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Abstract

|Bjdgdj.ndﬁhﬂJ JZLK)}J) developed a general framework to establish consistency of community detection

in stochastic block model (SBM). In most applications of this framework, the community label is discrete.

For example, in (Bi , ; , ) the degree corrected SBM is assumed to have
a discrete degree parameter. In this paper, we generalize the method of |B1Lkdj,nd_QnﬂJ (IZQ_O_‘J) to give

consistency analysis of maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) in SBM with continuous community label. We

show that there is a standard procedure to transform the || -||2 error bound to the uniform error bound || - ||oo-
We demonstrate the application of our general results by proving the uniform consistency (strong consistency)
of the MLE in the exponential network model with interaction effect. As far as we know, this is yet unknown.
Unfortunately, in the continuous parameter case, the condition ensuring uniform consistency we obtained is
much stronger than that in the discrete parameter case, namely nu’, /(logn)® — oo versus nu,/logn — oco.
Where nyi, represents the average degree of the network. But continuous is the limit of discrete. So it is
not surprising as we show that by discretizing the community label space into sufficiently small (but not too
small) pieces and applying the MLE on the discretized community label space, uniform consistency holds
under almost the same condition as in discrete community label space. Such a phenomenon is surprising since
the discretization does not depend on the data or the model. This reminds us of the thresholding method.
Another purpose of this paper is to investigate whether the uniform consistency condition in the continuous
community label case is necessarily stronger than that in the discrete parameter case. We did not find a
numerical example confirming this. However, a numerical experiment shows that the uniform error bound and
the mean square error bound of the MLE, approximated by the gradient decent algorithm, are not reduced
by strengthening the stopping criterion. This coincides with the result that running the MLE on a subset of
the parameter space reduces the uniform error bound.
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1 Introduction

SBM is one of the most popular network model, not only because of its simplicity, but also for the following reasons.

First, it well fits a lot of real world data in the following fields,social network (Holland and Leinhardt, 1981

Newman et al), [2002; [Robins et all, 2009) (notably, [Holland and Leinhard 81) first proposed SBM), biology

IB.QthLJlI (IZQ]_]J gene regulatory network dSLh.\J.tJ;_an.d_B_La.sz EDD_YI I.Eu.t_«zh.ard_e_t_al] ZD_O_(J), image processing
d&hj_a,n_d_Ma,]ik‘, ; ISQn_ka,_e_t_a,L, IZD_OA) Second, the model is a nice tool to investigate community detection

aliorithms from the theoretical perspective. (Dyer and Friezd,|[1989; lJerrum and Sorkin, [1998;|Condon and Karp

9

) are early works in this stream. Although their focus is the algorithmic aspects of the min-bisection problem.
Later a vast amount of research is carried out to study and compare the performance of various community

detection algorithms on SBM. Roughly speaking, these algorithms can be divided into the following categories.

Modularity algorithm (Newman and Girvan, 2004) ete, likelihood algorithm (Bickel and Chen, 2009; |Choi et al.,

IZDJA; I.Amini_e_t_a.l], IZQ]A IQ_dlss_e_e_tle IZMA ete, and most importantly, spectral algorithm (Chatterjee et a ],

2011; IBalakrishnan et al., ,120185; [Sarkar and Bickel, 2013; [Krzakala et all, 2013) etc.

Notably, lBJde_a,n_thﬂJ 42_0_0_4 ) provided a general framework to check the consistency of community de-

tection. It was further extended by , IZ_OJ_A) to establish consistency of many community detection

algorithms in more general models. These algorithms include maximum likelihood estimation and various mod-
ularity methods. The technique is mainly based on finite covering method and concentration inequality. This
approach is also employed to establish consistency of spectral clustering , ). Most of works concern-

ing consistency of parameter estimation in SBM focused on discrete community label (finitely many blocks). A few

exceptions include: (Yan et all, |2015) dealing with exponential network model; (Xu et all, 12014),(Jog and Lo

)

) dealing with SBM with edge label (edge weight); and , M) studying mixed membership. The
general picture is still lack. Whether uniform consistency and weak consistency holds in SBM with continuous
membership under similar condition as that in discrete membership case? On the surface, continuous community
label space is simply the limit of discrete community label space. However, the uniform consistency (strong con-
sistency) condition we obtained in continuous community label space is stronger than that in discrete community

label space. It is not clear if such gap is inevitable.

