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Abstract
Community detection for un-weighted networks has been widely studied in network analysis, but the case of weighted networks remains a challenge. In this paper, a DistributionFree Models (DFM) is proposed for networks in which nodes are partitioned into different
communities. DFM is a general, interpretable and identifiable model for both un-weighted
networks and weighted networks. The proposed model does not require prior knowledge on
a specific distribution for elements of adjacency matrix but only the expected value. The
distribution-free property of DFM even allows adjacency matrix to have negative elements.
We develop an efficient spectral algorithm to fit DFM. By introducing a noise matrix,
we build a theoretic framework on perturbation analysis to show that the proposed algorithm stably yields consistent community detection under DFM. Numerical experiments
on both synthetic networks and two social networks from literature are used to illustrate
the algorithm.
Keywords: Community detection, weighted networks, spectral clustering, consistent
estimation, sparsity, perturbation analysis.

1. Introduction
For decades, network analysis appears in various of applications in areas such as social science, biological science, physics, compute science and statistics Watts et al. (2002); Girvan and Newman
(2002); Newman (2003); Palla et al. (2007); Barabási and Oltvai (2004); Guimerà and Amaral
(2005); Lusseau and Newman (2004); Newman (2001); Newman et al. (2002); Airoldi et al.
(2013); Ji and Jin (2016); Ji et al. (2021). Overviews of network science and statistical
modeling can be found in, for example, Newman (2003); Goldenberg et al. (2010).
Community detection is a popular tool to extract latent structural information of network in which nodes are partitioned into different communities. The Stochastic Blockmodel (SBM) (Holland et al., 1983) is a classical and widely used model to model unweighted networks. Based on SBM, various meaningful models are developed, for example: the Degree-Corrected Stochastic Blockmodels (DCSBM)Karrer and Newman (2011)
extends SBM by introducing degree heterogeneity to model real-world networks in which
nodes have variation degrees; the Mixed Membership Stochastic Blockmodel (MMSB)
Airoldi et al. (2008) models networks in which nodes may belong to multiple communities based on SBM; Jin et al. (2017)’s DCMM and Zhang et al. (2020)’s OCCAM extends MMSB by considering degree heterogeneity; the ScBM and DCScBM proposed in
Rohe et al. (2016) extend SBM and DCSBM to model directed networks in which edges
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have directional property. Recent years, based on these models, substantial works related
with applications, algorithms and theoretical framework have been developed, for example, Rohe et al. (2011); Lei and Rinaldo (2015); Jin (2015); Mao et al. (2020); Chen et al.
(2018); Zhou and A.Amini (2019); Wang et al. (2020); Zhao et al. (2012); Joseph and Yu
(2016); Choi et al. (2011); Abbe and Sandon (2015); Abbe et al. (2016); Hajek et al. (2016);
Gao et al. (2017), and the references therein. An overview of recent developments on SBM
can be found in Abbe (2017).
However, a significant limitation of SBM is that it can not model edge-weighted networks. Edge weights are meaningful in network, and can improve community detection
Newman (2004); Barrat et al. (2004). To overcome this limitation, some Weighted Stochastic Blockmodels (WSBM) are developed recent years Aicher et al. (2015); Jog and Loh
(2015); Ahn et al. (2018); Palowitch et al. (2018); Xu et al. (2020); Ng and Murphy (2021).
However, these weighted models always limit the connectivity matrix (defined in Eq (3))
to having nonnegative elements or just a few elements compared to the number of communities, another limitation of these weighted models is some of them require the edges to
follow certain distributions. Though the multi-way blockmodels proposed in Airoldi et al.
(2013) model directed networks in which nodes have mixed memberships and limit network
edges to following Normal distribution, the above weighted models can not model edges
from Normal distribution because of their nonnegative requirement on elements of the connectivity matrix. To overcome these shortcomings of weighted models, this paper proposes
Distribution-Free Models which can model weighted or un-weighted networks. The detailed
comparisons of SBM and these WSBM with our model can be found in Section 2.
The key methoddological contributions in this article are as follows: (i) we provide a
general, interpretable and identifiable model Distribution-Free Models (DFM for short) to
model weighted or un-weighted networks. DFM has no prior distribution limitation on the
distributions of adjacency matrix’s elements but only a expected value closely related with
latent structural information for community detection. DFM allows the connectivity matrix
to have negative entries, and this guarantees the generality of DFM such that it can even
model network with adjacency matrix having negative elements. (ii) we design an efficient
spectral algorithm called Distribution-Free Algorithm (DFA fror short) to fit DFM. Given
the population adjacency matrix, DFA exactly returns community labels for all nodes, and
this supports the identifiability of DFM in turn. (iii) we analyze the theoretical consistency
of DFA under DFM by considering network sparsity. In our theoretical study, by introducing
a noise matrix, the observed adjacency matrix is allowed to differ from the adjacency matrix
since there may exist some measurement error when recording adjacency matrix’s elements
and these elements may be any finite real numbers. Especially, theoretical results show that
DFA enjoys stable and consistent estimation when noise has small variance, and this result
is also supported by our numerical experiments on both simulated networks and two realworld social networks. Since DFM is a straightforward extension of SBM, spectral method
can be applied to fit DFM, and consistent estimation can be obtained for spectral method
by perturbation analysis, contributions in this article provide a start on studying both
weighted and un-weighted networks without the constraint on distributions using spectral
method, and the beginning of perturbation analysis in community detection.
Notations. We take the following general notations in this paper. For any positive
integer m, let [m] := {1, 2, . . . , m}. For a vector x, kxkq denotes its lq -norm. M ′ is the
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transpose of the matrix M , and kM k denotes the spectral norm, kM kF denotes the Frobenius norm, and kM k0 denotes the l0 norm by counting the number of nonzero entries in M .
Let σk (M ) and λk (M ) be the k-th largest singular value and its corresponding eigenvalue
of matrix M ordered by the magnitude. M (i, :) and M (:, j) denote the i-th row and the
j-th column of matrix M , respectively. M (Sr , :) and M (:, Sc ) denote the rows and columns
in the index sets Sr and Sc of matrix M , respectively. rank(M ) denotes the rank of matrix
M.

2. Distribution-Free Models
Consider a undirected network N = (V, E), where V = {1, 2, . . . , n} is the set of nodes,
and E is the set of edges. Let A ∈ Rn×n be the symmetric adjacency matrix of N such
that A(i, j) denotes the weight between node i and node j for i, j ∈ [n], and A is called
adjacency matrix in this paper. It should be emphasized that A(i, j) can be 0, 1, or some
other real numbers in this paper. We assume
Network N consists of K perceivable nonoverlapping communities C1 , C2 , . . . , CK .

