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Abstract

We consider the two-sample testing problem for networks, where the goal is to determine
whether two sets of networks originated from the same stochastic model. Assuming no
vertex correspondence and allowing for different numbers of nodes, we address a fundamental
network testing problem that goes beyond simple adjacency matrix comparisons. We adopt
the stochastic block model (SBM) for network distributions, due to their interpretability
and the potential to approximate more general models. The lack of meaningful node labels
and vertex correspondence translate to a graph matching challenge when developing a test
for SBMs. We introduce an efficient algorithm to match estimated network parameters,
allowing us to properly combine and contrast information within and across samples, leading
to a powerful test. We show that the matching algorithm, and the overall test are consistent,
under mild conditions on the sparsity of the networks and the sample sizes, and derive
a chi-squared asymptotic null distribution for the test. Through a mixture of theoretical
insights and empirical validations, including experiments with both synthetic and real-world
data, this study advances robust statistical inference for complex network data.

1 Introduction

Network data is pervasive across various fields, including transportation [Car+13], trading
[BFG10], social networks [EP06; Yu+21], neuroscience [Pre+14; Par+15; Bra+21; PYP22],
ecology [She+22], and politics [Ami+13], among others. To address the diverse needs of
these applications, recent statistical methods have emerged to handle scenarios where multiple
networks are observed [Kol+19; MSL17; Jos+23; APL24]. In this paper, we consider the
problem of testing whether two sets of networks have been generated from the same probability
model. Specifically, in network two-sample testing, we are given two collections of graphs
{G11,...,Gin,} and {Ga1,...,Gan,} generated as G, ~ F, for r € {1,2}, t € [N,] :=
{1,...,N;}, and would like to test

H[) . F1 = F2 against H1 : F1 75 F2. (1)

We approach the two-sample testing problem in (1) without requiring the existence of vertex
correspondence. This means that the nodes in different networks are unlabeled, and as a
consequence, the 7th node in the tth network of the rth sample has no direct correspondence
or meaning in any of the other networks. Additionally, it is possible for the number of nodes,
denoted as n,¢, to vary across different networks. As such, the problem we are studying is



truly a network testing problem, and not immediately reducible to testing the distributions of a
collection of adjacency matrices.

To further elaborate on the subtlety of graph versus matrix testing, consider the adjacency
matrices A,y € {0,1}" "t agsociated with each graph G, for r € {1,2} and ¢t € [N,], by
fixing a particular node labeling for each graph. Then, graph-level distribution F; induces
distributions on the adjacency matrices Ay, t € [N1]. However, these distributions are not
directly comparable since the dimensions of {A1;} could be different. Even if the dimensions
are the same (i.e., graphs {Gi:} all have the same number of nodes), the distributions of {A;;}
depend on the particular labelings chosen for each graph. Changing the labelings, will change
the distributions of {A1;}, although we want to treat all such distributions as the same. In other
words, when testing the equality of distributions of the adjacency matrices, the formulation must
account for equality up to relabeling of the nodes, and disregard the potential size mismatches,
to truly test at the level of graph distributions.

To model the distribution of the adjacency matrices, we adopt the stochastic block model
(SBM) framework introduced in [HLL83] as a foundational structure. The SBM is one of
the most commonly used models in the literature due to its simplicity and interpretability.
It is effectively the equivalent of the “histogram” for network distributions [OW14], capable
of approximating (piecewise) smooth graphons [ACC13; GLZ15]. Given the prevalence of
histograms, or binning, in traditional testing problems, SBMs serve as the natural starting
point for studying two-sample testing for networks.

In this work, we assume that the adjacency matrices are generated from SBM distributions.
In particular, an adjacency matrix A,; € {0, 1}"t*"* is generated as follows. First, we draw
a vector of random community labels z.;y = (2441, - - ,thn)T € [K]™ with entries that are
independent draws from a categorical distribution with parameter m, = (7,1, ..., 7, k), where
7. > 0 for all [ and Z{i 17 = 1. Here, K is the number of communities. Then, given the
labels z.¢, the entries of A,;, below the diagonal, are independently drawn as

(Art)ij | 2re ~ Ber((BT)ZT'ti Z'r'tj)’ t <7,

where B, € [0, 1]5*¥ is a symmetric matrix of probabilities. We assume the networks to be
undirected, with no self-loops, hence A,; is extended to a symmetric matrix with zero diagonal
entries. Throughout, we write A, ~ SBM,, , (B, ) for A,; generated as described above. We
often suppress the dependence on n,; and simply write A,; ~ SBM(B,, 7).

Given A, ~ SBM(B,,m,), the network testing problem (1) is equivalent to the following

Hy: By = PByP" for some P € Il against Hj: By # PByP! forall P e llg, (2)

where Ilx is the set of K x K permutation matrices. The inclusion of permutation matrices P
in (2) is related to the subtlety of testing unlabeled network models. The fact that there is no
pre-defined node label or vertex correspondence across networks leads to the meaninglessness of
community labels in SBM. Consequently, demanding that B; = By under the null hypothesis
is not meaningful. Put another way, SBM parameters (B,,7,) are only identifiable up a
permutation; see (7).

To develop a test for (2), it is essential to address the significant challenge posed by the fact
that matrices B, are only identifiable up to permutations. A potential approach to constructing
a test statistics is to estimate the community labels for each network, using any of the many
existing approaches (for instance [Ami+13]). Subsequently, one can proceed to estimate B,



by computing block averages of the adjacency matrices, based on these labels. However, the
challenge lies in how to effectively combine, and compare, the estimates from different networks
when vertex correspondence is not assumed. This becomes particularly daunting, as matching
estimated labels across different networks boils down to searching over the space of permutations
ITg, which has K! elements, a non-trivial task even for moderate values of K. It is worth noting
that this matching challenge exists even if we observe a single network for each of the two
samples, since one has to properly match the communities of the two networks to be able to
compare the connectivity matrices B; and Bs.

1.1 Summary of results

In this paper, we tackle the aforementioned matching and computational challenges and make
the following contributions:

1. We study a computationally efficient algorithm that produces a permutation matrix
P e IIx to match estimates B of B, for r = 1,2. The algorithm has the property
that, under some regularity conditions, if ||B, — PTBTPTT |7 is small enough for some

permutation matrix Py, for » = 1,2, and with || - || the usual Frobenius norm, then it
holds that )
IB: — PBiP"|lp <Y |1B, — P.B P | . (3)
r=1

Thus, we can match §1 with Eg using the permutation matrix P and the error is not
worse than the sum of the estimation errors associated with El and EQ. Hence, Wben
{ET} are consistent estimators of {B,} (up to permutation), then the matching P is
consistent. The main condition for the result in (3) is an (e, §)-friendly assumption, on B,
matrices, as detailed in Definition 1. In this condition, § > 0 is the minimum gap between
the eigenvalues of B, and € > 0 is related to the corresponding eigenvectors.

2. We show that when our proposed test statistic fn (Algorithm 2) is applied to two SBM
samples, with sizes satisfying n < n,y < n, and the same connectivity matrix (up to
permutation) B € [0,1]X*5 satisfying the sparsity condition 22 < By, < “& for all
k,l € [K], then Tn converges in distribution to X%( K41)/20 & chi-squared distribution with
K(K + 1)/2 degrees of freedom. Thus, under the null distribution, we characterize the
asymptotic distribution of our test statistic. This holds under very general conditions.
Specifically, letting £ € [0, 1] be the largest missclassification error for estimating the
labels z,; for t € [N,], r € {1,2}, we require that /Nv,ne = 0,(1) and Nv,n — oo,
where N = min{Ny, Na}.

3. Our theory also shows that if the largest misclassification error & satisfies

- lon
L [los

N S (a/m) ™ min 1By = PBLPT s @)

then, with probability approaching one, it holds that

T, > Nn?- mi — T
T, 2 Nn Anin |IB2 — PB1 P || .



Thus, provided that Bj is different from By even after potentially matching, then our
test statistic will grow to infinity, showing the consistency of the test, as long as there is
enough signal as stated in (4).

4. We provide a simple, computationally efficient algorithm for the two-sample testing of
SBMs. We demonstrate the performance of the test for both synthetic and real-world
datasets, compared to the existing methods. The synthetic data include SBMs, but also
generative models beyond SBMs, including random dot product graphs and graphons,
demonstrating the wide range of applicability of our test.

1.2 Related work

Two-sample testing for labeled networks with known vertex correspondence has been well
studied in the literature. In this setting, the vertex correspondence refers to the graphs being
built on the same vertex set and the 1-1 mapping of vertices from one graph to another is
given. Notable efforts in the labeled case include the following: [Gin+417], where the authors
develop a test based on the geometric characterization of the space of the graph Laplacians.
[Gho+20] consider the problem from a minimax testing perspective, focusing on the theoretical
characterization of the minimax separation with respect to the number of networks and the
number of nodes. [Lev+17] develop a test based on an omnibus embedding of multiple networks
into a single space. [Che+20] develop a spectral-based test statistic that has an asymptotic
Tracy—Widom law under null. The results from [Che+20] were improved by [CZL21] who
constructed a test with milder technical conditions for the theoretical performance.

Existing literature on testing (1) with unlabeled networks with no vertex correspondence is
limited, but there have been notable efforts. For instance, [Kol+19] develop a geometric and
statistical framework for making inferences about populations of unlabeled networks. They
accomplish this by providing a geometric characterization of the space of unlabeled networks
and introducing a Procrustean distance that explores the space of permutations II,, which has
n! elements. It is worth noting that one major limitation of such approach is that optimizing
the Procrustean distance over the space of II,, is a NP-hard problem. [Tan+17] introduce a
two-sample test for random dot product graphs. This test statistic is based on estimating the
maximum mean discrepancy between the latent positions, and it is proven to converge to the
maximum mean discrepancy between the true latent positions. However, it is important to note
that the statistics proposed in [Tan+17] do not involve any matching between latent positions,
which can potentially impact the test’s power, as we demonstrate in Section 5.5. Additionally,
the lack of matching mechanism does not allow for testing with samples including more than
one network. [Mau+20] develop a two-sample test, based on subgraph counts, and characterize
the null distribution under a graphon model. As they also point out, in general, an infinite
number of subgraph counts, or more precisely homomorphism densities, is needed to distinguish
two graphons. For the so-called finitely forcible subclass [Lov12, Section 16.7.1], which includes
SBMs, a finite number is enough, but this number could still be large; see [GBHO23]| for
recent developments in consistent estimation of SBMs from homomorphism densities. Given
the computational complexity of estimating subgraph counts for large subgraphs, the approach
becomes prohibitive for large networks.

A relevant line of research is clustering network-valued data. Although algorithms for
clustering are not primarily designed for testing, they can be adapted to our setting. [MSL17]
describe two algorithms for clustering. Of interest to us is their NCLM algorithm for unlabeled



networks, which is based on comparing network log moments. We describe the algorithm in
detail in Section 5 and compare to it.