1.1 Outline

The paper is organized as follows. We define the SBM in section and introduce notations in section In

section 2] we define uniform consistency and weak consistency. In section 2.1l we first give the condition of weak

consistency and uniform consistency for the exponential network model. Asin (Bickel and Chenl, 2009;|Zhao et all,

2012), the condition is about the density (average connection probability) of the network. Then in section 1]
we present results for weak consistency and uniform consistency in the general SBM. The condition for weak

consistency is slightly stronger than that in the discrete community label space. However, the uniform consistency

condition we obtained is much stronger than that in the discrete community label space in (Bickel and Chen, 2009;




Zhao et all; 12012). We are not clear if the condition is necessarily stronger. However, continuous is the limit of

discrete. Therefore, it is not surprise as we show in section 2.3 that by discretizing the community label space and

applying the MLE on the discretized community label space, the condition ensuring uniform consistency is almost

the same as that in discrete community label space in (Bickel and Cherl, [2009; [Zhao et all, 2012). In section 311

we present our simulation results. They show that our theoretical results are possibly far from the truth. First, we
run gradient decent algorithm for the MLE in the exponential network model. The results indicate that the error
of the MLE is asymptotically normal and uniformly consistent. We have not found an example verifying that the
condition ensuring uniform consistency in continuous community label space is necessarily stronger than that in
the discretized community label space. But our second experiment shows that the performance of the gradient
decent algorithm, measured by the uniform error bound, can be reduced by relaxing the stopping criterion. This

is an evidence that the MLE can be overfitting.

1.2 Model description

A network of size n is determined by n(n — 1)/2 variables Y;; € S,i < j < n. Y;; represents the connection type
between node i, j. For an undirected network S = {0, 1}; for a directed network S = {0,1}2. More complicated

state space is possible (|L§J_a,_rg5_e_t_al], IZ_OJA) In all these settings, there exists an element 0 € S indicating "no

connection”. In a stochastic block model (SBM), each node i is assigned a latent type n,. Conditional on 7,
Y;; are mutually independent, and P(Y;; = y|n) = 0, (y;n,, ;P tn) where p is the model parameter and np,
reflects the order of average degree. In a typical SBM consisting of K communities, n; € {1,2,--- , K} represents
the community label of ¢ and p is a K x K matrix characterizing the between community connection probability.
In this paper, we study the case where n; can be continuous variable. In many settings, the network is somewhat

sparse, which requires ©;; to scale with the network size n. We set

©ij(Y;ni> My Py iin) = kn f(y; My, p) if y # 0; (1)

04 (01, P, 1) = 1= Y O45(y; 03, Py fin),

Y

where f is a fixed function. Model () clearly includes the traditional SBM (finitely many communities), degree-

corrected SBM and a special case of the exponential network model (see section 2.1 or (Yan et all, 2015)). In

many settings, there is a model identification problem concerning p,,. We restrict on two settings of py,:

e n/i, is the average ”degree”, i.e., u, = P(Y;; # 0);

logn
n

e /i, is known and represents a level of density of the network say, p, = , b = 1 ete.

In both cases we write fi,, for the estimator of p,,. There may also be a model identification problem concerning
n, p. For example, in the SBM with finitely many blocks, a permutation of community labels gives the same

model. For two parameters n, p and n', p', we write n,p = o', p’ if for all 4,7 < n, ©4(:;n;,n;,p,1tn) =



©i5(mis M}, Py ). We say a parameter n, p is true iff g, p = n*, p*. Where n*, p* are realized true parameter.
In the following text, we denote by n*, p*, u; any true values of n, p, t,. Two major tasks in network data
analysis are community detection— estimating n, and parameter estimation —estimating p. We call them both

parameter estimation since we regard n also as parameters. Clearly, the log likelihood function is,

(Y5m,popn) = Y 1ogO4;(Yijingmy, ps fin).

i<j<n

We define the mazimum likelihood estimator, namely 7), p, to be the maximizer of £(Y;n, p,T,,)-

1.3 Notations

Let Y denote the vector (---,Yi,--+), i < j < n, Y; denote the vector (Y¥;1,Yso, -+ ,Ys,). For a random
variable W with distribution pg, write Eg (W) for Eyw~p,, (W); write Eyw (g(W)) (Varw (g(W))) to denote the

expectation (variation) with respect to W (when no ambiguity is made the subscript is omitted). For any vector

v € R", let v_; denote the vector (vy, -+ ,v;—1,041, -+ ,Uy); abusing the notation, for any real = write v + x for
(vi+x, -, v, +); for a sequence X € {0,1}", write ||v||, x for (> |vi|P)%.
X (i)=1
Let
C(Yiim, pyn) = > 10805 (Yigsmi,m;, Py i), (2)
j<n

Cii(Yijsm, Py pin) = 10g 035 (Yijs 1M Py fin)-

We write p, 7 for the MLE of the parameters if not claimed otherwise.