(1)

Let ℓ be an n × 1 vector such that ℓ(i) = k if node i belongs to community k for i ∈ [n], k ∈
[K]. Let Z ∈ {0, 1}n×K be the membership matrix of nodes such that
rank(Z) = K, and Z(i, ℓ(i)) = 1, kZ(i, :)k1 = 1

for i ∈ [n].

(2)

In Eq (2), rank(Z) = K means that the set {i ∈ [n] : ℓ(i) = k} for any k ∈ [K] is not the
null set ∅, and and Z(i, ℓ(i)) = 1, kZ(i, :)k1 = 1 mean that node i only belong to one of the
K communities
P for i ∈ [n].
Let nk = i∈[n] Z(i, k) be the number of nodes belonging to community k for k ∈ [K].
Set nmax = maxk∈[K]nk , nmin = mink∈[K]nk . For k ∈ [K], let I (k) = {i ∈ [n]} : Z(i, k) = 1}
be the set of nodes belonging to community k. For k ∈ [K], select one node from I (k) to
construct the index set I, i.e., I is the indices of nodes corresponding to K nodes, one from
each community. W.L.O.G., let Z(I, :) = IK .
Let P ∈ RK×K be a matrix (call P connectivity matrix in this paper) satisfying
P = P ′ , 1 ≤ K0 := rank(P ) ≤ K, and maxk,l∈[K]|P (k, l)| = 1.

(3)

We’d emphasize that P may have negative elements. Meanwhile, unless specified, throughout this article, K0 and K are assumed to be known integers satisfying constraints in Eq
(3). W.L.O.G., let nK0 be the K0 -th largest number among {n1 , n2 , . . . , nK }. For such
√
definition, we have σK0 (Z) = nK0 . Meanwhile, since rank(P ) = K0 , P has K0 nonzero
eigenvalues. The smallest nonzero eigenvalue σK0 (P ) (call it separation parameter in this
paper) measures the separation between communities, and we will let it into the theoretical
error bound of algorithm fitting our model for further analysis.
Let ρ > 0, since we will let ρ control the sparsity of the undirected network N , we call
ρ sparsity parameter in this paper. Note that ρ can be larger than 1 in this paper since P
may contain negative elements and P may not be the probability matrix considered in most
community detection literature, to name a few, Holland et al. (1983); Karrer and Newman
(2011); Rohe et al. (2011); Jin (2015); Lei and Rinaldo (2015); Chen et al. (2018).
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For arbitrary distribution F, and all pairs of (i, j) with i, j ∈ [n], our model assumes
that A(i, j) are independent random variables generated according to F satisfying
E[A(i, j)] = Ω(i, j), where Ω := ρZP Z ′ .

(4)

Eq (4) means that we only assume all elements of A are independent random variables and
E[A] = ρZP Z ′ without any prior knowledge on specific distribution of A(i, j) for i, j ∈ [n]
since the distribution F can be arbitrary. Call Ω population adjacency matrix in this paper.
Now, we are ready to present our model.
Definition 1 Call model (1)-(4) the Distribution-Free Models (DFM), and denote it by
DF Mn (K0 , K, P, Z, ρ).
In the naming of our model DFM, the term “Distribution-Free” comes from the fact that F
can be arbitrary distribution as long as A(i, j) is a random variable generated from F with
expectation Ω(i, j). Due to the arbitrariness of F, examples of some classical distributions
such as Bernoulli, Normal, Binomial, Poisson, Exponential and Gamma are discussed after
Corollary 1.
Next proposition guarantees the identifiability of DFM, suggesting that DFM is welldefined.
Proposition 1 (Identifiability of DFM). DFM is identifiable: For eligible (P, Z) and (P̃ , Z̃),
if ρZP Z ′ = ρZ̃ P̃ Z̃ ′ , then Z = Z̃ and P = P̃ .
Since the arbitrariness of F allows P to have negative elements in Eq (3), Ω may have
negative elements, and this suggests the generality of DFM, especially when we compare
our DFM with some previous models for un-weighted or weighted networks. The details of
comparisons are given below.
• Compared with the classical stochastic blockmodels (SBM) of Holland et al. (1983),
as emphasized in Eq (3) and Eq (4), P can have negative elements and there is no
constraint on the distribution of A(i, j) for all nodes under DFM, while P must have
nonnegative entries and A(i, j) ∼ Bernorlli(Ω(i, j)) under SBM, which suggests that
DFM is more applicable than SBM since DFM can capture the latent structure of
more general network N than SBM. Sure, when P is nonnegative and F is Bernoulli,
our DFM reduces to SBM. Meanwhile, both DFM and SBM are identifiable for the
case K0 ≤ K, which means that N can be generated from DFM even when P is not
full rank, and such property will also be considered in theoretical study in this article.
• Compared with the 1st Weighted Stochastic Blockmodels (WSBM) Aicher et al. (2015),
WSBM requires elements of A (A’s elements are also known as edges or edge weights)
drawn from exponential family distribution while our the distribution F can be arbitrary as long as Eq (4) holds under DFM.
• Compared with the 2nd WSBM proposed in Ng and Murphy (2021), this WSBM requires that A’s elements are independent random variables from Bernoulli distribution,
Z follows from a multinomial distribution ,all entries of weighted adjacency matrix
(i.e., weights) are independent random variables from Gamma distribution and all
4
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entries of P are in [0, 1]. For comparison, our DFM allows that A(i, j) can be random
variable from any distribution as long as Eq (4) holds, P can have negative elements,
and no distribution constraint on Z as long as Eq (2) holds for the identifiability of
DFM.
• Compared with the 3rd WSBM considered in Ahn et al. (2018), though this WSBM
does not assume a specific edge weight distribution, it limits P to having two positive
distinct entries and edge weight belonging to [0, 1].
• Compared with the 4th WSBM proposed in Palowitch et al. (2018), though this
WSBM also has no constraint on distribution F, it requires that all entries of P
should be nonnegative and F is a distribution on the non-negative real line while our
DFM allows F to be a distribution on real line and P to have negative elements.
• Compared with the 5th WSBM (also known as homogeneous weighted stochastic block
model, we call it hWSBM for short) proposed in Jog and Loh (2015), tough edges can
also be generated from arbitrary distributions, hWSBM only models the case that P
has two different positive elements, which is the main limitation of hWSBM compared
with our DFM. Meanwhile, another hWSBM proposed in Xu et al. (2020) also limits
P to having two different positive entries.
In the above comparisons, we emphasize the significance on the fact that our DFM allows
P to have negative elements while the above WSBMs limit P to having nonnegative entries
since the mean of Normal distribution can be negative suggested by the multi-way blockmodels of Airoldi et al. (2013) which allows elements of adjacency matrix to follow Normal
distribution. Therefore, the above weighted models can not model networks in which edges
follow Normal distribution with negative mean due to their nonnegative elements requirement of P while our DFM can model such networks, and this guarantees the generality of
our DFM compared with the above WSBMs.