As discussed earlier, the construction of our test relies on the subroutine that matches
the estimated connectivity matrices of two networks. This type of problem has been studied
extensively in the theoretical computer science literature and is known as weighted graph
matching. It is formulated as an optimization problem:

MCPY By — By): P* € argmin|By — PBP" | (5)
Pellg

where By, By € RE*X are input matrices. The problem can be rewritten as

P* = argmax tr(P' ByPBy), (6)
Pellg

known as quadratic assignment problem (QAP) which is NP-hard. One of the standard
techniques is to relax the constraint set of permutation matrices to a more tractable set, e.g.
its convex hull [Lyz+16; Vog+15; ABK15] or the set of orthogonal matrices [Fei+20], and then
“round” the solution to the set of permutation matrices. [Ume88] proposes to solve the weighted
matching by solving a linear assignment problem on a certain matrix derived from eigenvectors
of the adjacency matrices of the two graphs. [Fan+20] show exact recovery of the permutation
with high probability for the Gaussian Wigner model by constructing a weighted similarity
matrix between all pairs of outer products of the eigenvectors of the adjacency matrices and then
projecting it onto IIx. [ABK15] solve the graph matching problem for the class of (e, §)-friendly
graphs by relaxing the quadratic assignment problem to the non-negative simplex and then
subsequently projecting onto IIx by solving a linear assignment problem (LAP). [Fei+20] study
the unweighted graph matching problem and show mean-field optimality methods over the
Erdés—Rényi graphs using transformations of the leading eigenvectors to align the structures of
the adjacency matrices. The idea of our main matching algorithm is mentioned in the passing
in [Spil9, Section 39.4] in the context of testing isomorphism of two graphs, and is attributed
to [LM79]. We present other ideas for matching with the potential for further development in
Section 6.

1.3 Notation

We often consider a one-to-one correspondence between permutations matrices P € REXK
and permutations o on the set [K] := {1,..., K}. The correspondence o — P, is defined by
the following identity: (P,v); = v,(;) for all v € RE. It follows that (PYv); = Vg—1(3)- 1t is
also helpful to note that [P,]ix = e;—(i) and [P].; = [PU];F*
a K x K matrix, [P,BP)];; = By(i),0(j)- The linear assignment problem is often written as
max, Zfil B; +(i)- The cost function in this case is equivalent to tr(BP). This follows by
noting [BPJ]M = B« €o(j) = Bi,a(j)'

Let P and @ be matrices with associated permutations ¢ and 7 respectively. Notice that
o o7 is the permutation associated with QP, since (QPv); = (Pv)(;) = Vs(r(i)))-

For p € [1,00) and a nxm matrix A, the £, — £, operator norm of a matrix A = (a;;) is given
by [|Allp := sup,4ollAz|[p/[|z[lp- In the special cases p = 1,00, we have [|A[l1 = max; >, |aij]
and [|Alloc = max; ) |a;;|. We also write [|A||max = max; j [Az].

= €4(;)- This implies that if B is



For label vectors z,z € [K|", we write du(z,2) = >,y 1{z; # Z} for their Hamming
distance, dnu(z,z) = du(z,z)/n for their the normalized Hamming distance, and Mis(z,2) =
min, e, dyu(z, z o o) for the corresponding misclassification rate.

2 Matching Methodology

In this section, we begin by describing the challenges associated with the matching problem,
specifically the task of aligning two matrices, By and By, by relabeling the communities.
Subsequently, we introduce our proposed matching algorithm, which is at the heart of our test
construction.

2.1 Matching challenge

From a statistical perspective, the challenge in testing samples from SBM(B, ) is that the
parameters (B, ) are identifiable only up to permutations. That is, for any permutation matrix

SBM(B, ) = SBM(PBP', Pr) (7)

as distributions. To illustrate the challenge more clearly, consider observing the two-sample
problem with only two adjacency matrices

Ay ~SBM(By, ), Aj~ SBM(By, 7).

Assume that the null hypothesis holds, where we can assume By = By. To devise a test, a
natural first step is to fit an SBM to A,, using any consistent community detection algorithm,
to obtain the labels, from which we can construct an estimate B, =B (A,) of By, for r =1,2.
The operator B is a shorthand for the procedure that produces such estimate, the details of
which are discussed in Section 3. Even though B = Bs, in general, we will have

By ~ P*B, P*T,
for some permuation matrix P* € Ilg, since in each case the communities will be estimated
in an unknown (arbitrary) order. There is no way a priori to guarantee the same order of
estimated communities in the two cases. This is a manifestation of the permutation ambiguity
in (7).

An alternative way of formulating the issue is to assume that the population matrix Bo
carries the ambiguous permutation: By = P*ByP*T while the estimated Er are close to their
respective population version, with identity permutation for the matching: Er ~ B, forr=1,2.
To simplify future discussions, let us introduce the following notation for exact matching:

B2 B, <« By=rBP7. (8)

The above discussion shows that two-sample testing for SBMs requires solving the following
subproblem:

Problem 1. Assume that B 2, By for By, By € [0,1]5*K_ The noisy graph isomorphism (or
graph matching) problem is to recover a matching permutation P* € IIx between B; and B,
using only noisy observations B, ~ B, for r =1, 2.

As alluded to in Section 1.2, this problem is in general hard. In particular, finding an
optimal matching in Frobenius norm (5) reduces to solving a quadratic assignment problem
(QAP), which is NP-hard in general.



Algorithm 1 Spectral Matching: M (B; — Bs)

Input: El, Eg
1: for r=1,2 do
Perform EVD on ET to obtain ET = Q\TATQ\;F.
end for
Recover the diagonal signs gﬂ = s&gn([@;l]z/[@lTl]z) and set S = diag(gii).

Recover the permutation matrix as P = LAP(CA)l S CA);— ).
return S, P.

2.2 Spectral matching

For a large class of weighted networks, we can avoid solving a QAP to recover matching.
The idea is the following: If the matrix B; (and hence By) has distinct eigenvalues, then an
eigenvalue decomposition (EVD) contains the information needed to recover the permutation.
To be able to solve the noisy matching problem, we need to assume slightly more:

Definition 1. Let B € [0, 1]5*X be the weighted adjacency matrix of an undirected graph on
nodes [K], and let B = Zle /\quq; be the corresponding EVD. Then, B is called (6, n)-friendly
if

1 A — A 9
1§]§T£?§K|k ol >, 9)

lgi 1] >0, k € [K]. (10)
We say that B is friendly if it is (6, n)-friendly for some 6,7 > 0.

Remark 1. In contrast to [ABK15], our definition of (6, n)-friendly—which is often termed
(¢, 0)-friendly in the literature—only requires a lower bound on \q,;rll but no upper bound. Also,
in the literature, (e, d)-friendly property is often stated as a property of graphs, whereas here
we state the concept for weighted adjacency matrices.

Our proposed spectral matching algorithm for friendly weighted graphs is outlined in
Algorithm 1. LAP(-) in Line 5 stands for a solution of the linear assignment problem: For a
K x K matrix Q,

LAP(Q) := argmax tr(PQ) (11)
Pellk
where Il is the set of K x K permutation matrices. It is well-known that LAP can be solved
as a linear program. There are also efficient specialized algorithms for solving it, e.g. the
Hungarian algorithm [Kuh55].
The rationale behind Algorithm 1 follows from the following lemma;:

Lemma 1. Consider two K x K matrices By and Bo with EVDs given by B, = QTAQ:, r=1,2,
for some diagonal matriz A with distinct diagonal entries. Then, a permutation matriz P*
satisfies

B % B, (12)



if and only if there exists a diagonal sign matriz S*, such that
Qo= P Q15". (13)
Moreover if By is (0,n) friendly, then there is at most one P* satisfying (12).

To understand the idea, let us assume that we apply Algorithm 1 to matrices By and B»
that have an exact matching as in (12). Then, according to Lemma 1,

Qi1=S8"Q] P*"1=5"Q] 1.

Recalling that S* = diag(S};), we obtain S} = [Qg 1];/[Q{ 1];. For robustness in the noisy
case, we can also take the sign of the right-hand side since S}; is known to be in {—1,1}. Once
we recover the sign matrix S*, and noting that S* is its own inverse, we have from (13) that
P* = Q25*Q{ . However, this equality only gives a valid permutation matrix in the noiseless
case. In the noisy case, we can instead solve the optimization problem suggested by (13):

argmin [|Q2 — PQ15*||% = argmax tr(Qq PQ15*) = LAP(Q15*Q9)
Pellg Pellg

where the first equality is by [|Q2]|% = [|[PQ1S*[|% = K and second equality by the circular
invariance of the trace. The final LAP problem is exactly what Algorithm 1 solves.

In the sequel, we write M(El — Eg) to denote a matching done by Algorithm 1 for input
matrices §1 and EQ. Although we focus on this algorithm for the most part, there are other
efficient approaches inspired by Lemma 1 which we briefly discuss in Section 6.

3 Test construction

We are now ready to describe our main algorithm for constructing an SBM two-sample test.
First, let us briefly describe how the operator B, alluded to in Section 2.1, is implemented.
Given an n x n adjacency matrix A, we apply a community detection algorithm (e.g. regularized
spectral clustering [Ami+13] or Bayesian community detection [She+22]) to obtain label vector
Z=(Z1,...,2n) € [K|". Let ng; = >, 1{Z; = k} be the number of nodes in the estimated
community k. Define the block-sum operator S : R™*" x [K]* — RE*K and block-count
operator C : [K]" — REXK a5

[S(A, 2)]ke = ZAijl{zi =k, 2 =}, (14)
[C(Z)]kg = nk(z) (TLg(Z) — 1{k = f}) (15)

where ny(z) = > ; 1{z; = k}. Then, we have
B(A,2) = S(4, ) 0 C(), (16)

where @ denotes the Hadamard (i.e., elementwise) division of matrices. For diagonal blocks
(k = {) a double-counting occurs in both the numerator and denominator of (16) which can be
avoided, for computational efficiency, by restricting the sums to ¢ < j.



3.1 Main algorithm

Algorithm 2 summarizes our approach to SBM two-sample testing. To simplify the discussion,
we refer to permutation matrices that match two networks, simply as “matching”. We can
divide the procedure into three stages:

1. First, we match each network in a given sample r € {1,2} to the first network in the
sample (steps 2-5).

2. Having the (individual) matching matrices ﬁm we can align the estimated Ert for each
network to compute a single estimate B, for each sample r. Then, we can perform a
global matching of the two samples (steps 7-8).

3. Armed with the global matching ﬁ, in the third stage (steps 9-13), we align all the block
sums and counts across all the samples to form stronger estimates of B; and Bs, as
B .= §1 @ my and B® .= §§ © mb. These two estimates are also properly aligned,
hence can be compared elementwise, leading to the formation of test statistic fn in (17).
We also compute a global (i.e. pooled) estimate of the variance (5%,) for the (k,¢)th entry
of the difference BV — B® in step 11. This allows use to properly normalize each entry
of the difference before aggregating them to form fn

To get an intuition for the final statistic, let us assume that all the matchings are correctly
recovered and set them to identity. Let us also assume that the community detection algorithm
has perfectly recovered the labels for each network, so that m, is equal to m,. := Zi\f:r 1C(2r)
the “true” aggregate block count matrix. Assume that we are under null and let B = B; = Bs.

Under the above assumptions, §1kg ~ Bin(mqge, Bre) and hence E,(C? = §1kg/m1kg is approx-
imately distributed as N (0, aig/mlkg) where O'%e = Bye(1 — Byy). A similar statement holds for
B®, Then,

~ ~ d
hie/(203,)(By) — BY) = N(0,1)

\Xhere hie is the harmonic mean of mygy and moge. These all suggest that if all the stars align,
T,, will be approximately distributed as X%( K+1)/2° In practice, the matchings are nontrivial
and the block counts and sums are based on imperfect labels. Nevertheless, in Theorem 2 we
formalize the above intuition and show that 7}, indeed has the expected asymptotic distribution,
under mild conditions.

