions (2.2) and (2.3) hold. Then we have

bn (Qn − µn)
a.s.−−→ 0. (2.6)

3. Preliminary lemmas

In the proofs of main results, we make use of the following lemmas.
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Lemma 3.1. ([6, (2.18)]) Let {Xi, 1 ≤ i ≤ n} be a sequence of independent identically
distributed random variables, and for any 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n, hi,j(u, v) : R2 → R be mea-
surable and symmetric with respect to its arguments. For any 1 ≤ i 6= j ≤ n, assume
that E(hi,j(Xi, Xj)|Xj) = 0, E(hi,j(Xi, Xj)|Xi) = 0 and E|hi,j(X1, X2)|p < ∞ for some
p ≥ 2. Then we have

E

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

1≤i<j≤n

hi,j(Xi, Xj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

p

≤ 4pppE

(

∑

1≤i<j≤n

h2
i,j(Xi, Xj)

)p/2

.

Lemma 3.2. Under the conditions in Lemma 3.1, if there exist positive constants
{ai,j, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n}, such that |hi,j(u, v)| ≤ ai,j for all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n and all u, v ∈ R,
then for any x > 8eDn, we have

P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

1≤i<j≤n

hi,j(Xi, Xj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

> x

)

≤ exp

{

− x

4eDn

}

,

where

Dn =

(

∑

1≤i<j≤n

a2i,j

)1/2

.

Proof. From Lemma 3.1, we have

E

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

1≤i<j≤n

hi,j(Xi, Xj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

p

≤ 4ppp

(

∑

1≤i<j≤n

a2i,j

)p/2

=: (4Dn)
ppp.

Let p = x/(4eDn) for any x > 8eDn. Then, by the Markov’s inequality, we have

P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

1≤i<j≤n

hi,j(Xi, Xj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

> x

)

≤ exp

{

− x

4eDn

}

.

�

Lemma 3.3. ([3, Lemma 2]) For any random variables X, Y , a real number x and a
constant a > 0,

sup
x

∣

∣P(X + Y ≤ x)− Φ(x)
∣

∣ ≤ sup
x

∣

∣P(X ≤ x)− Φ(x)
∣

∣ +
a√
2π

+ P (|Y | > a) ,

where Φ(x) is the standard normal distribution.

Lemma 3.4. ([11, Theorem 8.8]) Let {Sni =
∑i

j=1Xnj, Fni, 1 ≤ i ≤ n} be an array

of martingales, where Fni = σ(Xn1, Xn2, . . . , Xni). Let

V 2
ni =

i
∑

j=1

E
(

X2
nj|Fn,j−1

)

, 1 ≤ i ≤ n.

Write Sn = Snn and V 2
n = V 2

nn. Suppose that

max
1≤i≤n

|Xni| ≤ Mn−1/2 a.s. (3.1)

and
P
(

|V 2
n − 1| > 9M2Dn−1/2(log n)2

)

≤ Hn−1/4 logn (3.2)
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for constants M, H, and D (≥ e). Then for n ≥ 2,

sup
−∞<x<∞

∣

∣P(Sn ≤ x)− Φ(x)
∣

∣ ≤
(

2 +H + 7MD1/2
)

n−1/4 logn,

where Φ(x) is the standard normal distribution.

4. Proofs of main results

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Since

n
∑

i=1

Bij =

n
∑

j=1

Bij = 0,

we deduce that
∑

1≤i 6=j≤n

Bij =
∑

1≤i,j≤n

Bij −
n
∑

i=1

Bii = −
n
∑

i=1

Bii.

Note that by (1.1) and (1.4), we have

Qn =
1

2m

n
∑

i=1

Bii +
1

2m

∑

1≤i 6=j≤n

Bij h̄(ci, cj)

+
1

2m

∑

1≤i 6=j≤n

Bij(pci + pcj)−
p(2)
2m

∑

1≤i 6=j≤n

Bij

=
1 + p(2)
2m

n
∑

i=1

Bii +
1

m

∑

1≤i<j≤n

Bij h̄(ci, cj)−
1

m

n
∑

i=1

Biipci

=
1− p(2)
2m

n
∑

i=1

Bii +
1

m

∑

1≤i<j≤n

Bij h̄(ci, cj)−
1

m

n
∑

i=1

Bii(pci − p(2)).