3. Method: DFA
After introducing the model DFM, now we aim at designing an algorithm to fit DFM and
building theoretical guarantee on consistent estimation for this algorithm. Since DFM
is distribution-free, designing algorithms by using the idea of likelihood maximization
of Holland et al. (1983); Karrer and Newman (2011); Zhao et al. (2012) or pseudo loglikelihood of Amini et al. (2013) to fit DFM is inappropriate since expectation-maximization
requires prior knowledge on certain distribution of all elements of A. Instead, designing algorithm based on the idea of spectral clustering is a good choice to fit DFM without losing
DFM’s distribution-free property. In this paper, one simple spectral clustering algorithm
is proposed to fit our DFM, and we introduce our algorithm from the oracle case given Ω
to the real case given A. Since rank(Z) = K, rank(P ) = K0 , and K0 ≤ K ≪ n, we have
rank(Ω) = K0 by basic algebra, giving that Ω has a low-dimensional structure with K0
nonzero eigenvalue values. Let Ω = U ΛU ′ be the compact eigenvalue decomposition of Ω,
where U ∈ Rn×K0 , Λ ∈ RK0 ×K0 , and U ′ U = IK0 where IK0 is a K0 × K0 identity matrix.
Below lemma presents innovation on designing approach to fit DFM from the oracle case.
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Lemma 1 Under DF Mn (K0 , K, P, Z, ρ), we have U = ZB where B = U (I, :).
Since U = ZU (I, :) by Lemma 1, we have U (i, :) = U (j, :) if ℓ(i) = ℓ(j) for i, j ∈ [n],
i.e., U has K distinct rows and applying k-means algorithm on all rows of U assuming
there are K communities exactly returns nodes memberships up to a label permutation.
Meanwhile, since k-means puts i, j into the same community if U (i, :) = U (j, :), without
causing confusion, we still say that applying k-means algorithm on U with K clusters exactly
recovers ℓ.
We are now ready to give an ideal algorithm which we call Ideal DFA. Input: Ω, K0 and
K. Output: ℓ.
• Let Ω = U ΛU ′ be the top-K0 eigen-decomposition of Ω such that U ∈ Rn×K0 , Λ ∈
RK0 ×K0 , U ′ U = IK0 .
• Apply k-means algorithm on U with K communities, i.e., find solution to the following
problem
M ∗ = argminM ∈Mn,K

0 ,K

kM − U k2F ,

where Mn,K0 ,K is the set of n × K0 matrices with only K different rows.
• use M ∗ to obtain the labels vector ℓ.
For convenience, call the last two steps as “Apply k-means on all rows of U with K communities to obtain ℓ”. By Lemma 1, Ideal DFA exactly returns ℓ, and this supports the
identifiability of DFM in turn. To extend the ideal case to the real case, we introduce some
notations for further study.
Let W be an n×n symmetric random matrix such that all elements of W are independent
random variables satisfying
2
E[W ] = 0n×n , Wmax = maxi,j∈[n] |W (i, j)| is finite, σW
= maxi,j∈[n]Var(W (i, j)) is finite,
(5)

where 0n×n denotes the n×n matrix with all elements being zeros, Var(W (i, j)) denotes the
2 denotes the maximum variance without causing confusion
variance of W (i, j), we use σW
with the singular value notation, and note that there is no distribution constraint of W ’s
elements. Call W noise matrix in this paper.
Since A(i, j) can be any finite real numbers for i, j ∈ [n] under DFM, let Â = A + W
and call Â observed adjacency matrix. We introduce the noise matrix W mainly for the fact
that some entries of A may be slightly perturbed by noise. Since A’s elements are finite real
numbers, such noise may occur from measurement error when recording the elements of A.
Sure, if W = 0n×n which suggests that there is no noise when recording A, the observed
adjacency matrix Â equals to the adjacency matrix A. Instead, we assume that there exists
some noise such that W may not be a zero matrix, and how the noise matrix W influences
the theoretical and numerical studies of method proposed to fit our model will be studied
in this article.
The community labels ℓ are unknown, and we aim at using (Â, K) to predict them when
A is generated from DFM and W is generated satisfying Eq (5). Let Ã = Û Λ̂Û ′ be the topK0 -dimensional eigen-decomposition of the observed adjacency Â such that Û ∈ Rn×K0 , Λ̂ ∈
6
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RK0 ×K0 , Û ′ Û = IK0 , and Λ̂ contains the top K0 eigenvalues of Â. Algorithm 1 called DFA is
a natural extension of the Ideal DFA to the real case. We use DFA to name this algorithm in
order to emphasize it’s distribution-free property since it is designed to fit our DFM. When
P is full rank such that K0 = K under DFM and the noise matrix W is a zero matrix such
that the observed adjacency matrix Â equals to the adjacency matrix A, DFA is the oPCA
algorithm mentioned in Jin (2015), and the Algorithm 1 of Lei and Rinaldo (2015) using
k-means to replace their (1 + ǫ) approximate k-means algorithm. Meanwhile, since DFA
is designed by applying the eigen-decomposition of the adjacency matrix to fit our model
DFM, we see that DFA is spectral algorithm. Furthermore, since the adjacency matrix A
generated under DFM may contain negative elements, the idea of using Laplacian matrix
or regularized Laplacian matrix introduced in Rohe et al. (2011); Joseph and Yu (2016) to
design spectral algorithms to fit our DFM is inappropriate. Sure,
Algorithm 1 Distribution-Free Algorithm (DFA)
Require: The observed adjacency matrix Â ∈ Rn×n , number of communities K, and P ’s
rank K0 .
Ensure: The estimated n × 1 labels vector ℓ̂.
1: Let Ã = Û Λ̂Û ′ be the top-K0 eigen-decomposition of Â such that Λ̂ contains the leading
K0 eigenvalues of Â and Û ′ Û = IK0 .
2: Apply k-means on all rows of Û with K clusters to obtain ℓ̂.
DFA is designed to fit DFM. Now, we aim to study DFA’s consistency under DFM.
First, we make two assumptions which are powerful in building our theoretical guarantee
for DFA. Assume the following two bullets related with elements of A hold.
Assumption 1 Assume that
• Amax = maxi,j∈[n] |A(i, j)| is finite.
• γ=

2
σA
ρ

2 = max
is finite, where σA
i,j∈[n] Var(A(i, j)).