For two sequences ay,b,, we write a, = Q(b,) iff b, = O(a,); a, = O(b,) iff a, = O(b,),b, = O(ay).
For two sequences of function a, (), b, (2) we say a,(x) = O(b,(2)) uniformly in 2 iff there exists C' such that

an(x) < Chy(z) for all z, and similarly for Q, O,, 0, notation.

2 Main Result

In the finite block setting, there are two main concepts of consistency for community detection, weak consistency
and uniform consistency (strong consistency). The weak consistency means that with large probability, the
estimator of latent types is mostly correct. The uniform consistency means that with large probability, the
estimator of latent types is all correct. In the continuous parameter setting, the appropriate measure for weak
and uniform consistency are || - ||, norm and || - ||oc norm where 0 < p < co. In particular, we adopt || - ||2 as
the weak consistency measure. i.e., 1 is weak consistent iff nﬁ;ntf;ucﬂﬁ —nll2 & 0; 7 is uniform consistent iff

inf (1A =l %50
n,p true



2.1 Consistency in exponential network model

For a directed network model write a;; = 1 to indicate the existence of an edge from 7 to j. The exponential
network model with interaction effect we study is a directed network model with each node’s latent type being

a;, Bi € R. The distribution of Y;; = (aij, i), given oy, Bi,i < n,p € R, is as follows:

glaij, aji; i, Bi, o, B, p) (3)
1
= ex o; + Pi)ag; + (P + «i)aq; | + pajiaq;c.
Z(ai, Bi, o, Bir p) P{[( ﬁa) J (B J) J } Pij J}

In this model we set pu = 1. There is clearly a model identification problem. The models defined by (e, 3, p)

and (a — z, 8 + x, p) are identical for all z € R. Thus, without loss of generality, we assume af = &; = 0. For

the exponential model without interaction effect (i.e., p = 0), ) verified the uniform consistency

and [Yan et all (2016) even proved the asymptotic normality of the MLE by analysing the inverse of the sample

covariance matrix. The following theorem [21] verifies the ”weak consistency” of the MLE in model (8.

Theorem 2.1. Suppose of,5F, p* are uniformly bounded within [—B,B]. Set Aa = % S(d —al), A8 =

i
i<n

DY (Bi — BF). Then we have:

o (p—p)? = Op(n~(logn)?);
o (Aa+ApB)? = Op(n_% (logn)?);

o [|&—a" = Aal3+ 8 - B — AB|13 = Op(n* (logn)?).

As we show in the proof in appendix, uniform consistency can be obtained from the ”weak consistency”.

Theorem 2.2. Suppose of, 5F, p* are uniformly bounded within [—B, B]. Then we have:
. X 2 % _1
& — aloc + (I8 — B"||loc = Op(n™5 \/1ogn).

Both theorem 2.1l2.2] are conclusions of more general theorems given in subsection

2.2 A general result on uniform consistency

We make the following regular and bounding assumption on f and B;.

Assumption 2.3.

1. There exists a compact subset of RY, B, with B; C B for alli < n and p € B.

2. For some constant 0 < ¢ < C, ¢ < f(y;m;,m;,p) < C for allm; € Bi,n; € Bj,pe B,y S—0.



3. There exists a constant Cs such that for any n',p’, n', p":

SOAfCming p) = femlm P03 = Cs- inf {|In' =I5 +nllp’ - pll3 }-

oI 1
i<i<n n,p=n" ,p

y Af (y,mi.m;.P) ‘ f(ymymy, df(ym,m;.P) H ’82f(y,mm,w ’ 9* f(y.mim;.P) ’
’ , on; 27 an; ap 27 on? on3 27
9 MM L. .
H%}b < Cy for allm; € Bi,m; € Bj,p € B, y € S—{0}. Here the second derivative of f is

regarded as a d* length vector.