It is worth noting that our final estimates of B, are B in step 12 rather than B\T in step 7.
Even if we ignore the matching issue, B() are better estimates. To see this, consider i.i.d.
draws X,Y ~ Bin(n, p). Then, both (X +Y)/(n+m) and 3((X/n) + (Y/m)) are unbiased for
p, but the former has lower variance in general. The randomization in step 2 is a technical
device, ensuring that the matching permutations in step 5 are independent of the data {A,.},
irrespective of the community detection algorithm used to produce the labels; see Lemma 5.

4 Theory

We start by showing that our proposed matching Algorithm 1 consistently recovers the correct
permutations. We then derive the asymptotic null distribution of the statistic, followed by a
result showing the consistency of the test under sparse alternatives.



Algorithm 2 SBM Two-Sample Test (SBM-TS)

)

Input: Adjacency matrices A,; and initial label estimates erﬂt , for t € [N,] and r =1, 2.
Output: Two-sample test statistic fn
Match to the first network within each sample r:
fort=1,2,...,N.and r=1,2 do
Set Zt = 0yt 0 %\5?)
Set Spy = S(Art, Zr) and fipy = C(Z0t).
Set ért = §rt @ Myt
Set Pry = M(Byy — By1).

end for

—_

for independent random permutation o,;.

Find the global matching permutation:
7: Set Er = N% Zi\gl ﬁrtgrtﬁ,l for r =1,2.
8: Set P = M(By — By).
Align the sums and counts, across all samples and form aggregate estimates:
9: Set §r = Ef;l ﬁrtgﬁﬁj and m, = Et 1 Pre My Prt forr=1,2.
10: Set Sy = PS,PT and iy, = ngP—r
Sike + SQM

11: Let B = Byy) where Bkg — 2Kt and set 52 BM 1-— BM
2 = (B e Z = Bl - Buo)
12: Let BM = S, @ my and B@ := 52 ) (Stronger estimates)
13: Let ﬁke be the harmonic mean of T?leg and mb,, and form the test statistic:
=~ Te S(1) B2
I = Z 252 (Brd — Bi/)™ (17)
k<e Ok

4.1 Matching consistency

We consider connectivity matrices By and Bj that are (6, n)-friendly. Recall our shorthand
notation for an exact matching, introduced in (12). Similarly, it is helpful to introduce the
following graphical mnemonic for approximate matching:

Bi*% By, <<= ||Bo—PBP'|r< (18)

On
2V2K
Then, we have following guarantee for the matching algorithm:

Theorem 1 (Matching consistency) Suppose that By and By are K x K connectivity matrices
that are (6, n) fmendly with 6 < \F’ and with EVDs given by B, = Q.AQ,, r = 1,2. Moreover,

assume Bj 2, By for some permutation matrix P*. Forr = 1,2, let ér be an estimate of B,
satisfying
B, %% B, (19)

for some permutation matrices P,.. Let @1, @2, S and P be as defined in Algorithm 1, and let

10



=~ P

By -----5 B
P p*
By ———}3—2———> By

Figure 1: Schematic diagram of permutation recovery in Theorem 1. The solid and dashed straight
arrows correspond to exact and approximate match. The bent arrow represents an application of the
matching algorithm M.

S, = argmin [|Q, — P,Q,S|p, r=1,2, (20)
SeV

where Vi is the set of K x K diagonal sign matrices. Then, the following holds:
(a) Sign recovery: S = S := S15*S, with S* as in Lemma 1.
(b) Permutation recovery: LAP(©1§©;) = {P} where P := P P*Py, and

2
|B2 = PB1PT||p <> ||By — P-B. P || (21)
r=1

The theorem is stated with general permutation matrices P, which is }Alelpful in subsequent
proofs. If we assume P, = [ for simplicity, the result suggests that once B, is close enough to
B,, then P = P* that is Algorithm 1 recovers the correct matching exactly.

Remark 2. One can also ask whether our matching algorithm is self-consistent? That is, if we
reverse the order of the By and Bs, do we get permutations that are transposes of each other?
The answer is yes. Notice that if we reverse the order of By and Bs, the sign matrix S does not
change. Moreover,
P* o (P
By — By implies By —— Bj.
Hence, LAP(Q25Q] ) = {P'} where P/ = P (P*)T P, = (P] P*P)T = PT.

To gain a deeper understanding of why our target permutation matrix is PQT P*Py, let us
analyze Figure 1. Within this illustration, each edge symbolizes a matching between matrices
based on both the direction of the edge and the permutation matrix associated with it. To
clarify the nature of these matchings, we use different types of arrows:

1. Dashed straight arrows represent approximate matching. For instance, the top edge

corresponds to By ~ By, following the notation from Equation (18).

2. In contrast, the solid straight solid arrow signifies exact matching corresponding to

T Bsy, with the notation from (8).

Considering that the inverse of a permutation matrix is its transpose, we can trace the path
from 31 to Bg in Figure 1. We start from Bl, progress through Bj, then B, and finally arrive
at Bg The permutation matrices associated with this path are P;, P* and P2 (the inverse of
P,). By multiplying these matrices together, we obtain the desired permutation matrix, which
is P) P*Py.
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4.2 Null distribution

To analyze the statistical properties of the test, we make the following “sparsity” and “size”

assumptions

C
! < B < ll/n’ (22)
n n
n < nyg < Con (23)

for all k,¢ € [K] and t € [N,],r = 1,2. We also write 7, = P(z,4; = k), recalling that we are
under the null, and set myin = ming 7.
Let us fix some k € (0,1) and o > 0 and let 5 = 1/(RTmin) where & = 1 — k. For any N, let

362alogn
() [3Falogn 24
on Nnuy, (24)

For convenience, we assume that (n is large enough so that)

logn  K2mmi
o) <1, —|Sm g 2 mn 25
n — ? n — 30( ( )
Moreover, define
Yo = C1 (5663 -E+ 51(11)>, where &:= max Mis(zy, 2rt).
t €[Ny
r=1,2
Suppose that B is (0, n)-friendly with 0 < ﬁ and consider the condition
Un on
N T (26)

Since B satisfies (22), in general n < v, /n but since eigenvectors are normalized, we can expect
§ < 1. These scalings hold, for example, when B = (v,,/n)B° for fixed matrix B® which is
(6,mo)-friendly. Then, as long as 7, = 0,(1), we expect (26) to hold.

The following result guarantees an asymptotic null distribution for our proposed test statistic:

Theorem 2 (Null distribution). Assume that Algorithm 2 is applied to two SBM samples,
with sizes satisfying (23), and the same connectivity matriz B satisfying (22) and || B||max <
0.99. Moreover, assume that B is (0,n)-friendly with n = Q(v,/n) and 0 = Q(1). Let
N = max{Ny, Na} and assume that for some k € (0,1) and o > 0 and ¢ > 0, we have

M =0p(1), VNvyné = oy(1), Nvyn— oo, N =o(n?),
and min{ Ny, No} > ¢N. Then, for fn, the output of Algorithm 2, we have

T = Xke(x11)/2°

Remark 4.1. Notice that the conclusion in Theorem 2 holds under very mild assumptions.
The condition on the misclassification error is & = 0,((Nv,n)~'/2). To see why this is a very
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weak requirement, recall Theorem 3.2 from [ZZ16] which translated to our notation shows that
one can achieve misclassification rate as good as

E(Mis(zr¢, 2rt)) < exp(—cvpn(1l+0(1))) (27)

forallr =1,2¢=1,...,N,, and for a constant ¢ > 0. Here, Z.; is a penalized likelihood
estimator. Hence, by Markov’s inequality and union bound we obtain that

P(e > exp(—cvn(1+0(1))/2) < exp(—cvn(1+ 0(1))/2 + log N1 + log Na).

Thus, for v, satisfying v, > max{log N1,log N2}, we obtain that & = o,(exp(—cvn(1+0(1))/2).
This is in general a much stronger condition than & = o,((Nv,n)~/?).

4.3 Test Consistency

Next, we show that the test is consistent, in the sense that fn — o0 under the alternative
hypothesis that the two SBMs are different. For two K x K matrices By, By, consider the
pseudometric
dP*(By, By) := min |By — PB1P"|F, (28)
Pelly

where Il is the set of K x K permutation matrices.

Theorem 3 (Consistency). Assume that Algorithm 2 is applied to two SBM samples, with sizes
satisfying (23), and connectivity matrices By and Bg satisfying (22). Forr =1,2, let

& = C1 (40832 + (V)

and assume that

dp*(B1, B
V12K max &, < dp*(Bi, Ba)
r=1,2 Un/m

: (29)
Moreover, assume that (25) holds and let G be the event that (26) and 48C23*€ < 1 hold. Here,
C1 and Cy are the same constants as in (22). Then, with probability at least 1 — 19N K?n=% —
P(G°),

- Nn2 2

T, > 257 - dp*(B1, B2)“.

Theorem 3 establishes that under conditions similar to those in the null case studied in
Theorem 2, provided there exists ample signal to differentiate between the two probability
matrices (29), our proposed test exhibits consistency. Speciﬁcally,A in the dense case (v, = n),
under the alternative d'2?(By, B2) being a constant > 0, we have T,, = Q(Nn?). In the sparse
case, we can assume lim inf d%(By, Bs)/(vn/n) > 0 in which case d'8?(By, B2)? 2 (vn/n)? for
large n, hence T, = Q(N Vﬁ) A set of sufficient conditions for consistency are min,—; 2 & = 0,(1)
and v, = op(1).

Remark 3 (Can joint community detection help?). In our Algorithm 2, we estimate the
labels Z,; separately for each adjacency matrix A,;, and as a result the misclassification rate
g, referenced in both Theorem 2 and 3, is at best the optimal rate of “individual” community
detection given in (27). One might wonder if a form of joint community detection across all
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networks in the sample could significantly improve this rate. We argue that the answer is
negative. In the setting we consider in this paper, the networks within a sample only share
information via B, and 7,. Thus, an oracle that knows (B,,7,) gains no advantage from
knowing the labels of other networks, as they are independent from one network to the next.
The only improvement such oracle can achieve in (5) is removing the o(1) term in the exponent.
In particular, it is impossible to achieve a misclassification rate that improves as a function of
N,., the number of networks in the sample.

5 Experimental results

In this section, we provide experimental results on real and simulated networks and compare
our proposed test to two existing approaches.

5.1 Competing methods

We begin by describing the two tests from the literature against which we benchmark our method:
(1) Network Clustering based on Log Moments (NCLM) [MSL17] and (2) the Maximum Mean
Discrepancy of the Adjacency Spectral Embeddings (ASE-MMD) [Tan+17]. It is worth noting
that NCLM is designed as a distance between two adjacency matrices, originally proposed for
clustering networks. ASE-MMD can be viewed similarly as a distance between two adjacency
matrices, designed for two-sample testing based on samples of size 1. However, there is a
natural way of extending these ideas to two-sample testing with multiple networks in each
sample, which we will discuss at the end of this section. Throughout this section, we use the
terms “network” and “adjacency matrix” interchangeably, since the resulting distance measures
between adjacency matrices will be invariant to node permutations.