Assumption 1 is mild as long as all elements and their variance of A are finite. Meanwhile,
note that Assumption 1 also has no constraint on the distribution of A(i, j) under DFM for
i, j ∈ [n], and this assumption is useful to bound kÂ − Ωk for further theoretical analysis.
To control the sparsity of N , we assume that
Assumption 2

2 n
γρn+σW
log(n)

→ ∞ as n → ∞.

Theoretical results of Theorem 1 (to be given later) requires that ρ should grow faster than
2 for consistent estimation of DFA, suggesting that assumption 2
W ’s noise variance term σW
γρn
equals to require that log(n) → ∞ and σρ2 → ∞ when n → ∞. After we have Assumptions
W

1 and 2, now we are ready to bound kÂ − Ωk as below.

Lemma 2 Under DF Mn (K0 , K, P, Z, ρ), when assumptions 1 and 2 hold, with probability
at least 1 − o(n−α ) for any α > 0, we have
q
2 n)log(n)).
kÂ − Ωk = O( (γρn + σW
7
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We consider the performance criterion defined in Joseph and Yu (2016) to measure estimation error of DFA. This measurement is given below.
Let {Cˆ1 , Cˆ2 , . . . , CˆK } be the estimated partition of nodes {1, 2, . . . , n} obtained from ℓ̂ in
algorithm 1 such that Cˆk = {i : ℓ̂(i) = k} for k ∈ [K]. Define the criterion as
fˆ = minπ∈SK maxk∈[K]

c
|Ck ∩ Cˆπ(k)
| + |Ckc ∩ Cˆπ(k) |

nk

,

where SK is the set of all permutations of {1, 2, . . . , K} and the superscript c denotes
complementary set. As mentioned in Joseph and Yu (2016), fˆ measures the maximum
proportion of nodes in the symmetric difference of Ck and Cˆπ(k) . The theoretical bounds on
fˆ are provided by the following theorem, which guarantees the consistency of DFA under
DFM.
Theorem 1 Under DF Mn (K0 , K, P, Z, ρ), let ℓ̂ be obtained from Algorithm 1, when assumptions 1 and 2 hold, with probability at least 1 − o(n−α ), we have
2 n)log(n)
K0 K(γρn + σW
),
fˆ = O(
2 (P )ρ2 δ 2 n2 n
σK
K0 min
0

where δ = mink6=l kB(k, :) − B(l, :)kF . When K0 = K, we have
2 n)n
K 2 (γρn + σW
max log(n)
).
fˆ = O(
2
3
2
σK (P )ρ nmin

When K0 = K = O(1) and

nmax
nmin

= O(1), we have
2

(γρn + σW n)log(n)
).
fˆ = O(
2 (P )ρ2 n2
σK
Note that since δ ≥

q

2
nmax

when K0 = K, and it is difficult to obtain a positive lower
q
2
bound of δ when K0 6= K, one may use
nmax as the lower bound of δ for convenience.
Since DFM has no distribution constraint on A as long as E[A] = Ω, Theorem 1 provides a
general upper bound on DFA’s estimation error. From Theorem 1, we find that increasing
the variance of the noise matrix W , the error rate of DFA increases. And this phenomenon is
consistent with our intuition that if the observed matrix Â differs with the adjacency matrix
A too much caused by noise matrix, then Â deviates from Ω a lot since A is generated under
2 , we have
DFM. Let the noise matrix have small variance such that ρ grow faster than σW
below corollary.
Corollary 1 Under DF Mn (K0 , K, P, Z, ρ), let ℓ̂ be obtained from Algorithm 1, when as2 , with probability at least 1 − o(n−α ), we
sumptions 1 and 2 hold and ρ grow faster than σW
have
fˆ = O(

K0 Kγnlog(n)
).
2
σK0 (P )ρδ2 n2K0 nmin
8
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When K0 = K, we have
K 2 γnmax nlog(n)
fˆ = O(
).
2 (P )ρn3
σK
min
When K0 = K = O(1) and

nmax
nmin

= O(1), we have
γlog(n)
fˆ = O( 2
).
σK (P )ρn

2 = 0. If A is further assumed to follow a specific
From now on, we only consider the case σW
distribution such that we can bound obtain Amax and γ, then the exact bound of DFA
can be obtained immediately from Corollary 1. We provide some examples to support our
statement that results in Corollary 1 are general.

• The 1st example, when A(i, j) ∼ Bernorlli(Ω(i, j)) for i, j ∈ [n] and all entries of P are
nonnegative such that DFM reduces to SBM. For this case, since all entries of A are
0 or 1, we have Amax = 1, and since Var(A(i, j)) = Ω(i, j)(1 − Ω(i, j)) ≤ Ω(i, j) ≤ ρ
when A(i, j) ∼ Bernorlli(Ω(i, j)), we have γ = 1. Thus assumption 2 becomes ρn
should grow faster than log(n), and the theoretical bound of estimation errors for DFA
0 Knlog(n)
).
obtained immediately from Corollary 1 by setting γ = 1 is fˆ = O( σ2 K
(P )ρδ2 n2 n
K0

When K0 = K = O(1) and

nmax
nmin

K0

min

= O(1), the error rate is fˆ = O( σ2log(n)
), and it
(P )ρn
K

matches Corollary 3.2 of Lei and Rinaldo (2015) up to logarithmic factor, suggesting
the optimality of our theoretical results.
2 ) for all nodes. Note that, when
• The 2nd example, when A(i, j) ∼ Normal(Ω(i, j), σA
A follows Normal distribution, elements generated under Normal distribution can
be any real number, P can have negative elements under DFM as long as Eq (3)
holds. For the Normal distribution case, Amax is a finite number with high probability,
σ2
σ2
γ = ρA , assumption 2 becomes that ρn should grow faster than log(n) and ρA ≤ C
for some positive constant C, and theoretical bound of DFA in Corollary 1 is fˆ =
σ2