5. There exists Cy such that for any any true parameter n*, p*, any i <n, any n,; € B,

SN, p7) = fCsmi ;. 7)1 = Can- ||n; — mi 13-
J#i

Assumption 5 means that the latent type of an individual has an significant impact on the profile of connection

probability. Assumption 3 is identification assumption. In (IZ_b_an_c_a‘L, IZD_‘LA) it is required that the criteria (which

is log likelihood function in this paper) is uniquely maximized over the space of parameters. These two assumptions

together resemble the assumption (c¢) and (*) in , M) section 4. In many papers, latent type 7 is
random. In these settings, it is not necessary that assumption 3 and 5 are satisfied with probability 1. But it
is usually satisfied with large probability. Assumption 2 reflects a balance property of the network. It means
that there is no node that has too large or too small degree. Technically, this assumption guarantee that the

criteria we used, namely the log likelihood function, is Lipschitz continuous in 7, p. So this assumption resembles

assumption (a) in (Zhao et all, |2012) section 4. Assumption 1,4 are regular assumptions. Such assumptions

appeared frequently in the literature (see also assumption (b) in (Zhao et all, [2012) section 4).

Theorem 2.4. Suppose the model satisfy assumption[Z3 item (1)(2). If (logn)? = o(nul,) then there exists true

parameter n*, p* such that:

Y Gy ) = FCmEm, 0015 = Op(n? ()2 (logn)?). (4)

i<j<n

Here f(-;m;,m;, p) is regarded as a vector in [0, 1]15={0}, Theorem 24 says that the MLE well fits the profile
of connection probability if (logn)? = o(nu,), and the average prediction error is of order (1\;@ While it is also
important to know to what extent can the network data predict the latent type. In many model settings, the latent
type m is not just an auxiliary variable. Inferring the latent type from the network data, known as community

detection, is an important task for its own sake. The following corollary establishes the weak consistency of the

MLE in model () and follows directly from theorem 241

Corollary 2.5. Assume the model satisfies assumption [2.3 item (1)(2)(3). If (logn)? = o(nu®) then we have:

it L= nl3+nllo = pl} } = Opln (u5)~* (logm)?). (5)



Corollary 225 verifies the weak consistency of the MLE under the condition that 1) the model does not suffer
from serious model identification problem. i.e., if assumption L3 item (3) is satisfied; and 2) (logn)* = o(u,n).

Note that the condition ensuring the weak consistency, namely (logn)* = o(u,n), is slightly stronger than that

in the discrete parameter case, namely 1 = o(u,n) (Zhao et all,2012). As we show in the following theorem [2.6]

there is a standard way to transform the || - ||z error bound into the uniform error bound.

Theorem 2.6. Assume the model satisfies assumption [2.3 item (2)(4)(5). For any true parameter n*, p*, let
> 17 = mill5 = A, 1P = p*|I5 = Ap. Then we have,

i<n

1

sup|; — 713 = Op(n 2 AF (1) " logn + /A, logn +n” 2 (uf) "2 (logn) ). (6)

We emphasize that theorem take advantage of 7, p being a MLE. Many community detection methods

estimate the latent type by maximizing some criterion. The criterion in the MLE is the log likelihood. Our

method can be generalized to establish consistency of criterions other than log likelihood (see also [Zhao et al

2012) section 2). Combine corollary 28] with theorem [2.6] we obtain the following uniform consistency condition.

Corollary 2.7. Assume the model satisfies assumption [2.3 item (1)-(5). If (logn)? = o(nu’) then we have:

inf { sup||i; —myl3 } = Op(n™% (1) "% (logn)?).

n s true

L .
Thus if (1"5“;‘5 — oo then the MLE is uniformly consistent.
ogn)s

Corollary 2T follows directly from theorem[Z0land corollary 20l Its proof is omitted. The uniform consistency

condition we obtained in the continuous parameter case is much stronger than that in the discrete parameter

case. Namely, n i, /(logn)5 — oo (corollary Z7) versus nyi,/logn — oo ({Z_b_a,g_et_a,]_], M) It is not known

whether the condition is necessarily stronger. Our guess is yes. However, none of our experiments confirm this.

On the other hand, we do discover an overfitting phenomenon of the MLE in an experiment. The uniform error
bound can be reduced when the stopping criterion of the optimization algorithm is relaxed. Therefore we propose

the following open question.