To measure a distance between two adjacency matrices, NCLM constructs a feature vector
for each graph based on its so-called log-moments. To be more precise, [MSL17] considers the
k-th graph moment of a matrix A, my(A) = tr[(A/n)¥], which is the normalized count of closed
walks of length k. The feature vector for an adjacency matrix A is then defined as

91(A) = (logm;(4), j € [J])

where J is some positive integer. The test statistic for comparing two adjacency matrices A;
and Aj is naturally given as the ¢3-distance between the feature vectors of the two graphs:

dnoom(At, A2) = [lgr(A1) — g5(Az) ]2

Our experiments, reported in Appendix F.3, suggest that a larger value of J improves perfor-
mance. However, increasing J quickly increases the computation cost. In the results to follow,
we have chosen J = 20 which provides a reasonable balance between performance and cost.

To form a distance between two adjacency matrices, ASE-MMD first computes the so-called
adjacency spectral embedding (ASE) for each matrix. For an adjacency matrix A, consider
|A] = (AT A)Y2 and let |A] = 321 Njugu; be its eigen-decomposition where A\j > --- > X, > 0
are the eigenvalues and {u;} the corresponding orthonormal basis of eigenvectors. Then, the
adjacency spectral embedding of A € {0,1}"*" into R? is given by

X(A) =Uy\/Sa e R? (30)
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where Sy = diag(A1, A2, ..., Ag) and Uy is n x d matrix whose columns are uq, ug, . .., uq. The
rows of X (A) define an empirical distribution P X(a) = LS 6 %,.(4) Where 0 is the point
mass as . ASE-MDD then measures the distance between two adjacency matrices A; and A»
as the maximum mean discrepancy of the corresponding empirical distributions:

dase-nmp (A1, A2) = MMD(Pg 4y, Py 4,))-

The MMD relies on a positive definite kernel function  : R% x R — R. Letting X = X (4;)
and Y = X (A3), one has

MMD(Py, Py ) =

1 ¢ X 2 oo 1 o
WZK(X"*’XJ'*) - %Z“(Xi*ayj*) + mzﬁ( s Yix)-
7 7 i#]

In experiments reported here, we consider a Gaussian kernel and use random Fourier features to
approximate the MMD. The bandwidth is set to be o2 = 1. Additional experiments, reported
in Appendix F.2, show that the results are not sensitive to the choice of bandwidth.

Adapting to multiple samples. Next, we describe how we adapt the test statistics to the
cases where the sample size is greater than 1. Any measure of dissimilarity, d(-,-), between two
networks, can be generalized to the two-sample case, by averaging the dissimilarity of pairs
of networks from different samples. More specifically, given the two samples A, t € [N,] for

r = 1,2, we have the two-sample test statistic N11N2 Zivzll é\gl d(Aqy, Ags).

A note on network generation. Throughout the experiments, we replace Bernoulli variables
with a clipped version. In particular, write X ~ Ber(p) for p € R to denote X = 1{U < p} for
some U ~ [0,1]. When p € [0,1], Ber(p) = Ber(p), but otherwise Ber(p) is naturally clipped to
either 0 or 1. When we write SBM(B, ) in experiments, it is based on Ber(p) generation.

5.2 Choice of K in practice

For our theoretical developments, we assume K to be known. This is not an issue since there
are many consistent estimators of K, given that the networks are generated from a K-SBM; we
refer to [ZA23] and the references therein.

In practice, as we show with numerous experiments below, the test can be used even if the
networks are not generated from a K-SBM. There, for any fixed choice of K, the test can be
applied, measuring how close the K-level histograms of the two distributions are. Larger K
should provide a better approximation (lower bias), but at the same time the resulting SBMs
are harder to estimate and match, leading to more variability. To set an optimal K in practice,
we propose a procedure akin to parametric bootstrap:

1. For a large value of Ky, fit a Kp-SBM to one of the samples, resulting in estimates (E, ).

2. Perturb E to get By by adding, for example, i.i.d. noise ~ a - HEHmaX -U(0,1) to each
entry of B where a € (0,1).

3. Generate many instances of the testing problem SBM(E,%) VS. SBM(EGH,%\) and for
K € [Kpax] estimate the area under the curve (AUC) of the operator receiver characteristic
(ROC) associated with SBM-TS test with parameter K.

15



Table 1: Power estimates for ASE and SBM-TS for a simple 2-block SBM experiment

e =0.01 e =10.02 e =0.05 e=0.1
n SBM-TS ASE | SBM-TS ASE | SBM-TS ASE | SBM-TS ASE
100 0.047 - 0.161 0.06 0.776 0.09 1 0.27
200 0.15 - 0.599 0.09 1 0.17 1 0.83
500 0.785 - 1 0.01 1 0.43 1 1
1000 1 0.14 1 1 1 1 1 1

4. Select the K that leads to the largest AUC.

In our experiments, the choice Ky = Kyax = 10 and a = 0.1 has worked well.

5.3 Simple 2-SBM

Our first simulation reproduces the experiment from [Tan+17] on a 2-SBM. In particular, we
consider testing Hy : A, A" ~ SBM(By,7) versus Hy : A ~ SBM(By,n), A" ~ SBM(B;,),

where
0.5+¢

0.2 (31)

0.2
B =
‘ [ 0.5+ E] ’
and m = (0.4,0.6). Note that each sample contains a single adjacency matrix. We consider
vertex sizes n € {100,200, 500, 1000} and noise levels e € {0.01,0.02,0.05,0.1} and evaluate the
power of the our SBMTS using 1000 Monte-Carlo replications. Table 1 summarizes the results
alongside the power estimates for ASE-MMD reported in [Tan+17]. The results clearly show

the superior performance of SBMTS along both dimensions (n,¢).

5.4 General SBM with random B

To investigate the “typical” performance of the test under a general SBM, we generate instances
of the testing problem (2) for a random collection of (By, B2). In particular, we generate 50
random connectivity matrices B(*),i € [50], each with entries drawn from U(0.2,0.7) subject
to symmetry. We then generate corresponding perturbed matrices Bgi) = B0 ¢ Ms(i) where
M has entries N (0,%) subject to symmetry. For each i, we consider the testing problem (2)
for By = By = pB® versus (By, By) = (pBW, pBgi)) where p is a sparsity parameter, and we
consider a uniform class prior, 7 = (1/K,...,1/K).

We set the sample sizes to N, = 100, the number of vertices to n,;+ = 10000, the noise level
to € = 0.05, and sparsity factor to p = 0.1. For each method, we estimate a mean receiver
operating characteristic (ROC) curve across the 50 experiments. More precisely, we replicate
each experiment 100 times and obtain 50 ROC curves; then for each false positive rate (FPR),
we report the average true positive rate (TPR) across the 50 ROCs. The resulting mean ROC
curves are shown in Figure 7 in Appendix F.1. A summary of these curves via their area under
the curve (AUC) is provided in Table 2.

From Table 2, we can see that SBM-TS exhibits superior performance over the competitors,
but its performance somewhat deteriorates as K increases. The primary reason is that signifi-
cantly increasing K while keeping the number of vertices constant makes the connectivity matrix
estimates, ET, noisier; thus, it becomes more challenging to satisfy the approximate matching
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Table 2: Mean AUC-ROC for various methods for the general SBM experiment

K 2 3 15 20

SBM-TS 0.95 0.91 0.83 0.81
ASE 0.62 054 049 048
NCLM 0.70 0.64 0.50 0.50

condition (19). Nonetheless, the median area under the ROC curve (AUC) for K € {15,20}
is 0.89 and 0.87 respectively, which shows the strong performance of our proposed test in the
cases where (19) holds. We also note that ASE and NCLM are essentially powerless (AUC
~ 0.5) for large K € {15,20}.

5.5 RDPG

To demonstrate the performance of our test outside the SBM family, we first consider random
dot product graphs (RDPG), a class of latent position network models where the probability of
an edge formation between two vertices is determined by the dot product of their associated
latent positions [YS07; Ath+18]. Consider latent positions {X;}"; drawn ii.d. from some
distribution F, and given {X;}, generate an adjacency matrix A as

Aji = Aij ~Ber(pX,'X;), fori<j.

We denote such model as A ~ RDPG,(F, p). We consider two experiments around the two
sample testing problem

Hy: A, A" ~ RDPG,(F,p), against Hj: A~ RDPG,(F,p), A" ~ RDPG,(F', p)

We set the number of vertices to n = 10000 and the sparsity parameter p = 0.15.
For Experiment 1, we take F =T, := N(0,X) and F' = N(0, I) where
3 2
5= [2 3] |
For Experiment 2, F = Fy := N (0,%) + 3N (0,020 ") while F' = N(0, I5) as in Experiment 1.
Here, Fy is a mixture of two Gaussian distributions and O is an orthogonal matrix that
corresponds to a /2 rotation counter-clockwise, namely, O = (_01 (1))

Due to the invariance of the RDPG model to an orthogonal transformation of the underlying
node positions, we in fact have RDPG,,(FF1, p) = RDPG,, (F2, p), which implies that the two
experiments are equivalent.

Figure 2 summarises the results, comparing the performance of SBM-TS to ASE-MMD. We
see qualitatively similar behavior for the two experiments, confirming the equivalence of the
two models. While SBM-TS essentially exhibits the ROC of the perfect test, ASE-MMD shows
poor performance. The reason is that, as proposed in [Tan+17], ASE-MMD does not have a
matching mechanism to account for the potential orthogonal transformation mismatch between
the estimated latent positions for A and A’ under null. As a result, even in Experiment 1,

the estimated distributions of the latent positions for A and A’ could be rotated versions of
each other, hence give a large value of MMD. This leads to a bimodal distribution under null
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Figure 2: ROC curves for the RDPG Experiment 1 (left) and Experiment 2 (right).

for ASE-MMD with one mode essentially overlapping or exceeding the distribution under the
alternative, leading to the phase transition behavior observed in the ROC. In contrast, SBM-TS
accounts for this potential rotation mismatch by properly matching the connectivity matrices.
That is, although we use the same spectral clustering algorithm to estimate the labels for both
methods, only ASE-MMD suffers from the orthgonal transformation mismatch. We note that
this defect is present in the original paper [Tan+17] as can be seen from the presence of the
orthogonal matrix W, ,,, in the asymptotic null limit of the statistic in Theorem 5 of [Tan+17].

5.6 A Graphon

We now consider a more general graphon model. A graphon is a symmetric bivariate function
W :[0,1]2 — [0,1]. We say that A ~ Graphon(W), if for each vertex i € [n], there is a latent
variable v; ~ U(0,1) and given (v;),

Aij ~ Ber(W(vi,vj)) 1 <1<y,
Consider the two-sample testing problem
Hy: A, A" ~ Graphon(pW), against Hj : A ~ Graphon(pW), A" ~ Graphon(pW. s)

where p is a sparsity factor. We take W (v1,v2) = +(v} + v3 + /o1 + \/v2), the graphon from
[ACC13], and let W, 5 be the following perturbation of W,

Wes(vi,v5) = W (vi,v5) + € - 1{v;,v; € [0.5 — ;0.5 + 4] }.