(4.1)

Combining (1.6), (2.1) and the above equation together, it holds that

Qn − µn

δn
=

1

mδn

∑

1≤i<j≤n

Bijh̄(ci, cj)−
1

mδn

n
∑

i=1

Bii(pci − p(2))

=
1

mδn

∑

1≤i<j≤n

Aijh(ci, cj)−
1

2mδn

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
m

h(ci, cj)

+
1

2mδn

n
∑

i=1

k2
i

m
(pci − p(2)).

(4.2)

Let

Tn =
1

mδn

n
∑

j=1

j−1
∑

i=1

Aijh(ci, cj) =
1

mδn

n
∑

j=1

znj , (4.3)

where zn1 = 0 and znj =
∑j−1

i=1 Aijh(ci, cj) for 2 ≤ j ≤ n. Let Fj = σ(c1, c2, . . . , cj)
denote the σ-algebra generated by {c1, c2, . . . , cj} for 1 ≤ j ≤ n. From (1.3) and (1.4),
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for any 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n, it is easy to check that

E
(

h̄(ci, cj)|Fj−1

)

= E
(

h̄(ci, cj)|ci
)

= E
(

δci,cj − pci − pcj + p(2)|ci
)

= pci − pci − p(2) + p(2) = 0,

where

E
(

δci,cj |ci
)

= P(cj = ci) = pci and E
(

pcj |ci
)

= Epcj =
K
∑

k=1

p2k = p(2).

Then we have
E (znj |Fj−1) = 0 for 2 ≤ j ≤ n.

Therefore, for each n ≥ 2, {znj, 2 ≤ j ≤ n} forms a martingale difference with respect
to {Fj}. By (4.2), (4.3) and Lemma 3.3, we have

sup
−∞<x<∞

∣

∣

∣

∣

P

(

Qn − µn

δn
≤ x

)

− Φ(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ sup
−∞<x<∞

∣

∣P (Tn ≤ x)− Φ(x)
∣

∣ +
an√
2π

+ P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2mδn

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
m

h(ci, cj)−
1

2mδn

n
∑

i=1

k2
i

m
(pci − p(2))

∣

∣

∣

∣

> an

)

,

(4.4)

where
an = n−3/8(logn)−1/2. (4.5)

Now, we consider the first part, applying Lemma 3.4 with the following martingale
array

Tn =
1

mδn

n
∑

j=1

j−1
∑

i=1

Aijh(ci, cj) =
1

mδn

n
∑

j=1

znj .

Denote

V 2
n =

1

m2δ2n

n
∑

j=1

E
(

z2nj|Fj−1

)

.

Firstly, we will check the condition (3.1). By condition (2.2) and the fact
∣

∣h(ci, cj)
∣

∣ ≤ 2,
we can derive

max1≤j≤n znj
mδn

= max
1≤j≤n

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

j−1
∑

i=1

Aijh(ci, cj)

mδn

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2 max
1≤j≤n

j−1
∑

i=1

Aij

mδn

≤ 2
max1≤j≤n kj

mδn
≤ Hn−1/2.