Question 2.8. Is the MLE in model {) of n uniformly consistent if (logn)® = o(u,n)? Where K is some

constant.

Intuitively, continuous parameter space is nothing but the limit of discrete parameter space. Therefore it is
natural to discretize the parameter space into sufficiently small (but not too small) pieces and apply the MLE on
the discretized parameter space. We show in the next subsection that by doing so, uniform consistency condition

becomes almost the same as that in the discrete parameter space.



2.3 Improve uniform consistency by discretization

A discretization of By x - - - x B,, x B is simply a subset [5’1 XX Bn x B of By x---x B, x B where each l’;’i is a finite
set. The discretized parameter space By X - - - X B, x B may include none of the true parameters. In this section we
show that uniform consistency of the following algorithm holds (corollary 212): first discretize By x - -+ x B, x B
with appropriately fineness (see (@), then perform MLE over the discretized parameter space. We define the
pseudo true parameter as the maximizer of the expected log likelihood function over By x - x By, x B, denoted

by 7%, p*. The following quantities characterize the fineness of the discretized parameter space By X - - - x By, X B:

o, = sup  inf |[[n; — ;2 (7)

i<n,m; 7,€B;

6 = inf { |7 — T}l|2 : 7 # 7} € Biyi < n}.

We allow the fineness to scale with n. Assume that the discretized parameter space B; is finite and 0l 0p > 0.

We first show that the pseudo true parameter is closed to the true parameter.

Proposition 2.9. 1. Assume the model satisfies assumption item (2)(3)(4). We have, there exists a

constant Cy > 0, for any pseudo true parameter *, p*, there exists a true parameter n*, p* such that,

177 = n*[[3 < Candi?, [1p" = p*[[3 < Cudy?.

2. Assume the model satisfies assumption [223 item (4)(5). There exists a constant Cs > 0 such that for any

pseudo true parameter 11, p*, any true parameter n*, p*, let A, = ||7" —n*||3, A, = ||p" — p*||3, we have:

s « A
SQPH"L‘ —nil3 < Cs(62 + 7" +Ap).

Thus if the model satisfies assumption item (2)-(5), then there exists some constant Cg, such that for any

pseudo true parameter 7%, p*, there exists a true parameter n* with:

sup||7; —n; |5 < Ce07-
1

Consider the MLE restricted on the discretized parameter space, i.e., the maximizer of the likelihood function
over the discretized parameter space, namely 77, p. It is easy to see that item (1)-(4) of assumption hold for
the discretized parameter space if they hold for the original parameter space. So theorem 2.4] and corollary
holds for the discretized parameter space with true parameter replaced by pseudo true parameter. Therefore,
using corollary and proposition conclusion (2), the following weak consistency result follows directly and

its proof is omitted.



Corollary 2.10. Assume the model satisfies assumption 23 item (1)-(4). If (logn)? = o(nu?) then we have:

inf L a—nl3+nllp-pl3} = Op(n?(u;) % (logn)?) + O(nd?).

n,p s true

Thus if, in addition, (logn)* = o(nuy) and 8!, — 0 the MLE on the discretized parameter space is weak consistent.

The || -||2 error bound of the MLE on the discretized parameter space is worse than that on the original space.

In contrast, in what follows, we show that the uniform error bound is reduced in the discretized parameter space.

Theorem 2.11. Assume the model satisfies assumption[Z3item (1)-(4) and item (5) with true parameter replaced
by pseudo true parameter. Let s = |S|. If for a given constant € > 0, it holds that with probability at least 1 — e

there exists pseudo true parameter 1, p* with

3
né;

2e30svV/dC-Cg’

2 ~ %112
n—n 2
logn % +logny/llp — 57|13 +

Gogm)} _ 4,
VT 2C;

7 — 77115 <

, where C. is the constant in lemmali.3, then with probability at least 1 —e — # there exists pseudo true parameter

7" withn =17".

By theorem 2IT] and proposition 229] uniform consistent estimator can be obtained by first discretizing the
parameter space and then applying the MLE on the discretized parameter space. Since the discretization is
artificial and the pseudo true parameter is closed to the true parameter, assumption item 5 is likely to hold
for the discretized parameter space. Furthermore, theorem 2.4l 11| proposition together give the optimal

discretization parameter d,,0,,, i.e., 8, = O(d,), 6, = @(n’% (1)~ % (log n)%) .