In this experiment, we let € = 0.05, § = 0.2. For a general graphon, spectral clustering does
not provide a good SBM fit. To fit a proper K-SBM, we use a Bayesian community detection
algorithm [She+22]. The algorithm of Section 5.2 suggests K = 2 as the optimal choice and we
set d = K for ASE-MMD. Figure 3 illustrate the resulting ROCs for two cases of (n, p), namely,
(1000, 0.5) and (10*,0.05), showing a clear advantage for SBM-TS against the ASE-MMD.
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Figure 3: ROC curves for the graphon example.
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(a) m =5, Cl vs. C3. (b) m =5, C2 vs C3. (¢) m =10, C1 vs C3. (d) m =10, C2 vs C3.

Figure 4: ROC curves for the COLLAB dataset.

5.7 COLLAB dataset

The COLLAB dataset is a scientific collaboration dataset first introduced in [YV15]. This
dataset contains 5000 networks derived from public collaboration data in three scientific fields:
C1) High energy Physics, C2) Condensed Matter Physics, and C3) Astrophysics. Each graph
corresponds to an ego-network of a researcher and is labeled by their primary field of research.
On average the graphs in the dataset have around 75 vertices and 2000 edges. Figure 10 in
Appendix F.4 demonstrates randomly sampled graphs from this dataset from the three different
classes.

Our goal is to evaluate the ability of the test to distinguish between graphs from different
classes (C1,C2 and C3). We consider two-sample testing problems of the form (1) with Ny =
Ny = m; the two samples under null will be drawn at random (without replacement) both from
class C;, and under the alternative from classes C; and C; for i # j. Two choices of m € {5,10}
and several choices of (i, j) are considered, as detained in Figure 4 where the resulting ROCs are
plotted. One observes that SBM-TS has superior or comparable performance to the competing
methods in distinguishing the two classes in each case.

5.8 SW-GOT dataset

The Star Wars (SW)—-Game of Thrones (GOT) dataset [Sch22] is derived from popular films
and television series. We consider 13 networks: six from the original and sequel SW trilogies,
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Figure 5: ROC curves for the SW-GOT dataset.

and seven from each of the GOT series. In each graph, vertices correspond to characters and
edges indicate whether two characters share a scene. Let us denote the SW and GOT networks
as class C; and Co, respectively. The set of characters for both classes overlap across multiple
networks, but no vertex correspondence is utilized because network vertices are unlabeled and
each network has different number of vertices. Sample graphs from this dataset are shown in
Figure 11 in Appendix F.4.

Similar to the COLLAB dataset, we consider a two sample testing problem for distinguishing
a null of (C1,Cq) vs. an alternative of (C1,C3). The resulting ROCs are shown in Figure 5
showing a significant advantage for SBM-TS compared to the competitors.

6 Discussion

We presented a flexible test statistic (SBM-TS) for the inference problem of two sample testing
for the graphs generated by the stochastic block model. We addressed the main challenge of a
true graph level test, where there is no node correspondence, by developing a proper matching
of connectivity matrices. We derived a limiting null distribution result and provided asymptotic
power guarantees. Our experiments on a wide range of random graph models, including SBMs,
random dot product graphs, and graphons as well as real data examples show that SBM-TS is
a computationally efficient and practically viable inference procedure.

The algorithm for obtaining the two-sample test statistic is modular in a sense that it
consists of two independent steps: recovering and matching the connectivity matrices and then
forming the test statistic itself based on the discrepancy between the matched matrices. This
suggests that there is room for potential development of the algorithm if one is able to improve
upon either the matching process or the test statistic construction. For instance, our matching
method revolves around the following optimization problem suggested by Lemma 1:

argmin  [|Q2 — PQ1S||% = argmax tr(Qq PQ:S). (32)
Pellg,SeV i Pellg,SeV i

A potential way to solve this is using alternating minimization algorithm over the permutations
matrices P and the sign matrices S since the objective function is separately convex in both
arguments. Alternatively, one could employ a low-rank matching method, where the permutation
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is recovered by matching leading eigenvectors instead of full matrices. More specifically, let k-th
column of @, be denoted as Q.. We note that (13) is equivalent to

Qor = P*QuiSpy,, k€ [K]. (33)
Since S}, € {%1}, this suggests picking some k and solving

argmin | PQuis — Qi = argmax  tr(PsQuiQl)- (34)
Pellg, se{£1} Pellg, se{+1}

That is, we solve the two problems LAP(QleQTk) and LAP(—Qlesz) and pick a permutation
that minimizes the cost in (34). The perturbation analysis suggests that as long as the entries of
Q1) are separated well-enough, the permutation matrix P* has consistent recovery. Finally, we
note that for the easier two-sample problem where there is node correspondence among all the
networks, it is possible to propose matching algorithms that avoid (6, n)-friendly assumption.

The choice of the stochastic block model is partially motivated by its ability to approximate
more general generative models such as graphons [ACC13; OW14]. In our experiments, we have
shown that the SBM-TS is a practical option for two-sample testing of the graphons. Therefore,
one of the future directions would be developing theory for the limiting null distribution of the
test under graphons that are well-approximated by the stochastic block models.

7 Proofs of the main results

7.1 Proof of Theorem 2

Since K is fixed, we can take § = (1) small enough so that 6 < ﬁ. Take n large enough so
that (25) holds. Let D be the event on which (26) holds. Since by assumption, v, = 0,(1) and
noo_On o 1
Vn 2¢2K ™

we have P(D) =1 — o(1). Let B be some (a priori) fixed version of the connectivity matrix for
each of the two groups » = 1,2. By Proposition A.2 and the union bound, there is an event A
with

P(A°) < 3N, K20~ 4+ KN e " "mmin/3

and permutation matrices P,; € Il such that on AND:

~ &~ . v, - v 0n
HPrtB'rtPr—tr_Berax S 01;71(5662'51"15"’57(11)) S ;n’)/n S 2\/§K

for all t € [N,] and r = 1,2, where &,; = Mis(2,¢, zr¢). This implies that

AND C & := {B\Tt«&@B;‘ forallt=1,..., N,, 7":1,2}.

According to Lemma 5, we can assume that, in the above, ﬁrt is independent of everything else.

Figure 6a illustrates the “matching-to-first” in step 5 of the algorithm. As this diagram
shows, by Theorem 1, on event &, we have PJ = PTI Ix P, that is,

52 Cgl = {ﬁrt:ﬁlﬁrt}'
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Figure 6: Matching to first network in group r. Here, ¢ > 1 in the bottom level. Bent arrow is an
application of the matching algorithm M. The edges can be reversed in which case the permutation
matrix should be replaced with its transpose. Left-side quantities are random, while right-side quantities
are deterministic. Dashed and solid arrows correspond to approximate and exact matching, respectively.
See the discussion at the end of Section 4.1 for more details on the nature of these diagrams.

To simplify, let us define B, := EIB: ﬁrl, that is,

pT
B; 4 B,.
Note that B, is random version of the true B}, due to the randomness of IBH’ although, it is
independent of everything else. Then, a little algebra shows that on & N &,
Er‘t ‘f‘?’"”t’ Br

for all t € [N,] and r = 1,2. Figure 6b illustrates the above inequality (the red path). Now,
since B,.,r = 1,2 are independent of everything else, we can condition on them and continue
with the argument as if they were deterministic. The resulting diagram is shown in Figure 6c;
the effect is as if we assumed P,; = Ik and B, = B;. The above conditioning argument shows
that we can do this without loss of generality.

From now on, we work on (AND)N& NE = AND (by the above argument), on which
we have P, = P,; as discussed above. Then, from the definition of B, in step 7, we note

N,
~ 1 e« ~ ~ ~
By = By = 5 > _(PubBnP; — By).

T t=1

On & the || - || of each term on the RHS is bounded by #7/(2v/2K), and since a norm is a
convex function, the same holds for the LHS. That is,

B % B, (35)

for » = 1,2. Since we are under the null, there is a permutation P* such that Bs LN Bj.
Combining with (35), we can apAply Theorem 1—with P, = P, = Ix and the roles of B; and
By switched—to conclude that P = P* in step 8.

Remark 4. We could have assumed B} = Bj in the above argument, since we are under the
null. However, when passing to B, = 1,2 we could lose the equality among By and By (due
to Py1,7 = 1,2 potentially being different). Hence, we do not gain anything by making the
assumption B} = Bj.
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Remark 5. Everything up to and including (35) holds under the alternative By # Bo as well.

This will be used in the proof of Theorem 3.

The following arguments are all on A. Let Syt = S(Art, 2rt), mpe = C(Apt, 2r¢) and

~ S,
B,:=—"1 S, := Do Sets My =, My
my

Since P.; = Py, we have

S, X, PuS.P)
o t L rtrtd rt

= = 5 =~ 5T
my E ¢ PrtmrtP,,t

where §r and m, are as defined in step 9. Let N = max{Nj, No}. Then, from Proposition A.3

and union bound on r = 1,2, there is an event 3; with
(36)

P(BT) S 2(C2N + 2K2)n_a + 2NK6_52n7rmin/3

such that on Bp, we have
~ ~ ~ 1z ~
||(Sr/mr) - BeraX < 4001ﬁ3%5 (37)

where £ = max, ; £+ Also note that since P = P*, we have S§ = P*So P*T and M)y = P*mg P*T

Moreover, from Proposition A.3, on B,
(38)

~ 1% V.
| By — By |lmax < C1—60) < 0=
n n

since 5§LNT) < 521) < 1. Using || By |lmax < Civ,/n and triangle inequality, we have
~ 1z -~ ~ 1%
| Brlmax S ;n’ 1S5 /M|l max S Wn (39)

where we have treated C1,Cy and % as constants and absorbed them into < symbol; this will

do from time to time in the rest of the proof.
2, &4 It follows that

Next, we have [[m,; — ﬁrtﬁzﬁﬁgﬂmw <65 n;
(40)

||mr_mr‘|max < 652”%&5% < 66’22B2-ZV1"”2g
t

where m, = Y, my. Let mh = P*myP*T. Then, the same bound as above holds for ||m}, —
mbh||max- Let h be the elementwise harmonic mean of m; and m/,. Since h is the elementwise

harmonic mean of m; and mj, we have
(41)

17 = h|max < 12C232Nn?E
where N = max{Nj, Na}. We also not that since h is elementwise the marmonic mean of
my,r = 1,2, we have

(42)

min e > min [my]re > cNn®/(267).
] kb

The factor 2 is for handling the case k = /.
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Controlling 5. Note that
S1+ P* Sy P*

B= .
mi + P*me P*T

Since By = P*ByP*T, this is essentially an estimator like Bin Proposition A.3 based on an
independent sample of size N; := Nj + Na from SBM(By, 7). It follows from Proposition A.3
that there is an event By with

P(BS) < (CoNy + 2K2)n ™% + N Ke " min/3 (43)

such that on By, we have

Un

HE - Bl”max < Clyi(40ﬁ35+ 57(LN+)> < —n
n n

where the second inequality is by sV < b

Let 0% = (0},) where 07, = Bige(1 — Byjs). The function f(z) = z(1 — z) has derivative
satisfying |f/(z)| <1 for x € [0, 1], hence f is 1-Lipschitz there implying

152 = % lmax < 1B = Billmax-

Since vy, /n < Bige < 0.99, we have 0’%@ > 0.01vy, /n. Ignoring constants, we have shown

~ v, - 1% RN 1%
1B = Billmax < ~n, 162 = 0°|lmax < —Vn, rg}gwie 2

High probability event. Let B = By N Bs. Then, the event A N B has high probability.
Indeed, we have

IP)(AC) < 3N+K2n_a + KN+6—/{2n7Tmin/3
P(B¢) < 3(CaNy + 2K2)n = + 3N, Ke " "mmin/3,

Using union bound and further bounding Co N, +2K? < 40y N, K? and e~ R M Tmin/3 < o (by
assumption (25)), we obtain

P(A°U B) < 19N, K*n~° (44)

which goes to zero under the assumption Ny K2n~% = o(1).