O( ρA2 σ2 K(P0 Knlog(n)
)δ2 n2 n
K0

K0

min

), which is proportional to

2
σA
.
ρ2

2 is fixed,
Therefore, when σA

increasing the sparsity parameter ρ decreases error rate of DFA; when ρ is fixed,
2 decreases error rate of DFA.
assumption 2 always holds for large n, and decreasing σA
2 = 0, we have A(i, j) = Ω(i, j) for i, j ∈ [n], and for such
An extreme case is when σA
case the error rate is 0 surely.
• The 3rd example, when A(i, j) ∼ Binomial(m, Ω(i,j)
m ) for some positive integer m for
i, j ∈ [n]. Note that for such Binomial distribution, we have E[A(i, j)] = Ω(i, j) which
is a probability, suggesting that P should
satisfying Eq (4) under DFM. And Ω(i,j)
m
have nonnegative elements when A follows Binomial distribution. In this case, we
Ω(i,j)
Ω(i,j)
≤ 1, i.e., γ is
have Amax = m, γ = maxi,j∈[n]m Ω(i,j)
m (1 − m )/ρ ≤ maxi,j∈[n] ρ
finite, and assumption 2 requires that ρn should grow faster than log(n). By Corollary
0 Knlog(n)
1, error rate for DFA for such case is fˆ = O( σ2 K
).
(P )ρδ2 n2 n
K0

9
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• The 4th example, when A(i, j) ∼ Poisson(Ω(i, j)) as in Karrer and Newman (2011) for
all nodes. By the property of Poisson distribution, we have E[A(i, j)] = Ω(i, j) which
satisfies Eq (4). Sure, when A follows Poisson distribution, all entries of P should be
nonnegative under DFM. For this case, we have Amax is finite with high probability,
= maxi,j∈[n] Ω(i,j)
≤ 1, and assumption 2 equals to require that
γ = maxi,j∈[n] Var(A(i,j))
ρ
ρ
).
ρn grow faster than log(n). Error rate of DFA for such case is fˆ = O( 2 K0 Knlog(n)
2 2
σK (P )ρδ nK nmin
0

0

1
• the 5th example, when A(i, j) ∼ Exponential( Ω(i,j)
) for i, j ∈ [n]. For Exponential distribution, all elements of P should be larger than 0 to make the Exponential parameter Ω(i, j) well-defined under DFM. Since E[A(i, j)] = Ω(i, j) and γ =
maxi,j∈[n] Var(A(i, j))/ρ = maxi,j∈[n]Ω2 (i, j)ρ ≤ ρ by the property of Exponential distribution, Eq (4) is satisfied and assumption (2) equals to require that ρ2 n should
2 ≤ ρ2 is a small number for small ρ
grow faster than log(n). Meanwhile, though σA
which gives that A and Ω are close, a too small ρ also gives larger error rates for
DFA since assumption (2) may not be satisfied. From γ ≤ ρ, error rate of DFA is
) ≤ O( σ2 K(P0 Knlog(n)
), which is always a small number as
fˆ = O( σ2 K(P0 Kγnlog(n)
)ρδ2 n2 n
)δ2 n2 n
K0

K0

min

K0

K0

min

long as ρ is a large number satisfying assumption (2), and such phenomenon is also
verified by simulated studies.

• the 6th example, when A(i, j) ∼ Gamma(a, b) for i, j ∈ [n] where a > 0, b > 0, and a is
shape parameter, b is scale parameter. For Gamma distribution, there are two cases:
Case (1), when A(i, j) ∼ Gamma(bΩ(i, j), b). By the property of Gamma distribution,
≤ ρb ,
we have E[A(i, j)] = ab = Ω(i, j) satisfying Eq (4), and Var(A(i, j)) = ba2 = Ω(i,j)
b
thus γ ≤ 1b is finite. Then we can obtain DFA’s error rate easily from Corollary 1.
Meanwhile, when ρ is fixed, increasing b decreases γ and thus a smaller error rate of
a
DFA; Case (2), when A(i, j) ∼ Gamma(a, Ω(i,j)
). We have E[A(i, j)] = ab = Ω(i, j)
2

2

satisfying Eq (4), and Var(A(i, j)) = ba2 = Ω (i,j)
≤ ρa , thus γ ≤ aρ is finite, which
a
gives assumption (2) requires ρ2 n grow faster than log(n), and DFA’s error rate is
similar as the 5th example. Meanwhile, when ρ is fixed, increasing a decreases DFA’s
error rate.

4. Experiments
In this section, we conduct experimental studies of DFA’s performance on simulated data
and two real-world networks. Unlike the theoretical studies where we allow K0 ≤ K to
show that DFM is identifiable even when K0 ≤ K, in the numerical study part, we always
set K0 = K since this setting is common in both numerical and empirical studies.
4.1 Performance on synthetic networks
This subsection studies the numerical performance of DFA under different settings when
A follows Normal distribution, Binomial distribution, Poisson distribution and Exponential
distribution. We do not study the case when A follows Bernoulli distribution when DFM
reduces to SBM, since the SBM case has been well studied recent years and SBM is also
a special case when A follows Binomial distribution under DFM. Gamma distribution is
10

DFM

not studied in this part because it enjoys similar properties as Exponential distribution.
Similar as the worst case relative error introduced in Lei and Rinaldo (2015), fˆ is a stronger
criterion than the Hamming error introduced in Jin (2015) (Hamming error is same as the
overall relative error of Lei and Rinaldo (2015)) because fˆ may be large for some small
communities as shown by Theorem 1. In the numerical study part, instead of using fˆ, we
apply the Hamming error to measure DFA’s performance. This error rate is defined as
n−1 minJ∈PK kẐJ − Zk0 ,
where PK is the set of all K × K permutation matrices, and the n × K matrix Ẑ is defined
ˆ
as Ẑ(i, ℓ(i))
= 1 and all other K − 1 entries of Ẑ(i, :) are 0 for i ∈ [n].
In all synthetic networks, set n = 200, K0 = K = 3, and generate ℓ such that each node
belongs to one of the community with equal probability.
4.1.1 Experiment 1: Normal distribution
We investigate DFA’s performance when A’s
P as