Next, we will check the condition (3.2). It follows that

V 2
n =

1

m2δ2n

n
∑

j=1

E





(

j−1
∑

i=1

Aijh(ci, cj)

)2
∣

∣

∣

∣

Fj−1





=
1

m2δ2n

n
∑

j=1

j−1
∑

i=1

E

(

(

Aijh(ci, cj)
)2 ∣
∣Fj−1

)
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+
2

m2δ2n

n
∑

j=1

∑

1≤i<l≤j−1

E
((

Aijh(ci, cj)
) (

Aljh(cl, cj)
)

|Fj−1

)

=
1

m2δ2n

n−1
∑

i=1

n
∑

j=i+1

A2
ijE

(

(

h(ci, cj)
)2 ∣
∣Fj−1

)

+
2

m2δ2n

∑

1≤i<l≤n−1

n
∑

j=l+1

AijAljE
(

h(ci, cj)h(cl, cj)|Fj−1

)

. (4.6)

Since Aij ∈ {0, 1}, we have A2
ij = Aij , which together with (1.3) and (1.4) yield that

E

[

1

m2δ2n

n−1
∑

i=1

n
∑

j=i+1

A2
ijE

(

(

h(ci, cj)
)2 ∣
∣Fj−1

)

]

=
1

m2δ2n

n−1
∑

i=1

n
∑

j=i+1

AijE

[

E

(

(

h(ci, cj)
)2 ∣
∣Fj−1

)]

=
1

m2δ2n

n−1
∑

i=1

n
∑

j=i+1

AijE

[

E

(

(

δci,cj − pci − pcj + p(2)
)2 ∣
∣Fj−1

)]

=
1

m2δ2n

n−1
∑

i=1

n
∑

j=i+1

AijE

[

E

(

(

δci,cj − pci
)2

+
(

p(2) − pcj
)2

+2
(

δci,cj − pci
) (

p(2) − pcj
)

|Fj−1

)]

=
1

m2δ2n

n−1
∑

i=1

n
∑

j=i+1

AijE

[

E

(

δ2ci,cj + p2ci − 2δci,cjpci + p2(2) + p2cj − 2p(2)pcj

+2δci,cjp(2) − 2δci,cjpcj − 2p(2)pci + 2pcipcj |Fj−1

)]

=
1

m2δ2n

n−1
∑

i=1

n
∑

j=i+1

AijE
[

pci − 3p2ci + 2p(2)pci − p2(2) + p(3)
]

=
1

2m2δ2n

(

p(2) + p2(2) − 2p(3)
)

∑

1≤i,j≤n

Aij

=
2m

2m2δ2n

(

p(2) + p2(2) − 2p(3)
)

= 1. (4.7)

Moreover, for 1 ≤ i < l < j ≤ n, by (1.3) and (1.4), we deduce

E
[

h(ci, cj)h(cl, cj)
]

= E
[

E
[(

δci,cj − pci − pcj + p(2)
) (

δcl,cj − pcl − pcj + p(2)
)

|Fj−1

]]

= E

[

E

[

δci,cjδcl,cj − δci,cjpcl − δci,cjpcj + δci,cjp(2) − δcl,cjpci + pcipcl + pcipcj − pcip(2)

−δcl,cjpcj + pcjpcl + p2cj − pcjp(2) + δcl,cjp(2) − p(2)pcl − p(2)pcj + p2(2)|Fj−1

]]

= E

[

E

(

δci,cl
pci + pcl

2
− pcipcl − p2ci + pcip(2) − pcipcl + pcipcl + pcip(2) − pcip(2)
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− p2cl + pclp(2) + p(3) − p2(2) + pclp(2) − pclp(2) − p2(2) + p2(2)|ci
)]

= E

[

E

(

δci,cl
pci + pcl

2
− pcipcl − p2ci + pcip(2) − p2cl + pclp(2) + p(3) − p2(2)|ci

)]

= 0,

which implies that

E

[

2

m2δ2n

∑

1≤i<l≤n−1

n
∑

j=l+1

AijAljE
(

h(ci, cj)h(cl, cj)|Fj−1

)

]

=
2

m2δ2n

∑

1≤i<l≤n−1

n
∑

j=l+1

AijAljE
[

E
(

h(ci, cj)h(cl, cj)|Fj−1

)]

=
2

m2δ2n

∑

1≤i<l≤n−1

n
∑

j=l+1

AijAljE
(

h(ci, cj)h(cl, cj)
)

= 0.