Controlling fn . Define

Di:mf—fﬂ = T =/
1 moy mi moy
~ h o~ h

B \[D g Yip

T V2 V2o

where S} = P*S,P*T and m, = P*myP*T. Note also that S,/m, = B,. Let d = K(K +1)/2.
For the rest of the proof, we treat the above matrices as vectors in R? by considering only the
elements on and above the diagonal, in a particular order (say rowwise).
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We have T}, = |||E|||% on AN B and since P(ANB) =1 —o(1), it is enough to establish
E = (N(0,1))®4; see [Keel0, Theorem 9.15]. Clearly,

E:@.g.E+ﬁ.g.ﬂ(f)_D). (45)
Vh ¢ Vh 6 20
From (37), with high probability, we have that
Vh  ~ Nn? v,e
D —Dllpax < ———— = = \/Nny,z. 46
5D = D)l S s = /W2 (46)

Next we have

2 2 _ =2
H% _ 1d‘ < llo” aAHQmax < W/mhn
g max ming ¢ O—k,f l/n/n
hence
0/ =14+ 0p(1). (47)
Similarly,
~ ~ e
h max ming ¢ hkg Nn?2
and hence _
Vi/VE =14+ 0p(1). (48)
Lemma 2. E := (Vh/(v/20))D = (N(0,1))%?, under the assumptions of Theorem 2.
Proof. See Section 7.2. O

Therefore, from (45)—(48), Lemma 2, and Slutsky’s theorem, we obtain that E = (N (0,1))®¢,
provided that /Nv,n& = o(1). The proof is complete.

7.2 Proof of Lemma 2

Recall that the L' Wasserstein distance between the distributions of two random variables Y
and Z can be expressed as

dw,(Y,Z) = sup [ER(Y)—Eh(Z)]
h: ||h||Lip§1

where h ranges over all 1-Lipschitz functions h : R — R, that is, h that satisfy |h(z) — h(y)| <
|z —y| for all z,y € R. See [CGS10, Chapter 4] or [Ros11].
Lemma 2 follows form the following results:

Proposition 1. Let S ~ Bin(n,p) with p < 1/2 and let W = @(% — p) where 0 = /pq and
q=1—p. Let C <0.4785 be the constant in the Berry-Esseen bound. Then,

C

sup [P(W < z) — ®(z)| < (49)
zeR np/2

sup  |ER(W) —Eh(Z)| < ! (50)
hi|h]|Lip<1 np/2

where Z ~ N(0,1).

25



Proof. We can write S =) | B; where B; are i.i.d. Bernoulli(p) variables. Let X; = (B;—p)/c
be the standardized versions and note that W = ﬁ >, Xi. Berry-Esseen bound gives

E| X3
sup [P(W < z) — ®(2)| < C X4
r€R \/ﬁ
and Corollary 4.1 of [CGS10, page 67] gives dy, (W, Z) < E‘f/{%l?’. We have

_Patdr PP +d _(p+a)’
(pg)3/? VPa /2

1
E|X,]> = = E|B —p|*
o
which gives the desired inequalities.
O

Lemma 3. Suppose that for r € {1,2} and t € [N,] the symmetric matrices Ay € {0, 1}t <"t
are independent with independent entries on and above diagonal that satisfy (Art)ij ~ Ber(B(.,,). (z);)
where zyy € [K|™* is deterministic. Let

N, Ny
Sr = ZS(Arta Zrt), my = ZC(Arta Z?”t)v
t=1 t=1

and for all k, ¢ € [K], let oy = \/Bre(1 — Bie) and set

Ve ((&)u 3 (52)k£>

§ke =
V2050 \ Mige M2k

where Mg is the harmonic mean of (m1)ge and (ma)ke. Assume that moge < cymyge for some
c1 > 0. Then

(51)

~—

n 1 1
sup|P(&y < 2) — P(Z < z gc,/f( 4 )
xeg‘ (fké ) ( ‘ Unp, vV Mike vV make

where C > 0 is a constant dependent on ¢ and Z ~ N(0,1).

Proof. Let ok = v/ Bri(1 — By). First, notice that by Proposition 1, it holds that
v/ S, C
z€R Okl Mkl Mk Vn /10

for some constant C' > 0, and for r = 1, 2. Hence,

p ( Ve Srikl < x) _q)<\/m(x_ \/mkakl))‘ < # (52)
V20, Mk Mikp V20 VMgvn /1

Define the random variables

sup
zeR

Mie  Srkl
XT = £ . a 3 r= 1727
\/iO’kl Mykl
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and consider two independent random variable Y7 and Ys with
VMeBre g )
V20 | 2meke

Notice that Y7 — Ys ~ N(0,1). Let Fz denote the CDF of a random variable Z. Then, we can
rewrite (52) as

Y7~~N<

C
sup |FX1 ('T) - FY1 ($)| <

z€R /MyppiVn /10

(53)

For any z, x5 € R, we have
P(Xl — X9 < .’E|X2 = 552) = P(Xl < :TJ+£E2) = FX1($+$2),

by independence of X; and Xo. Fix z € R. Since P(X; — Xy < z) = E[P(X; — Xy < z| X»)], it
follows that
“P)(Xl — XQ S (E) —]P)(Yl — YQ S JI)‘
= ‘E[FXI (.T + XQ)} — E[Fyl (a: -+ Yg)”
= [E[Fx, (z + X2)] = E[Fy; (z + X2) + E[Fy; (z + X2) — E[Fy; (2 + Y2)]|
< E|Fx,(z+ X2) — Fy,(z + X2)| + |[E[Fy, (z + X2) — E[Fy, (z + Y2)]|
C

Vv MAkIVn /T

where we have defined h(z) = Fy; (z + z). Since

< + [ER(X2) — Eh(Y2)]

2moyy

1Pl < 17 oo = 127/

Mg

1 1
e Lo L,

Mkl 2w V2m
by assumption. Then, from Proposition 1, |Eh(X2) — Eh(Y2)| < ca//mokivn/n

C ()]
)| < +
Vmige/n  /magvn/n

which gives the desired result. O

IP(X1— Xo<a)—P(Y1 - Yo <z

Let Z(R) be the set of indicator functions of half-intervals, that is,
I(R) = {t » 1{t <z} : 2 € R}.

Lemma 4. Consider random variables Xp;,i € [K] and Y, and assume that {X;,i € [K]} are
independent conditional on Y,. In addition, we have

sup [E[A(Xni) | Vo] = ER(Z)[- 1{Yy € An} < en, i€ [K]
heZ(R)

for some sequence of events A, and a deterministic sequence of €, > 0, and some random
variable Z ~ p. Assume that e, — 0 and P(Y,, € A%) — 0 as n — co. Then

(X’I’L17 s 7XnK) = :U’®K-
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Proof. Let Z;,i € [K] be i.i.d. draws from p. It is enough to show that
K K
E{H fi(Xni)] — E[H fi(Zi)} =[1Ef:(2) (54)
i=1 i=1 i

for any collection of fi,..., fx € Z(R).
Let us fix one such collection and, for simplicity, write W,, =[], fi(Xy:) and C = [[, Efi(Z;).
We want to show E[W,| — C. From the assumption, it follows that

[E[fi(Xni) | Yo] = Efi(Z:)] < en+2-1{Y, € A5},

By conditional independence, E[W,, | Y] = [T, E[fi(Xni) | Yn]. Then, using | [T, a; — [T, bi| <
K max; |a; — b;|, which holds if a;, b; € [—1,1] for all i, we have

|E[W, | Y] — C| < Kep +2K - 1{Y, € A5}
Then, we have

[E[Ws] = C| = [E[E[W, | Ya]] - C
<E[EW,|Y,]] - C| < Ke, + 2KP(Y,, € A).
Letting n — oo, the desired result follows from the assumptions. O

Proof of Lemma 2. Let z = (zp,t € [Ny],r = 1,2). Let M(c1) = {z: mors < cymige}. By
Lemma 3, we have

n 1 1
hgg&)>E[h<m>\z1—Eh<Z>\-1{zeM<cl>}sc<cl>\/;( =t =) ()

where & as defined in (51), Z ~ N(0,1) and C(c1) is some constant dependent on ¢;. Let
Ntk = > ity H{(zr¢)i = k}, and consider the event

A, = {m}kn etk > /B, YVt € [N]}
Then on A, we have m.1, > cNn?/B%; see also (42). We also have P(AS) = o(1) under the

assumptions of Theorem 2, by the same argument that controls £ in Proposition A.3. Moreover,
assuming No < Ni—without loss of generality—on A,,, we have

2
Mok < N2(C;2n)2 < 182022
mige — Nin?/B

where we have used the size assumption (23). That is, A, C {z € M(B?Cy)}. Taking ¢; = 82C3
in (55) and multiplying both sides of the inequality by 14, , we obtain

28C(B%*Cy) 1
hz;&)‘E[h(fkf) | 2] =Eh(Z)] - 14, < N

Since {&k¢} are independent given z, the result now follows from Lemma 4 given Nnv,, — co. [
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7.3 Proof of Theorem 3
We will follow the notation and argument in the proof of Theorem 2. On event AND N B
defined there, we have correct matching P, = P.+—where P,; is as defined in the proof of
Theorem 2—and (37) and (38) hold. Since G C D, all the above also holds on AN G N B. This
is the event we will work on.

The two inequalities (37) and (38) give

a5~ v, _ v
(B /n) = By lmas < €122 (1085 +0)) =622, v = 1,2
Since, S/, = P(Sy/ms)PT, we also have
~ ~ v
||(Sé/m,2) - PBQPTHmaX < 52;71
Using (a + b+ ¢)? < 3(a® + b2 + ¢?), we obtain
o o 1 SN
I(S1/) = (Sa/ma)lF > Sl1Br = PBPT 7

= I(51/mn) = Bully = 1(S3/i5) — PB2P [

Vv

1 . T2 2( Vn 2 2
g min By — PByPT I3 - 2K7 (74 max &7

Y

L.
S minllBy - PB.PT I

by assumption (29). Next, we note that (40) holds in this case. Let m, = PmyPT and let h be
the elementwise harmonic mean of m; and m). Then, both (41) and (42) hold, irrespective of
the specific P. On G, we have 48C5/3*€ < 1 which, combined with the latter two inequalities,
yields

H]lgiénﬁkg > Nn?/(45%).

We also note that 57, = Ekg(l - Eu) < 1/4. Then,

L Nn2/(4p%)

- 1
2.1

T, I(S1 /) = (/) - (56)

Putting the pieces together, we have the desired inequality on (A N B) N G. Combined with the
probability bound (44) for (AN B)¢, the proof is complete.
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A Consistency of connectivity matrix

Given an n X n adjacency matrix A, we apply a community detection algorithm to obtain
label vector Z = (21,...,2,) € [K]|". Let dypg be the normalized Hamming distance, that is,
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dnu(z,2) = du(z, 2)/n where du(z,2) = Y ;" 1{z; # Z;} is the Hamming distance.