−1

P = −0.4
0.5

elements follow normal distribution here. Set

−0.4 0.5
0.9 0.2 .
0.2 0.8

Note that when A follows Normal distribution, DFM allows P to have negative elements.
2 ) for some σ .
After having P, Z, ρ, since Ω = ρZP Z ′ , we have A(i, j) ∼ Normal(Ω(i, j), σA
A
Experiment 1 contains three sub-experiments, and for the first two sub-experiments, we
do not consider noise matrix by setting W as zero matrix, and this two sub-experiments
contain the following steps:
Step (a): set Ω = ρZP Z ′ .
2)
Step (b): for i 6= j ∈ [n], let A(i, j) be a random variable generated from Normal(Ω(i, j), σA
and set A(j, i) = A(i, j) since A is symmetric. For i ∈ [n], let A(i, i) be a random variable
2 ).
generated from Normal(Ω(i, i), σA
Step (c): apply DFA to A with K communities. Record error rate.
Step (d): repeat steps (b)-(c) for 50 times, and report the averaged error rate.
2 = 3, and ρ range in {0.1, 0.2, . . . , 2}. Panel
Experiment 1[a]: Changing ρ. Let σA
(a) of Figure 1 shows the result. We see that, when the network N becomes denser as ρ
increases, DFA performs better, which is consistent with Corollary 1.
2 . Let ρ = 0.4, and σ 2 range in {0.1, 0.2, . . . , 4}.
Experiment 1[b]: Changing σA
A
2 decreases error
Panel (b) of Figure 1 shows the result, from which we see that decreasing σA
2
rates, and this is consistent with the second bullet given after Corollary 1 since smaller σA
indicates a case that A and Ω are closer.
2 . In this sub-experiment, we study the influence of
Experiment 1[c]: Changing σW
2 . Set ρ = 0.8, σ 2 = 1, and use Steps (a)
W on the performance of DFA by changing σW
A
and (b) to generate A. Then this sub-experiment contains the following steps:
2 )
Step (a’): for i 6= j ∈ [n], let W (i, j) be a random variable generated from Normal(, σW
and set W (j, i) = W (i, j) since the noise matrix W is symmetric. For i ∈ [n], let W (i, i) be
2 ).
a random variable generated from Normal(0, σW
Step (b’): let Â = A + W .
11
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1
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W
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Figure 1: Numerical results of Experiment 1. y-axis: error rate.
Step (c’): apply DFA to Â with K communities. Record error rate.
Step (d’): Repeat steps (a’)-(c’) for 50 times, and report the averaged error rate.
2 range in {0.05, 0.1, . . . , 2}, and the result is displayed by panel (c) of Figure
Let σW
2 increases, and this phenomenon is consistent
1. We see that DFA performs poorer as σW
with our theoretical finding in Theorem 1. Meanwhile, this phenomenon can be explained
2 and
as below: since elements of W tends to be larger in magnitude when increasing σW
W follows a Normal distribution with zero mean,the difference between A and Â becomes
larger, causing it harder to detect communities from Â.
4.1.2 Experiment 2: Binomial distribution
This experiment studies DFA’s performance
as

1
P = 0.4
0.5

when A follows Binomial distribution. Set P

0.4 0.5
0.9 0.2 .
0.2 0.8

Note that when A follows Binomial distribution, all elements of P should be nonnegative.
Since Ω = ρZP Z ′ , we have A(i, j) ∼ Binomial(m, Ω(i,j)
m ) for some positive integer m.
Experiment 2 also contains three sub-experiments, and the first two sub-experiments
contain Steps (a)-(d) same as Experiments 1[a] and 1[b] except that A(i, j) is a random
variable generated from Binomial(m, Ω(i,j)
m ) in Step (b).
Experiment 2[a]: Changing ρ. Let m = 3, and ρ range in {0.1, 0.2, . . . , 2}. Panel
(b) of figure 2 shows he result, from which we see that DFA performs better as ρ increases.
Experiment 2[b]: Changing m. Let ρ = 0.4, and m range in {1, 2, . . . , 20}. Panel
(b) of Figure 2 shows the result. We see that DFA performs poorer as m becomes larger.
This can be explained as below: since A follows Binomial distribution and m is the number
of trials in this experiment, a larger m indicates increasing the variation of A(i, j) for all
nodes, hence it becomes harder to detect networks when m is large. A special case is
when m = 1 such that the Binomial distribution reduces to Bernoulli distribution, based
on result of this experiment, we can conclude that detecting community from A generated
under Binomial distribution is harder than detecting community from A under Bernoulli
distribution for the same P and Z under DFM.
12

DFM

Binomial distribution

0.5

Binomial distribution

0.11
0.1

0.4

Binomial distribution

0.5
0.4

0.09
0.3

0.08

0.2

0.07

0.3
0.2

0.06
0.1

0.1

0.05

0

0

0.04
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

0

5

10

15

0

20

0.5

(a) Changing ρ

1

1.5

2

2
W

m

2
(c) Changing σW

(b) Changing m

Figure 2: Numerical results of Experiment 2. y-axis: error rate.
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Figure 3: Numerical results of Experiments 3 and 4. y-axis: error rate.
2 . This sub-experiment contains same steps as ExExperiment 2[c]: Changing σW
periment 1[c] except that A is generated from Binomial distribution in Step (b). Set ρ = 0.8,
2 range in {0.05, 0.1, . . . , 2}. The result is shown in last panel of Figure 2,
m = 3, and let σW
and the conclusion is similar as that of Experiment 1[c].

4.1.3 Experiment 3: Poisson distribution
This part focus on investigating DFA’s performance when A follows Poisson distribution.
Set P same as Experiment 2. This experiment contains two sub-experiments: Experiment
3[a] contains Steps (a)-(d) same as Experiments 1[a] and 1[b] except that A(i, j) is random
variable generated from Poisson(Ω(i, j)) in Step (b); Experiment 3[b] contains same steps
as Experiment 1[c] except that A is generated from Poisson distribution in Step (b).
Experiment 3[a]: Changing ρ. Let ρ range in {0.1, 0.2, . . . , 2}. Panel (a) of Figure
3 shows the result, and conclusion is similar as that of Experiments 1[a] and 2[a].
2 . Set ρ = 0.8, m = 3, and let σ 2 range in {0.05, 0.1, . . . , 2}.
Experiment 3[b]: Changing σW
W
Panel (b) of Figure 3 shows the results, with conclusion similar as that of Experiments 1[c]
and 2[c].
4.1.4 Experiment 4: Exponential distribution
This part focus on investigating DFA’s performance when A follows Exponential distribution. All the settings for this experiment are same as Experiment 3[a] except that A(i, j) is
13
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Figure 4: Error rates of DFA on Karate club and Polbooks. y-axis: error rate.