(4.8)

Substituting (4.7) and (4.8) into (4.6), we have EV 2
n = 1. It follows, from Markov’s

inequality, that

P
(

|V 2
n − 1| > Hn−1/2(log n)2

)

≤ H
n

(log n)4
E

[

(

V 2
n − 1

)2
]

. (4.9)

Note that

E

[

(

V 2
n − 1

)2
]

= E





(

1

m2δ2n

n
∑

j=1

E
(

z2nj |Fj−1

)

− 1

)2




=
1

m4δ4n
V ar

(

n
∑

j=1

E
(

z2nj |Fj−1

)

−m2δ2n

)

=
1

m4δ4n
V ar





n
∑

j=1

E





(

j−1
∑

i=1

Aijh(ci, cj)

)2
∣

∣

∣

∣

Fj−1









=
1

m4δ4n
V ar

(

n
∑

j=1

E

(

j−1
∑

i1=1

j−1
∑

i2=1

Ai1jAi2jh(ci1 , cj)h(ci2 , cj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

Fj−1

))

=
1

m4δ4n
V ar

(

n
∑

j=1

j−1
∑

i1=1

j−1
∑

i2=1

Ai1jAi2jE
(

h(ci1, cj)h(ci2, cj)|Fj−1

)

)

=
1

m4δ4n
V ar

(

2
n
∑

j=1

∑

1≤i1<i2<j−1

Ai1jAi2jE
(

h(ci1, cj)h(ci2, cj)|Fj−1

)

+

n
∑

j=1

j−1
∑

i=1

AijE

(

(

h(ci, cj)
)2 ∣
∣Fj−1

)

)

=
1

m4δ4n
V ar

(

2
∑

1≤i1<i2<n−1

(

n
∑

j=i2+1

Ai1jAi2j

)

E
(

h(ci1, cj)h(ci2, cj)|Fj−1

)



BERRY-ESSEEN BOUND OF MODULARITY IN NETWORK 11

+

n−1
∑

i=1

(

n
∑

j=i+1

Aij

)

E

(

(

h(ci, cj)
)2 ∣
∣Fj−1

)

)

=
4

m4δ4n

∑

1≤i1<i2<n−1

(

n
∑

j=i2+1

Ai1jAi2j

)2

V ar
(

E
(

h(ci1 , cj)h(ci2 , cj)|Fj−1

))

+
1

m4δ4n

n−1
∑

i=1

(

n
∑

j=i+1

Aij

)2

V ar
(

E

(

(

h(ci, cj)
)2 ∣
∣Fj−1

))

, (4.10)

where the last line follows by E
(

h(ci1, cj)h(ci2, cj)|Fj−1

)

and E(
(

h(ci, cj)
)2 |Fj−1) are

orthogonal. Putting (2.3), (4.9), (4.10) and the fact |h(ci, cj)| ≤ 2 together, we obtain

P
(

|V 2
n − 1| > Hn−1/2(log n)2

)

≤ H
n

(log n)4m4δ4n





∑

1≤i1<i2<n−1

(

n
∑

j=i2+1

Ai1jAi2j

)2

+
n−1
∑

i=1

(

n
∑

j=i+1

Aij

)2




≤ H
n

(log n)4m4δ4n

∑

1≤i1,i2≤n

(

n
∑

j=1

Ai1jAi2j

)2

≤ Hn−1/4 log n.

(4.11)

Hence, it is straightforward that

sup
−∞<x<∞

∣

∣P(Tn ≤ x)− Φ(x)
∣

∣ ≤ Hn−1/4 log n. (4.12)

Now, we consider the last past,

P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2mδn

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
m

h(ci, cj)−
1

2mδn

n
∑

i=1

k2
i

m
(pci − p(2))

∣

∣

∣

∣

> an

)

≤ P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2mδn

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
m

h(ci, cj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

>
an
2

)

+ P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2mδn

n
∑

i=1

k2
i

m
(pci − p(2))

∣

∣

∣

∣

>
an
2

)

.