Corollary 2.12. Assume the model satisfies assumption[Z3 (1)-(4) and item (5) with true parameter replaced
by pseudo true parameter. Assume the discretization satisfies: 0), = ©(0n), 0n = @(nfé(,u;‘l)’%(logn)%). If

(logn)? = o(nu), then we have:

inf { sup 1A, = nll3 } = Op(n™5 (3)~# (logm)?). (8)

M is true

Thus uniform consistency of the MLE on the discretized parameter space in model () holds if (logn)® = o(nu})
and 8!, = ©(68,), 0, = O(n "5 (1) s (logn)s).

The proof of corollary B-I12] follows directly from theorem 2.4} 211l proposition and is therefore omitted.

3 Simulation

In subsection [3] the experiments verify that the MLE is asymptotically normal in the exponential network model
with interaction effect when u,, = 1. In subsection B2, we check if the uniform consistency holds under weaker

condition than that in corollary 2.7l The experiment results incline a positive answer. In subsection B3] we show

10



that the MLE can be overfitting. Both uniform error bound and mean square error bound are not reduced when

the stopping criterion, which we used in the optimization algorithm approximating the MLE, is strengthen.

We employ the exponential network model with interaction effect in all experiments. To approximate the
MLE, we use a combination of gradient descent (or Newton-Raphson) and coordinate descent. We iteratively
update the estimated parameter 1), p until a certain stopping criterion is satisfied. In each round of iteration, we
update parameters n,,7 = 1,--- ,n and p one by one (coordinate descent). To update n,, we either use gradient
descent to maximize (with respect to n;) the log likelihood, or use Newton-Raphson to find a zero of the partial
derivative of the log likelihood (with respect to 7;). Both methods yield a sub-iteration. The sub-iteration is

stopped until certain sub-stopping-criterion is satisfied. The details are given in each subsection.

3.1 Asymptotic normality

In this experiment, we check the asysmptotic normality of MLE in model ([B)). We use the following algorithm to

approximate the maximizer of the likelihood:

Algorithm 1 Coordinate descent and Newton-Raphson

ol = ar; B = gr; p© = prit = 0;
while eV <1073 do
for i=1,2,---,n+1do
if ¢ <n then
approximate the zero of gii, géi by Newton-Raphson method. i.e.,
iteratively update «y, 8; as in Newton-Raphson method until the following sub-stopping-criterion is
reached,
s = max{ af*! — a2, [ - 67| } < 1071,
Where af, 37 refers to the updated o, ; after the st iteration.
elsei=n+1
update p in the same way.
end if
end for
Let a®, 8" o) be the parameter vector after the " round iteration.

Let e = sup { |of"” — "™V} 57 = 57V o) = o] }.

t=t4+1;
end while

We conduct three groups of experiments corresponding to figure [l2] and [3] respectively. The parameters in

the three groups are generated in the following way.

1. a1 =0, u, =1 (is known); «; (i # 1), B; are independent uniformly distributed over [-1,1] and p = 0.6.
2. aq =0, uy, =1 (is known); a;(i # 1), 5; are independent standard normal and p = 0.3.

3. a1 =0, py, =1 (is known); a; € {0.3,0.7}(i # 1) and 3; € {0.4,0.6} are independent and chosen uniformly

at random; p = —0.7.

For each group of parameter, we generate networks of size n = 100,200,400 by model @)). In each setting 200

11



replications are used. The parameters and the initial value of parameters in the optimization algorithm are fixed
through out all replications. We plot the Q-Q plot comparing the empirical distribution of the following random
variables against the standard normal distribution: \/n(&s — %), v(éso — aly), V(i — oo ), V(B — B7),
\/5(350 - B), \/H(Bloo — Bioo) and n(p — p*). The parameters ay, -+, 100, 51, , S1o0 are fixed throughout
all three groups of experiments in order to make the comparison. The results show that the distribution of all

these random variables in all three groups of experiments converge to some normal distribution.