1
a random variable generated from Exponential( Ω(i,j)
) for all nodes. Meanwhile, this experiment only studies the changing of ρ and do not consider noise matrix since the influence
2 on DFA’s performance is always similar as the above experiments.
of σW

Experiment 4: Changing ρ. Let ρ range in {0.1, 0.2, . . . , 2}. Panel (c) of Figure 3
shows the result, and we see that when ρ is too small, the error rate is large, and vice verse,
which is consistent with our theoretical finding given in the 5th bullet after Corollary 1.
4.2 Performance on empirical networks
This subsection studies DFA’s performance on two empirical networks Zachary’s karate
club (Karate club for short) and Books about US politics (Polbooks for short) with known
community information, where details of both networks will be introduced later. Full information about edges and community labels for the two networks can be downloaded from
http://www-personal.umich.edu/~mejn/netdata/. Elements of adjacency matrices of
the two real data sets are 1 or 0, to study DFA’s behavior when there exists noise, we
2 ) and let σ 2 range in
compute the observed matrix Â = A + W where W ∼ Normal(0, σW
W
2
{0, 0.01, 0.02, . . . , 0.2}. Note that, when σW = 0, the observed adjacency matrix Â is A.
2 , we report the averaged error rate among 50 repetitions.
For each σW
4.2.1 Application to Karate club network
The Karate club network consists of 34 nodes (i.e., n = 34) where each node denotes a
member in the karate club (Zachary, 1977), and this club split into two communities (i.e.,
K = 2) Mr. Hi’s group and John’s group due to a conflict. Zachary (1977) records all
labels for each member, and these labels are treated as ground truth for our study. The
left panel of Figure 4 records DFA’s error rates on Karate club network. We see that DFA
2 increases, and DFA has stable performance when Â 6= A under
performs better when σW
2
the case that σW is small. Therefore, DFA enjoys performance stability when A is slightly
perturbed by some noise, and this is consistent with our theoretical results and simulation
results.
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4.2.2 Application to Polbooks network
Polbooks network is published around the 2004 presidential election. In this network, each
node denotes a book on politics sold by the online bookseller Amazon.com, and there is
an edge between two books if they are co-purchased frequently by the same buyers. The
original network has 105 nodes labeled as either “Conservative”, “Liberal”, or “Neutral”,
and we remove those labeled “Neutral” for community detection. After the preprocessing,
Polbooks network contains 92 nodes (i.e., n = 92) belonging to either “Conservative” or
“Liberal” (i.e., K = 2), and we treat the original label information as ground truth. The
right panel displays results when applying DFA to Polbooks network. We see that conclusion
analyzed from the results is similar as that of Karate club network, and we omit it here.

5. Conclusions
In this paper we introduced Distribution-Free Models to model both weighted and unweighted networks. DFM does not require prior knowledge on the distribution of adjacency
matrix’s elements as long as the population adjacency matrix satisfies latent structural
equality on nodes labels. DFM also allows the connectivity matrix to have negative entries,
thus elements of adjacency matrix can be negative. Benefitted from the distribution-free
property, DFM provides powerful and exploratory tools for network analysis and it can
model networks generated under various distributions. A spectral method DFA is designed
to fit DFM. Theoretical guarantee with perturbation analysis on consistent estimation of
DFA under DFM is provided. Behaviors of DFA when we apply it to detect communities
for adjacency matrices generated from different distributions under DFM are discussed.
Especially, when DFM reduces to SBM, our theoretical results are consistent with classical
consistent findings for SBM under mild conditions. Numerical results for both simulated
networks and two real-world social networks are consistent with our theoretical results.
Especially, DFA enjoys stable performance even when adjacency matrix is polluted by noise
matrix with zero mean and small variance for all elements. We expect that the model DFM,
the algorithm DFA and the idea of perturbation analysis developed in this article will be
widely applied in network science.

Appendix A. Proofs under DFM
A.1 Proof of Proposition 1
Proof By Lemma 1, since U = ZB, we have ZB = Z̃B. Let ℓ̃ be the n × 1 label vector obtained from Z̃, we have e′i ZB = Z(i, :)B = B(ℓ(i), :) = B(ℓ̃(i), :), which gives ℓ(i) = ℓ̃(i) for
i ∈ [n]. Hence, Z = Z̃. Since Ω(I, I) = ρZ(I, :)P Z ′ (I, :) = ρP = ρZ̃(I, :)P̃ Z̃ ′ (I, :) = ρP̃ ,
we have P = P̃ , and this proposition follows.

A.2 Proof of Lemma 1
Proof Since Ω = ρZP Z ′ = U ΛU ′ and U ′ U = IK0 , we have U = ρZP Z ′ U Λ−1 =
ZρP Z ′ U Λ−1 , i.e., B = ρP Z ′ U Λ−1 . Since U = ZB, we have U (I, :) = Z(I, :)B = B,
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which gives B = U (I, :).

A.3 Proof of Lemma 2
Proof We apply the Theorem 1.4 (the Matrix Bernstein) of Tropp (2012) to bound kA−Ωk.
Write this theorem as below
Theorem 2 Consider a finite sequence {Xk } of independent, random, self-adjoint matrices
with dimension d. Assume that each random matrix satisfies
E[Xk ] = 0, and kXk k ≤ R almost surely.
Then, for all t ≥ 0,
P(k

X
k

where

σ2

:= k

P

Xk k ≥ t) ≤ d · exp(

−t2 /2
),
σ 2 + Rt/3

2
k E(Xk )k.

It should be emphasized that Theorem 2 also has no constraint on the distribution of {Xk }
as long as {Xk } are finite independent, random, self-adjoint matrices with expectation
0 and kXk k ≤ R, and this is the reason we can apply this theorem to bound kÂ − Ωk
without violating DFM’s distribution-free property. Meanwhile, the fact Theorem 2 requires
kXk k ≤ R is the fundamental reason that we consider the assumption of the first bullet in
assumption 1.
Let ei be
n × 1 vector with ei (i) = 1 and 0 elsewhere for i ∈ [n]. Set H = Â − Ω,
P an P
then H = ni=1 nj=1 H(i, j)ei e′j . Set H (i,j) = H(i, j)ei e′j . Since E[H(i, j)] = E[Â(i, j) −
Ω(i, j)] = E[A(i, j) + W (i, j) − Ω(i, j)] = E[A(i, j)] − Ω(i, j) + E[W (i, j)] = 0, we have
E[H (i,j) ] = 0 and
kH (i,j) k = k(Â(i, j) − Ω(i, j))ei e′j k = |Â(i, j) − Ω(i, j)|kei e′j k = |Â(i, j) − Ω(i, j)|
= |A(i, j) + W (i, j) − Ω(i, j)| ≤ Amax + Wmax + ρ,

where the last inequality is obtained by applying assumption 1 and the fact that |Ω(i, j)| =
|ρP (ℓ(i), ℓ(j))| ≤ ρ for i, j ∈ [n] by Eq (3). Therefore, we have R = Amax + Wmax + ρ and
R is a finite number.
P P
For the variance term σ 2 = k ni=1 nj=1 E[H (i,j) (H (i,j) )′ ]k, since E[H 2 (i, j)] = E[(Â(i, j)−
Ω(i, j))2 ] = E[(A(i, j) + W (i, j) − Ω(i, j))2 ] = E[(A(i, j) − Ω(i, j))2 ] + 2E[W (i, j)(A(i, j) −
Ω(i, j))]+E[W 2 (i, j)] = Var(A(i, j))+E[(W (i, j)−E[W (i, j)])2 ] = Var(A(i, j))+Var(W (i, j)) ≤
2 by Eq (5) and assumption 1, we have
γρ + σW
k

n
n X
X
i=1 j=1

E(H (i,j)(H (i,j) )′ )k = k

n
n X
X
i=1 j=1

2 n. Set t =
So, we have σ 2 ≤ γρn + σW
2, we have

P(kHk ≥ t) ≤ nexp(−

E(H 2 (i, j))ei e′j ej e′i k = k
√
α+1+ α2 +20α+19
3

q

n
n X
X
i=1 j=1

2 n)log(n). By Theorem
(γρn + σW

t2 /2
t2 /2
)
≤
nexp(−
2 n) +
σ 2 + Rt
(γρn + σW
3
16
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E(H 2 (i, j))ei e′i k ≤ γρn + σW
n.