Together with (1.3) and (1.4), we can verify that

V ar(pci − p(2)) = E

[

(

pci − p(2)
)2
]

−
[

E
(

pci − p(2)
)]2

= E
(

p2ci + p2(2) − 2pcip(2)
)

−
(

p(2) − p(2)
)2

= p(3) + p2(2) − 2p2(2)

= p(3) − p2(2) (4.13)

and

V ar(h(ci, cj)) = E

[

(

h(ci, cj)
)2
]

−
[

E
(

h(ci, cj)
)]2
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= E

[

E

(

(

h(ci, cj)
)2 ∣
∣Fj−1

)]

= E

[

E

(

(

δci,cj − pci − pcj + p(2)
)2 ∣
∣Fj−1

)]

= p(2) + p2(2) − 2p(3). (4.14)

From (2.2) and (4.5), we get

1

a2nm
3

(

n
∑

i=1

k2
i

)2

≤ max1≤i≤n k
2
i

a2nm
=

1

a2n

(

max1≤i≤n ki√
m

)2

≤ Hn−1/4 logn. (4.15)

Combining (4.13), (4.14), (4.15) and Markov’s inequality together, it holds that

P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2mδn

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
m

h(ci, cj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

>
an
2

)

≤ 4

a2n
E

(

1

2mδn

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
m

h(ci, cj)

)2

=
1

a2nm
2δ2n

∑

1≤i<j≤n

k2
i k

2
j

m2
V ar(h(ci, cj))

≤ H
(
∑n

i=1 k
2
i )

2

a2nm
3

≤ Hn−1/4 logn (4.16)

and

P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2mδn

n
∑

i=1

k2
i

m
(pci − p(2))

∣

∣

∣

∣

>
an
2

)

≤ 4

a2n
E

(

1

2mδn

n
∑

i=1

k2
i

m
(pci − p(2))

)2

=
1

a2nm
2δ2n

n
∑

i=1

k4
i

m2
V ar(pci − p(2))

≤ H
(
∑n

i=1 k
2
i )

2

a2nm
3

≤ Hn−1/4 logn. (4.17)

which, together with (4.4), (4.5) and (4.12), implies that

sup
−∞<x<∞

∣

∣

∣

∣

P

(

Qn − µn

δn
≤ x

)

− Φ(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Hn−1/4 log n.

�

Proof of Corollary 2.1. Applying (1.6), (1.7) and (4.1) together, we have

Qn − µn

σn
=

1

mσn

∑

1≤i<j≤n

Bijh̄(ci, cj)−
1

mσn

n
∑

i=1

Bii(pci − p(2))

=
1

mσn

∑

1≤i<j≤n

Aijh(ci, cj)−
1

2mσn

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
m

h(ci, cj)

+
1

2mσn

n
∑

i=1

k2
i

m
(pci − p(2)).
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Let

En =
1

mσn

n
∑

j=1

j−1
∑

i=1

Aijh(ci, cj) =
1

mσn

n
∑

j=1

znj,

where zn1 = 0 and znj =
∑j−1

i=1 Aijh(ci, cj) for 2 ≤ j ≤ n. Since {znj} forms a
martingale difference with respect to {Fi}. Then by Lemma 3.3, we have

sup
−∞<x<∞

∣

∣

∣

∣

P

(

Qn − µn

σn
≤ x

)

− Φ(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ sup
−∞<x<∞

∣

∣P (En ≤ x)− Φ(x)
∣

∣ +
an√
2π

+ P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2mσn

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
m

h(ci, cj)−
1

2mσn

n
∑

i=1

k2
i

m
(pci − p(2))

∣

∣

∣

∣

> an

)

,

(4.18)

where

an = n−3/8(logn)−1/2. (4.19)

We consider the first part, applying Lemma 3.4 with the following martingale array

En =
1

mσn

n
∑

j=1

j−1
∑

i=1

Aijh(ci, cj) =
1

mσn

n
∑

j=1

znj.