Remark A.1. In the proof of consistency below, our results are given in terms of || F||max
where F here is a K x K matrix placeholder for different matrices as given in Propositions A.2
and A.3. However, to simplify the proofs below, when computing upper bounds for || E||max =
maxy, seq1,..., k} | Erel, we focus on the case k # ¢ and omit the case k = £ as it is similar. The
only difference in dealing with k = ¢ is that the constants would need to be inflated.

Proposition A.2. Assume that (4,z) ~ SBM,(B,n) with B satisfying (22). Let S =
S(A,z), S=8(A,z) and m =C(z), m =C(Z). Set

B=B(A,2) =5/m, B=DB(Az) =5/m.

Fix k € (0,1) and o > 0, and let § = 1/(Rmmin) with & = 1 — k, and define

332alogn
Op i= 4| ————.
' vy

Assume that §,, <1 and v, > 3(1 4+ «)logn. For o € Ik, let (o) = dxu(z,0 o Z). Then, with
probability at least 1 — 3K?n~® — Ke_”2”7rmi“/3, for all o € Ik such that 128%¢(0) < 1,

HPaEPgT - EHmax < 560152 : ﬁe(o), (57>
n
~ v,
B = Bllmax < Clgn&n» (58)
1S = PySPY || max < 8C18 - nwne(o), (59)
‘|m_PU7/7\1PZ||maX < GB-RQE(O'), (60)
nklignmkg >n?/3%. (61)

)

Proof of Proposition A.2. By redefining z to be ¢ o Z, one gets PUEPUT in place of B. Thus,
without loss of generality, we can assume o to be the identity permutation. Let

di(2,2) =Y |z =k} — 1z =k}, du(z72) =) Yz #z}

K3 K3

so that >, di(2,2) = 2du(2,%). This can verified by writing
Hzi=k} -z =k} =z =k, Z £k} + 1{z £k, % = k}.

Let ngp, = >y 1{z; =k} and g = > ", 1{%; = k} and note that |ny — 1| < di(z,%). Let us
also write

dk(Z, /Z\)
= ma 62
pi= max 2 (62)
and note that |(ng/nk) — 1] < p.
Let us consider some events. First, consider event
50 = {mjaX;A” S QCll/n}. (63)
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Applying Proposition C.1 conditioned on z, with p = Civ,,/n, and then taking expectation of
both sides to remove the conditioning, we have

]P’(Z Aij > Civp(1+ u)> < e~ Crvn/3,

Take v = 1/4/C;. Then, P(£5) < n™ by union bound and assumption v,,/3 > (1 4 «)logn.

Next, note that P(n < (1 — k)nmi) < exp(—k?nm/3) for k € (0,1), by Proposition C.1.
Consider the event

&1 i= {, min, e =/}

)

where 1/8 = (1 — k)Tmin. Then, by union bound P(&f) < K exp(—k*nmmin/3). On &1,

p := max dk(Z, Z) < Q?H(Zv Z)
k Nk KRTminM

= QﬁdNH(Z, /Z\) (64)
Next, we apply Proposition C.1 conditioned on z, to get

P(|Bie — Brel > 6,Bue |2) - 1g, < 2e 0ameneBre/3 1,
< 9p-82(n?/8%)(wa/m)/3

where we have used the lower bound in (22). Take 62 = 33%alogn/(nvy,) and let
& = {|B/€g - Ekﬂ| < 6pByy for all k,f € [K]} (65)

Then, by union bound, P(£&; N &) < P(E5| 1) < 2K?n~%. We will work on & N & N & and
note that
P& Nné&N&E)>1-PES) —P(EY) —P(&E1NES).

Note that on &,
H’iézx |Bkg - Ekg‘ < 6n . Clun/n, (66)
max B < 2C vy /n (67)

using the upper bound in (22) and assumption d,, < 1. This proves (58).
Now, let us establish (59). We have

[Ske = Spel <3 Ayjlt{zi = &,z = £} = 1{Z = k.3 = ().
1,3
Adding and subtracting 1{z; = k,z; = ¢} and expanding by triangle inequality, we get
|Ske — Ske| < To1 + Toz where

T21 = ZAIJH{Zl = ]{J,Zj = E} — 1{/Z\z = k‘,Zj = f}|,

2%
Thy =Y Ay|U{z =k, 2 =0} — 1z =k, 2 = (}].
2%
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Consider Tyy first. We have

Ty = 3 (3 Aul( =k} [1Z = 0}~ 1{z = 0}

J
<Y (XA 1z =0 - 1{z = 6})
T
< 2Cvyy, - dy(z,2)
on &y. Similarly, Ty < 2Civ, - di(z,2) on &. Then,
| Ske — §M| < 2C1 Wy - (ng + ng)p < 4C1nvpp (68)
using ny, < n for all k. Combined with (64), this proves (59).
Let us define B’ = §/m For k # ¢, we have myp = ngng. Then, on &1,

|Ske — Skl

By, — B, =
| Bre — Byl e

<2C1vp - (ng +nyt)p < 4C1B%p
using ny > n/p for all k. By (79), on &, we also have
Iy 140 Unp,

assuming 28p < 1. Next we note that

Mg ‘_‘nkw 1‘<3p

Mpe Ny

Assuming that 3p < 1/2, letting @ = mgg/mye, we have |1 —x| < 3p < 1/2, hence |1—x_1|| < 6p.
It follows that on &

Mke

‘17 ‘ <Bl, 6p< 2401—

mk(

By triangle inequality
1B = Bllmax < IB = B'[max + 1B = Bllmax
<240, 2 p 4+ 401822
n n
< 28C1 2" 3p
n

using § > 1 (we are weakening the constants in favor of a simpler expression).

nkn/

For (60), we have |[m —m]xe| < npne| 2t —1] < n?3p. Putting the pieces together combined
with (64) proves the claim. O
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A.1 Multi-network extension

We write (A, z) ~ SBM,, (B, ) for an n-node draw from a Bayesian SBM, with connectivity B
and class prior 7.

Proposition A.3. Assume that (A, z¢) ~ SBM,, (B, ) for t € [N], where B satisfies (22) and
ny satisfy

n<ng <Cyn. (69)
Let S; = S(Ay, z1), S, = S(As, z1) and my = C(z), my = C(Z;). For o = (0y) € H?}N, set

Blo) = 2ol - b
Zt PgtthUt Zt my

where we interpret the division of matrices as elementwise.
Fix k € (0,1) and o > 0, let § = 1/(Rmin) with & = 1 — k, and define

[3B32alogn
Op = ——————.
Nnuy,

Assume that 6, < 1 and v, > 3(1 4+ «)logn. Then, with probability at least 1 — (CoN +
2K2)n— — NKe*”‘Q"“mi“/?’, we have, for all o = (0y) € H}@}N for which max; g;(c0) < 1/(28%),

Et(U) = dNH(Zta 0t © 2t)

1B(0) = Blluax < 40C15° e, (70)

1B = Blluax < €170, (71)

1S — Pr,StPL |lmax < 8C18 - vy (), (72)
My — Po, 1y PL |lmax < 6817 (o), (73)
Hklien [milge > n2/B%,  for all t € [N] (74)

where 8 = 1/(Fmmin) with £ = 1 — k.

Note that n; here is deterministic (size of the t-th network) and different from ny in the
proof of Proposition A.2.

Proof. By redefining z; to be 04(z;), we can assume, without loss of generality, that oy is the
identity permutation (and hence P,, = I) for all ¢. Note that none of the events we consider
below depend on o, hence the result indeed holds for all ¢ simultaneously.

First, consider event

ne

& = { max Z[At]ij < QClcQVn}. (75)

telN), seln) £

Applying Proposition C.1 conditioned on z;, with p = Civ,/n and ngp < C1Cavy, and then
taking expectation of both sides to remove the conditioning, we have

nt
P(Z[At]w > C’ngun(1 + U)) < 671/,201021/”/3.
1=1
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Take u = 1/4/C1Cy < 1. Then, by union bound and assumption v,,/3 > (1 + «) logn, we have
P(E§) < CoNn™?.

Next, let ng, := Y it 1{(2); = k}, the (true) number of nodes in community % in network ¢.
By Proposition C.1, we have P(ng < &nymg) < exp(—k2nymy/3) for k € (0,1). Consider the
event defined as

& = {k:nlnnKntk >ne/B, Yt € [N]},
where 8 = 1/(Rmpin) with & = 1 — k. Then, by union bound and using n; > n,

P(&f) < NK exp(—K*nTmin/3).

By the same argument as in the proof of Proposition A.2,and letting &, = dnp (2, 2¢), we
have on & N &,

”St - §thaX < 801,Bl/nnt€t, Hmt - thmax < 6/67%%5157 [mt]kf > n?/BQ (76)

Let us now control B = (>3- S:)/ (32, my). Conditioned on z;, we have

(324 Stlke ~ Bin([z 3=, me]ke, Bre)-

Also note that, for k # £, we have [, mulee = >, nunee > >, ni/B% > Nn?/3% on &;. Then,
applying Proposition C.1 conditioned on z;, we get

P(|Bre — Brel > 6, Bre | 20) - 1g, < 2e70nloemidueBue/s g
< 2~ 9n(Nn?/B*)(vn/n)/3
where we have used the lower bound in (22). Take 62 = 38%alogn/(Nnvy,) and let

& = {|Bkg — §k£| < 6By for all k, 0 € [K]} (77)

Then, by union bound, P(&; N &) < P(ES| E1) < 2K?n~%. We will work on & N & N & and
note that
P(Eo N&EN 52) >1-— P(58> — ]P’(Slc) — P(gl N 55)

Note that on &,

II;&ZX |Bkg — Ekg‘ < 5n . Clun/n, (78)

max By < 2C1vp/n (79)

using the upper bound in (22) and assumption d,, < 1. This proves (58).

Next we control the deviation B — B. Treating division (and taking absolute values) of
matrices as element-wise,

Ztgt _ ZtSt+Zt(§t_St) :‘a—l—b
Ztﬁzt Ztmt+zt(ﬁzt—mt) ' C—|—d.

We then have

atb aj_((a/0)+®fe) 1 |(b/0)=(a/o)d[e)| _ |(b/e) - (afe)(d/c)
el (@/9)] = | -

ctd cl |15 (d/o) 1+ (d/c) = 1—|d/|
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Let € = max;e;. Then, we have

58-S 19 g 55, e
Do elmelre P
(b)
< 80153ﬁ72t TE < 8y B
noy., n

|[b/clkel| <

where (a) is by (76) and (b) uses assumption ny > n. Similarly, we have |[d/c]r| < 68%¢. Note
that a/c = B hence elementwise in [0,2C v, /n] on . Assuming that 3% < 1/2, we have,

|(b/c) = (a/e)(d/e)] _ [b/c| + (a/c)ld/<]
1—|d/c| - 1-3

<400, 33
n

(where the final inequality means every element of the LHS is < RHS) . That is, we have shown

Zt §t Zt Si 3Vn
— — <40C1B8°—e.
Do Doy 1 n

This proves (70) and finishes the proof. O

B Remaining Proofs

B.1 Proof of Proposition 1

Recall that ||Al|s = max; ;|A;i;|. We need the following lemma on the perturbation of the LAP
problem:

Lemma B.1. We have LAP(I + A) = {I} as long as [|A[« < 1/2.