Rt
3

)
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= nexp(−(α + 1)log(n) ·
= nexp(−(α + 1)log(n) ·

1
2 n)log(n)
2(α+1)(γρn+σW
2
t

+
1

18√
√
( α+19+ α+1)2

≤ nexp(−(α + 1)log(n)) =

+

√
√ 2 α+1
√
α+19+ α+1

18√
√
( α+19+ α+1)2

+

r

)
)

R2 log(n)
2 n
γρn+σW

1
,
nα

where the last inequality comes from assumption 2 such that
√
√ 2 α+1
√
α+19+ α+1

2(α+1) Rlog(n)
3
t

√
18√
√ 2 α+1
√
√
+
2
( α+19+ α+1)
α+19+ α+1

r

R2 log(n)
2 n
γρn+σW

= 1. Thus, the claim follows.

A.4 Proof of Theorem 1
Proof First, we provide a general lower bound of σK0 (Ω) under DFM, and such lower
bound is directly related with sparsity parameter and separation parameter.
Lemma 3 Under DF Mn (K0 , K, P, Z, ρ), we have
σK0 (Ω) ≥ ρσK0 (P )nK0 .
Proof For σK (Ω), we have
2
σK
(Ω) = ρ2 λK0 (ΩΩ′ ) = ρ2 λK0 (ZP Z ′ ZP Z ′ ) = ρ2 λK0 (Z ′ ZP Z ′ ZP ′ ) ≥ ρ2 λK0 (Z ′ Z)λK0 (P Z ′ ZP )
0
2
= ρ2 λK0 (Z ′ Z)λK0 (Z ′ ZP 2 ) ≥ ρ2 λ2K0 (Z ′ Z)λK0 (P 2 ) ≥ ρ2 σK
(P )n2K0 ,
0

where we have used the fact for any matrices X, Y , the nonzero eigenvalues of XY are the
same as the nonzero eigenvalues of Y X.
Since bound in Lemma 5.1 of Lei and Rinaldo (2015) is irrelevant with distribution, we can
apply Lemma 5.1 of Lei and Rinaldo (2015) to bound Û and U without violating DFM’s
distribution-free property. By Lemma 5.1 of Lei and Rinaldo (2015), there exists a K0 × K0
orthogonal matrix Q such that
√
2 2K0 kÂ − Ωk
.
kÛ Q − U kF ≤
σK0 (Ω)
2 (Z) = ρσ (P )n ,
Under DF M (n, K0 , K, P, Z, ρ), by Lemma 3, we have σK0 (Ω) ≥ ρσK0 (P )σK
K0
K0
0
which gives
√
2 2K0 kÂ − Ωk
.
kÛ Q − U kF ≤
σK0 (P )ρnK0

Let ς > 0 be a small quantity, by Lemma 2 in Joseph and Yu (2016) where this lemma is
also distribution-free, if one has
√
K
1
1
kU − Û QkF ( √ + √ ) ≤ kB(k, :) − B(l, :)kF , for each 1 ≤ k 6= l ≤ K,
(6)
ς
nk
nl
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then the clustering error fˆ = O(ς 2 ). Recall that we set δ = q
mink6=l kB(k, :) − B(l, :)kF to
2
kU − Û QkF makes Eq
measure the minimum center separation of B. Setting ς = δ nK
min
2

KkU −Û Qk
(6) hold for all 1 ≤ k 6= l ≤ K. Then we have fˆ = O(ς 2 ) = O( δ2 nmin F ). By the upper

bound of kÛ Q − U kF , we have

fˆ = O(

K0 KkÂ − Ωk2
).
2 (P )ρ2 δ 2 n2 n
σK
K0 min
0

q
2
Especially, fro the special case when K0 = K, δ ≥ nmax
under DFM by Lemma 2.1 (a
distribution-free lemma) of Lei and Rinaldo (2015) . Note that, it is challenge to obtain a
positive lower bound of δ if K0 6= K. Meanwhile, when K0 = K, nK0 = nmin , which gives
K 2 kÂ − Ωk2 nmax
fˆ = O(
).
2 (P )ρ2 n3
σK
min
When K0 = K = O(1) and

nmax
nmin

= O(1), the last statement of this theorem follows imme-

diately by basic algebra. Finally, use theoretical bound of Lemma 2 to replace kÂ − Ωk,
and this theorem follows.
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Albert László Barabási and Zoltán N. Oltvai. Network biology: understanding the cell’s
functional organization. Nature Reviews Genetics, 5(2):101–113, 2004.
Alain Barrat, Marc Barthelemy, Romualdo Pastor-Satorras, and Alessandro Vespignani.
The architecture of complex weighted networks. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences of the United States of America, 101(11):3747–3752, 2004.
Yudong Chen, Xiaodong Li, and Jiaming Xu. Convexified modularity maximization for
degree-corrected stochastic block models. Annals of Statistics, 46(4):1573–1602, 2018.
David S. Choi, Patrick J. Wolfe, and Edoardo M. Airoldi. Stochastic blockmodels with a
growing number of classes. Biometrika, 99(2):273–284, 2011.
Chao Gao, Zongming Ma, Anderson Y. Zhang, and Harrison H. Zhou. Achieving optimal
misclassification proportion in stochastic block models. Journal of Machine Learning
Research, 18(60):1–45, 2017.
Michelle Girvan and M. E. J. Newman. Community structure in social and biological networks. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America,
99(12):7821–7826, 2002.
Anna Goldenberg, Alice X. Zheng, Stephen E. Fienberg, and Edoardo M. Airoldi. A survey
of statistical network models. Foundations and Trends® in Machine Learning archive, 2
(2):129–233, 2010.
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