Denote

L2
n =

1

m2σ2
n

n
∑

j=1

E
(

z2nj |Fj−1

)

and

r1 = p(2) + p2(2) − 2p(3), r2 = p(3) − p2(2).

Note that by (1.7) and (2.1), we deduce

δ2n
σ2
n

=
r1

m
(

r1
2m2

∑

1≤i 6=j≤nB
2
ij +

r2
m2

∑n
i=1B

2
ii

) =
r1

r1
2m

∑

1≤i 6=j≤nB
2
ij +

r2
m

∑n
i=1B

2
ii

, (4.20)

then
∣

∣

∣

∣

δ2n
σ2
n

− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

r1 − r1
2m

∑

1≤i 6=j≤nB
2
ij − r2

m

∑n
i=1B

2
ii

r1
2m

∑

1≤i 6=j≤nB
2
ij +

r2
m

∑n
i=1B

2
ii

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

r1

(

1− 1
2m

∑

1≤i 6=j≤nB
2
ij

)

− r2
m

∑n
i=1B

2
ii

r1
2m

∑

1≤i 6=j≤nB
2
ij +

r2
m

∑n
i=1B

2
ii

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
r1
2m

∣

∣

∣
2m−

∑

1≤i 6=j≤nB
2
ij

∣

∣

∣
+ r2

m

∑n
i=1B

2
ii

r1
2m

∑

1≤i 6=j≤nB
2
ij

.

(4.21)

It follows, from (1.2), that

∑

1≤i 6=j≤n

B2
ij =

∑

1≤i 6=j≤n

(

A2
ij +

k2
i k

2
j

4m2
− 2Aij

kikj
2m

)
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=
∑

1≤i 6=j≤n

Aij +
∑

1≤i 6=j≤n

k2
i k

2
j

4m2
−

∑

1≤i 6=j≤n

2Aij
kikj
2m

= 2m+
∑

1≤i 6=j≤n

k2
i k

2
j

4m2
−

∑

1≤i 6=j≤n

Aij
kikj
m

,

which together with (1.2), (2.2) and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yield that

r1
2m

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2m−
∑

1≤i 6=j≤n

B2
ij

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+
r2
∑n

i=1B
2
ii

m

≤ r1
2m

∑

1≤i 6=j≤n

k2
i k

2
j

4m2
+

r1
2m

∑

1≤i 6=j≤n

Aij
kikj
m

+
r2
∑n

i=1B
2
ii

m

≤ r1 (
∑n

i=1 k
2
i )

2

8m3
+

r1
2m2

√

∑

1≤i 6=j≤n

Aij

√

∑

1≤i 6=j≤n

k2
i k

2
j +

r2
m

n
∑

i=1

k4
i

4m2

≤ r1 (
∑n

i=1 k
2
i )

2

8m3
+

√

2r21 (
∑n

i=1 k
2
i )

2

m3
+

r2 (
∑n

i=1 k
2
i )

2

4m3

≤ r1
2

max1≤j≤n k
2
j

m
+
√
2r1

max1≤j≤n kj√
m

+ r2
max1≤j≤n k

2
j

m

≤ H
max1≤j≤n kj√

m
≤ Hn−1/2.

(4.22)

Since V ar(h̄(c1, c2)) = p(2) + p2(2) − 2p(3) = r1 and V ar(pc1 − p(2)) = p(3) − p2(2) = r2,

then from (4.22), we obtain

lim
n→∞

∑

1≤i 6=j≤nB
2
ij

2m
= 1 and lim

n→∞

∑n
i=1B

2
ii

m
= 0. (4.23)

Substituting (4.23) into (4.20) yields

lim
n→∞

δ2n
σ2
n

= 1,

then for any ε > 0, there exists a positive integer N , such that for every n > N , we
deduced that

∣

∣

∣

∣

δ2n
σ2
n

− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

< ε.