12
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Q-Q plots of the error
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3.2 Uniform consistency condition

The purpose of this subsection is to check if uniform consistency holds under much weaker condition than that
in corollary 271 We conduct one group of experiment, figure @ on model () with s, = 10-n~3 being known,
a; = 0; a;(i # 1), 8; being independently uniformly distributed over [-1,1] and p = 0.3. We use the following

algorithm to approximate the maximizer of the likelihood:

Algorithm 2 Coordinate descent and gradient descent
ol = az; B = By5 p0) = prit = 0;
while ¢ < 0.05 do
for i=1,2,---,n+1do
if i <n then
maximize ¢; with respect to «;, 3; by gradient descent algorithm, i.e.,
iteratively update «;, 8; as in gradient descent algorithm until the following sub-stopping-criterion is
reached:
eie = max{ |2 (a7, 897V 0z, 85, 00, )|, 195 (a7, BV, 0z, B3, 00, )| } < 1073,
Where of, 37 refers to the updated o, ; after the st iteration and ad = agtfl),ﬁg = ﬁi(t*l).
elsei=n+1
update p in the same way.
end if
end for
Let a®, 3" p(®) be the parameter vector after the " round iteration.
Let e®) — Sup{ |%(a(t)7ﬁ(t)7p(t)uﬂn)|a |g_éi(a(t)7ﬁ(t)7p(t),un)|7 |§_ﬁ(a(t)7ﬁ(t)7p(t)7un)| }

i<n
t = t+1;
end while

We generate networks of size n = 400, 1400 and 5000 by model @)). In each setting 30 replications are
used. The parameters and the initial value of parameters in the optimization algorithm are fixed through out all

replications. We use mean square error bound, namely + > (' |d; — of|* + | Bi — B71?), as the weak consistency

i<n

measure. We use uniform error bound, namely sup { |é; — )+ |6 — B | }, as the uniform consistency measure.
i<n

The results show that, both mean square error bound (subfigure [4(a)) and the uniform error bound (subfigure

4(b)) decreases as n increases.
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Figure 4: Consistency under weaker condition

3.3 Opvertfitting

In this subsection, our results show that the MLE can be overfitting. Because the uniform error bound can be
reduced when the stopping criterion is relaxed. Meanwhile, the mean square error bound is not reduced. We
conduct one group of experiment, figure[, on the exponential network model @) with w,, = 10- n=3 being known,
ar = 0; a;(i # 1), 5; being independently uniformly distributed over [-1,1] and p = 0.3. We use the following
algorithm to approximate the maximizer of the likelihood. Let &;, ¢} be independent and uniformly distributed

over [-0.5,0.5].

Algorithm 3 Coordinate descent and gradient descent
ol = ar + ;387 = B + el p0 = prit =0
while ¢®) < e do
for i=1,2,---,n+1do
if ¢ <n then
maximize ¢; with respect to «;, 5; by gradient descent algorithm, i.e.,
iteratively update «;, 8; as in gradient descent algorithm until the following sub-stopping-criterion is
reached:
ei = max{ g (a7 BT ap 81, 007D, )|, B (@D BT g B 0D )| ) < 107
Where of, 3¢ refers to the updated o, 3; after the st iteration and af = agt_l),ﬂ? = ﬁgt_l).
elsei=n+1
update p in the same way.
end if
end for
Let a®, 8% p() be the parameter vector after the ¢ round iteration.
Let e() = sgp{ |55 (@™, 89, p®, )], |55 (@, 8D, p®, )], 155 (e, 89, p0), )]}
1SN

t=t+1;
end while

We refer to the constant e in the above algorithm as the stopping criterion. We generate networks of size

n = 1000, 2000 by model @) and test the algorithm for e = 0.08,0.02. In each setting 30 replications are used. The

17



parameters and the initial value of parameters in the optimization algorithm are fixed through out all replications.
Figure Bl shows how mean square error bound (subfigure [5(a)) and uniform error bound (subfigure [5(b)) vary

with stopping criterion e. Both error bounds are not explicitly reduced when e decreases.

a=} S0
[ _ _— C: - o
3 : 35 °
5% - S —
= e
S e fte)
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(b) Uniform error bound

Figure 5: Overfitting

4 Conclusion

Our results confirm that the condition ensuring weak consistency in continuous parameter case is almost the same
as that in discrete parameter case. But the uniform consistency condition we obtained is stronger than that in the
discrete parameter case. It is not clear if the uniform consistency condition in the continuous parameter case is
necessarily stronger than that in the discrete parameter case. Our experiments in section [3.I] show that the MLE
in the exponential network model with interaction effect might be asymptotically normal when p, = 1. This
is stronger than the consistency results we proved. The experiments in section also show that it is possible
that uniform consistency condition holds under much weaker condition than that in corollary 2771 However,
the experiment in section shows that relaxing the stopping criterion somehow reduces uniform error bound.
This indicates that in continuous parameter case, MLE may indeed overfit. We take this as an indirect evidence
confirming that the uniform consistency condition in continuous parameter case is necessarily stronger (but may
not be necessarily as strong as that in corollary 2.7). We also show that by applying the MLE on the discretized

parameter space, the uniform consistency condition is almost the same as that in the discrete parameter case.
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5 Proof

5.1 Proof of theorem [2.4]

The proof of theorem [2.4] concern bounding the fluctuation of log likelihood on the whole parameter space. We

firstly establish an auxiliary lemma on the fluctuation of the sum of independent discrete random variable.