Since By and Bs are similar matrices, they have the same eigenvalues. If the EVD of B; is
given by By = Q1AQ/], then the EVD of By can written as By = Q2AQ, . By Lemma 1,

Q2 = P*Q1 5" (80)

for some sign matrix S*. R R R R
First, we show assertion (a). Let A, := P.Q,S, — Q,, so that Q, = P,ﬂT (Qr + A,)S, and

@:1 = S’/‘(Qr + AT)T]-

using P.1 = 1. Then, [@:1]k = Snkk(Q:*kl + ﬁj*k,l) where @, . and A, ;. are the k-th
columns of @, and A,. From the definition of S’kk,

AT T AT

~ 1 gl A L

Sk = sign ([Cle ]k> = sign ( IT : ’\# - ) S1,kkS2 k- (81)
[QQ 1]k 2,*k1 + AQ,*kl

From (80), it follows that S}, = sign([ QTl]k/[QlTl]k) Then, to show §kk = S1 kkSipS2,kk, it
suffices to show that

K K
Qatl = | Qusk| > [0 A = 1AL41] (82)
=1 i=1
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for r = 1,2. Since B, are (6,n)-friendly, we have | Z]K:l Qr.jx| > 6 and so it is enough to show
that | 3375 Ay gkl < [Avaklln < 6.

The noise matrices ﬁr are controlled by the Davis—Kahan theorem,

HA?Z*kHQ = ||Qr sk — B Qr kS kkHQ

2f
2B, - P,B,P/ | p.

Then, using assumption (19),

2V2K  0n

1Akt < VE|| Ay k]2 < N 0,

proving assertion (a). Note also that we have shown

181 = maxl &,y < 6. (4)

o~ ~

Next, we prove LAP(QlS@;) = {P}. Using (80), and the definitions of A,, we have

~

Q2 = P) (Q2+ A2)Ss

(P*Q1S™ + AQ)SQ

= P (P*(P1Q151 — A1)S* + As)Ss

= P) P*P1Q1515 Sy — Py P*A15* S5 + P, AyS,

T
2
T
2

where we let A = —PQTP*BLS’*SQ + PZTBQSQ. We can then write
01507 = 018(PG:1S + A)T = PT(I+ Ao). (85)
where Ag = ]3@1§AT. It is then enough to study
LAP(PT(I + Ap)) = LAP(I + A) - P

where the equality follows by a change-of-variable argument. The result follows from Lemma B.1
if we show ||Ap|leo < 1/2.

We note that for permutation and sign matrices, both || - |s and || - ||1 are equal to 1. Using
the submultiplicative property of || - ||, for p = 1,2, we have

1A oo = 1AL < 1Al + 1Aaflr < 20

where we have used (84). Then,
[A0lloe < Q1o 1A oo < 20/ Q1 l|oo-
Since @1 has unit-norm rows, that is, H@lk*HQ =1 for all k, we obtain

1Q1]le = mSXH@Lk*Hl < VK.
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Putting the pieces together

120l < [A0lloe < 20VE < 1/2

where the last inequality is by assumption. This proves LAP(@1§@2T) = {]5}

To prove the inequality in part (b), let D, := B, — PTETPTT . Then, some algebra, using
By = P*B1P*T| gives

PBP" =P P*P,B,P| PP,

= P, P*(B; — D) P*Tp,

= P,P*B,P*TP, — P) P*D,P*TP,

= P) ByP, — Py P*D;P*T'P,

= P) DoPy + By — P) P*DP*T' Py,

and so
|PBiPT — By||p < [P D2Py — Py P*D1P*T Pyl

<N Dillr + [ D2]l -

The proof is complete.

C Technical Lemmas

We have the following result, which follows for example from Bernstein’s inequality:

Proposition C.1. Suppose that S =>"" | X; where X; ~ Ber(p;) independently for i € [n].
Assume that max; p; < p. Then, for all § € [0, 1],

P(ﬁ—p > 519) < e Fnef3,

and the same inequality holds for P(p —p > dp).

Proof. By Bernstein inequality, using | X; — p;| < 1, for any u > 0, we have
2

P(S — E[S] > nu) < exp(—m>

where 6% = L 3% | var(X;). We have 62 < p and E[S] < np. Setting u = dp, we have

_”521’2)
2p + 26p/3

52 9
- < _
o 26/3np) < exp(—30-np/8)

P(S —np > onp) < exp(

= exp(

where the last inequality uses § < 1. Replacing 3/8 with 1/3 gives a further upper bound. [
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D Proof of Auxiliary lemmas

D.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Since P*()1 is an orthogonal matrix, by absorbing P* into ()1 and redefining )1, we can assume
P* = I, without loss of generality. The problem reduces to showing that (*) Q2AQL = Q;AQT
iff there is a sign matrix S* such that Q2 = Q15*. Let Q = Q¥ Q; and note that Q is an
orthogonal matrix. Multiplying (*) on the left and right by Q1 and Q2, the problem reduces
to showing that (**) A = QAQT for an orthogonal matrix ) and diagonal matrix A iff Q is a
diagonal sign matrix (i.e., @ = S¥).

Assume (**) holds, the other direction being trivial. Note that changing A to A + ol does
not change (**), hence we can shift the diagonal entries of A arbitrarily. Let A = diag(Ag).
Since (M) are distinct, we can shift them so that Ay < 0 and A\ > 0 for £ > 2. From (**),
looking at the first entries of the two sides, Ay =), Q?k)\k, hence

0=—(1-QID)M +>_ QLM
E>2

Every term on the RHS is non-negative. It follows that every term has to be zero, implying
Q3% =1 and Q1 = 0 for k > 2. This proves the assertion for the first row of Q. Repeating the
argument for the other rows, the result follows.

Next, we prove the uniqueness. Suppose that there exist permutation matrices P and P
such that PB;PT = By, = PB, PT. By the argument above, there exist sign matrices S and S
such that PQ1S = Q2, = PQ1S. Hence,

Q= PTPQ,SS.

The problem then reduces to showing that if Q = PQ.S where @ is an orthogonal matrix, P a
permutation matrix and S a sign matrix, then P = I. If S = I (the trivial sign matrix), then
P=QQ" =1. So assume S # I and P # I. Then, there is j such that PQ. ; = —Q.j, hence,

T T T
1'Q,;=1PQ;=-10Q,;

where 1 is the all-ones vector. This gives 1TQ.J = 0, contradicting friendliness of B;. The
proof is complete.

D.2 Proof of Lemma B.1

For P € Ilg, let

J1(P) = {i : Py # 0},

and note that |J1(P)| + |J2(P)| = K for any P € II. By assumption ||Al|s < 1/2, and hence

1+Aii>1/2 for Z'GJl(P)
Aij < 1/2 for (Z,j) € JQ(P)
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We also have

tr(PT(I+A)) = (Lymjy + Aij) Py

2
= Y a+an+ Y Ay
ieJ1(P) (3.4)€J2(P)

Let P # I, so that both Jo(P) and [K] \ Ji(P) are nonempty. Then,

tr(I+A) —tw(PTI+A) = > Q+4ax) - > Ay
i€[K)\J1(P) (4.3)€J2(P)

> S = [(P)) = 5P =0,

showing that identity is the unique optimal solution.

E Randomization

Let U(I1x ) denote the uniform distribution on the set of permutation matrices Il x.

Lemma 5 (Randomization). Assume that there is a permutation matriz Cry = Cri(Ari)
potentially dependent on the adjacency matriz Ay such that

Ert Ay Brt

where By = S(Ape, ESQ)) @ C(%ﬁ?)). Let Ert be constructed as in step step 4. Then,
By 2% By (86)

where Pry ~ U(Ilk) independent of Ay (and hence Ert).

Proof. Notice that by construction ﬁrt = UrtETtU,I with Uy, ~ U(Tg). Let Py = C’TtUJ e Ilg.
Then, C¢ Byt Cl =P, Eﬁ P, and (86) follows. It remains to show independence of P,; and
its uniform distribution. Indeed, let Py € IIx and Ap € {0,1}"*". We have (showing the
dependence of Cyy on A, explicitly)

IP)(-Pr‘t = POa Art = AO) = ]P)(Urt = POTCTt(Art)a Art = AO)

= P(Urt = POTCTt(AO)a Art = AO)
P(Uypt = Py Cri(Ag)) - P(Ayy = Ap)

1

= — P4 =A
] =)

where the third line is by the independence of U,; and A,; and the fourth line since U,y ~ U (Ilx).
The above shows that the joint distribution factorizes as uniform distribution for P,; and original
(marginal) distribution for A,;, which proves the claim. O
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F Additional plots and simulations

F.1 ROC plots for general SBM with random B

Figure 7 shows the mean ROC curves for the experiment in Section 5.4. The different plots
correspond to different values of K. We refer to Section 5.4 for the detailed description of the
experiments, where a summary of these curves via their “area under the curve (AUC)” was
provided in Table 2.

1.00 > 1.004
0.75 0.751
® ®
@ 050 a 0501
= F
025 ASE 0251 ASE
NCLM NCLM
— SBM-test — SBM-test
000 0004
0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
FPR FPR
(a) K =2, mean AUC = 0.95. (b) K =3, mean AUC = 0.91.
1.00 100
075 0751
x x
@ 050 & 0,501
[= =
0.25 ASE 0.254 ASE
NCLM NCLM
— SBM-test m— SBM-test
0.00 0.004
0.00 025 0.50 0.75 1.00 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
FPR FPR
(¢) K =15, mean AUC = 0.83. (d) K =20, mean AUC = 0.81.

Figure 7: ROC curves for the three methods (SBM-TS, MMD of ASE, and test statistic based on NCLM)
averaged over 50 different experiments.

F.2 Bandwidth of ASE-MMD

We have conducted additional experiments in the same setting of Section 5.4, that is, general
SBM with random B to determine the effect of bandwidth on the performance of ASE-MMD.
The results are summarized in Figure 8. One observes that the bandwidth does not have a
significant bearing on the power of the ASE-MMD test, with ROCs remaining almost the same
across the range of o2 € {0.01,0.1, 1, 10, 100}.
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Figure 8: ROC curves for different choices of the bandwidth o2 in the experiment with a general B.

F.3 Number of Log Moments for NCLM

We have performed additional experiments in the same setting of Section 5.4, that is, general
SBM with random B to determine the effect of the number J of log-moments on the performance
of NCLM. The results are summarized in Figure 9. The general trend is that higher J improves
performance with J = 20 (the maximum we considered) producing the best results. We also
note that this is mainly for small values of K, while for larger K € {15,20} the test is powerless
regradless of the value of J.
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Figure 9: ROC curves for different choices of the number of log-moments in the experiment with a

general B.

F.4 Sample graphs for real-world data

Figure 10: Sample graphs from the COLLAB dataset: High Energy Physics (left), Condensed Matter

Physics (middle) and Astrophysics (right).



L

Figure 11: Sample graphs from the movie/television dataset: Class 1 (left) and Class 2 (right)
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