Therefore, it is straightforward that

δ2n
σ2
n

≤ max

{

1 + ε,
δ2i
σ2
i

, 1 ≤ i ≤ N

}

. (4.24)

Firstly, we will check the condition (3.1) of Lemma 3.4. By applying (2.2), (4.24) and
the fact

∣

∣h(ci, cj)
∣

∣ ≤ 2, we can derive

max1≤j≤n znj
mσn

=
δn
σn

max1≤j≤n znj
mδn

=
δn
σn

max
1≤j≤n

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

j−1
∑

i=1

Aijh(ci, cj)

mδn

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
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≤ 2δn
σn

max
1≤j≤n

j−1
∑

i=1

Aij

mδn
≤ H

max1≤j≤n kj
mδn

≤ Hn−1/2.

From (4.23), then for any ε > 0, there exists a positive integer N , such that for every
n > N , we have

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

1≤i 6=j≤nB
2
ij

2m
− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

< ε,

which implies that
∑

1≤i 6=j≤nB
2
ij

2m
≥ min

{

1− ε,

∑

1≤i 6=j≤k B
2
ij

2m
, 1 ≤ k ≤ N

}

. (4.25)

Combining (4.21), (4.22) and (4.25), it holds that
∣

∣

∣

∣

δ2n
σ2
n

− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Hn−1/2. (4.26)

Next, we will check the condition (3.2) of Lemma 3.4. It follows, from (4.11), (4.24)
and (4.26), that

P
(

|L2
n − 1| > Hn−1/2(log n)2

)

= P

(∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

m2σ2
n

n
∑

j=1

E
(

z2nj|Fj−1

)

− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

> Hn−1/2(logn)2

)

= P

(∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

δ2n
σ2
n

1

m2δ2n

n
∑

j=1

E
(

z2nj |Fj−1

)

− δ2n
σ2
n

+
δ2n
σ2
n

− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

> Hn−1/2(log n)2

)

≤ P

(

δ2n
σ2
n

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

m2δ2n

n
∑

j=1

E
(

z2nj |Fj−1

)

− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

δ2n
σ2
n

− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

> Hn−1/2(log n)2

)

= P

(

δ2n
σ2
n

∣

∣V 2
n − 1

∣

∣+

∣

∣

∣

∣

δ2n
σ2
n

− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

> Hn−1/2(log n)2
)

≤ P
(∣

∣V 2
n − 1

∣

∣ > Hn−1/2(logn)2
)

≤ Hn−1/4 log n.

Hence, we deduce

sup
−∞<x<∞

∣

∣P(En ≤ x)− Φ(x)
∣

∣ ≤ Hn−1/4 logn. (4.27)

Now, we consider the last past,

P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2mσn

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
m

h(ci, cj)−
1

2mσn

n
∑

i=1

k2
i

m
(pci − p(2))

∣

∣

∣

∣

> an

)

≤ P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2mσn

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
m

h(ci, cj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

>
an
2

)

+ P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2mσn

n
∑

i=1

k2
i

m
(pci − p(2))

∣

∣

∣

∣

>
an
2

)

.
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Applying (4.16), (4.17) and (4.24), we have

P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2mσn

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
m

h(ci, cj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

>
an
2

)

= P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

δn
σn

1

2mδn

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
m

h(ci, cj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

>
an
2

)

≤ P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2mδn

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
m

h(ci, cj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

> Han

)

≤ Hn−1/4 log n

and

P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2mσn

n
∑

i=1

k2
i

m
(pci − p(2))

∣

∣

∣

∣

>
an
2

)

= P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

δn
σn

1

2mδn

n
∑

i=1

k2
i

m
(pci − p(2))

∣

∣

∣

∣

>
an
2

)

≤ P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2mδn

n
∑

i=1

k2
i

m
(pci − p(2))

∣

∣

∣

∣

> Han

)

≤ Hn−1/4 log n,

which, together with (4.18), (4.19) and (4.27), implies that

sup
−∞<x<∞

∣

∣

∣

∣

P

(

Qn − µn

σn

≤ x

)

− Φ(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Hn−1/4 log n.

�

Proof of Theorem 2.2. Putting (4.1) and (1.6) together, we deduce that

∣

∣bn (Qn − µn)
∣

∣ =

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

bn
m

∑

1≤i<j≤n

Bij h̄(ci, cj)−
bn
m

n
∑

i=1

Bii(pci − p(2))

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

bn
m

∑

1≤i<j≤n

Aijh(ci, cj)−
bn
m

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
2m

h(ci, cj)

+
bn
m

n
∑

i=1

k2
i

2m
(pci − p(2))

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

bn
m

∑

1≤i<j≤n

Aijh(ci, cj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

bn
m

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
2m

h(ci, cj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

bn
m

n
∑

i=1

k2
i

2m
(pci − p(2))

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (4.28)

From (2.2), (2.5) and the fact |pci − p(2)| ≤ 1, for n → ∞, we have

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

bn
m

n
∑

i=1

k2
i

2m
(pci − p(2))

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ bn
m

2mmax1≤i≤n ki
2m

=
bn max1≤i≤n ki

m
→ 0. (4.29)
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Hence, (2.6) follows immediately from (4.28) and (4.29) if

bn
m

∑

1≤i<j≤n

Aijh(ci, cj)
a.s.−−→ 0

and
bn
m

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
2m

h(ci, cj)
a.s.−−→ 0.

Firstly, we need to verify the condition x > 8eDn of Lemma 3.2. From the notation of
Lemma 3.2 and the fact

∣

∣h̄(ci, cj)
∣

∣ ≤ 2, we have
∣

∣Aijh̄(ci, cj)
∣

∣ ≤ 2Aij =: aij ,

then

Dn =

(

∑

1≤i<j≤n

a2ij

)1/2

=

(

∑

1≤i<j≤n

(2Aij)
2

)1/2

. (4.30)

Putting (4.30) and (2.5) together, for n → ∞, we obtain

mr

8ebnDn
=

mr

8ebn

(

∑

1≤i<j≤n(2Aij)2
)1/2

=
mr

32ebn

(

∑

1≤i<j≤nA
2
ij

)1/2
≥ H

√
m

bn
→ ∞.

Then, the condition mr/bn > 8eDn holds. By using (2.5), we deduce for any r > 0,

∞
∑

n=1

P

(

bn
m

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

1≤i<j≤n

Aijh(ci, cj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

> r

)

≤
∞
∑

n=1

exp






− mr

8ebn

(

∑

1≤i<j≤nA
2
ij

)1/2







≤
∞
∑

n=1

exp

(

−
√
mr

8ebn

)

<

∞
∑

n=1

exp(−t log n)

=

∞
∑

n=1

n−t < ∞,

where t is a constant and t > 1. Using the Borel-Cantelli lemma, we have

bn
m

∑

1≤i<j≤n

Aijh(ci, cj)
a.s.−−→ 0.

In addition, combining (2.2), (2.5) and Markov’s inequality together, we obtain for any
r > 0,

∞
∑

n=1

P

(

bn
m

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
2m

h(ci, cj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

> r

)

≤
∞
∑

n=1

b2n
m2r2

E

(

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
2m

h(ci, cj)

)2

≤
∞
∑

n=1

b2n
m2r2

∑

1≤i<j≤n

k2
i k

2
j

4m2
V ar

(

h(ci, cj)
)
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≤ H

∞
∑

n=1

b2n
m2

(
∑n

i=1 k
2
i )

2

m2

≤ H

∞
∑

n=1

b2n
m

max1≤i≤n k
2
i

m

< H

∞
∑

n=2

1

n(log n)2
< ∞,

which implies that
bn
m

∑

1≤i<j≤n

kikj
2m

h(ci, cj)
a.s.−−→ 0.

Hence, this completes the proof of Theorem 2.2. �
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