Lemma 5.1. Suppose Z;,i < m are m independent random variables with |Z;| < C,,. There is a univeral
|u

constant co such that for any u, if ZT[ZE] < C‘f—fn, let Z = l;:n Z;, then we have,
i<m
L S EZ
]P’<Z—E[Z] zu) §exp{— 4+ —=" } (9)
| | 23 E[Z7 (% E[ZY))’°
i<m i<m
Proof. The proof concern Chernoff inequality:
P(Z —E[Z] < —u> < inf exp {log(E[e'?]) — E[tZ] + tu}. (10)

Note that log(E[e'”]) = 37 log E[e'#]. Therefore if [t| < £, by Taylor expansion

i<m
1
log E[e'?!] < tE[Z;] + §t2 E[Z2] + [tP B[ Z:?]. (11)
Set t = —Z%[Zﬂ, so [t| < &% Therefore substitute (II]) into (I0) we have,
i<m
L W T EEp
P(Z —E[Z] < —u> <exp{ — + =" : (12)
. 2Pz (¥ EZy) /
i<m i<m

It is similar to prove the other direction.

O
Lemma 5.2.
3
sup Y31, p,n) = E[((0Y5m, 0, 1) ]| = Op(n? /1 (logn)?). (13)
nEle---XBn,pGB,unG[%,l]
Proof. Since B is compact by assumption item (1), we cover By x --- x B, with n?” many points, cover B

with n? many points, cover [£,1] with n® many points such that for every g € By x -+ X Bn,p € B, iy, € [£,1]

o

there exists a covering point such that the log likelihood on the covering point is close to that on n, p € B, .
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So it suffices to show that

wlw

sup é(Y7n7p7,UJn) -E [K(Yanvpa ,un) ] = O;D(n
(1,p,1in) EBn

Vi, (logn)?), (14)

where B, is the covering set. By assumption 23 item (2) on f and the fact p > %, we have:

|€ZJ(}/ZJ577177’]5P7,U%)| S 210gn5 (15)
Z E Wz‘j(yij;ma??japa Mn)|3] = O(MZWQ(IOg n)g),

i<j<n
> E [ (Yijingmj, 0, i0)?] = O(usn® (logn)?).

i<j<n

Set u = n%\/u;(log n)?. Clearly, by condition on g in theorem 241

. = O(—=) = o)
‘ 2 E[€i;(Yiji 13, m50 P, 11n) ] VT logn™
1<j<n
So the condition of lemma [5.1] on v is satisfied. Furthermore,
u? ) 2 E[wlj (}/ljv ni,Mj5 P, /Ln)|3]
1<Js<n 1 e\—41 3
— O(n# (15)~* (log n)°). (16)
3 n
(X Ell;(Yijin,mg, p,ua)l?])
i<j<n
Therefore by Borel Cantali’s lemma and lemma [5.1]
P sw [i¥impn) - B A1) | 2 0) a7)
(M,p,11n)EBn
u2 1 1
<exp{Ofnlogn) - +0(nt () (o))}
> Ell6;(Yigimimj, p, pa)l?]

i<j<n
<exp {O(nlogn) — Qn(logn)?) + O(n* (s1;) % (logn)*)}
by condition on p in theorem 24} (logn)? = o(uin)

—0

O

Now it is direct to prove theorem 24l Let 7, = m > I(Yi; # 0) if p, represent average degree; and for
i#j<n

notation consistency, set i,, = i when g, is known. Calculating the variance of Iz,,, we have |, — i | = Op (¥ ::‘ ).

So by assumption 2.3 item (2),

(Y5, p,1,) — (Y51, p, 1) | = Op(n/1ii)

20



uniformly in 7, p. Let X be an independent copy of Y. By lemma 5.2

WY, p ) — E[(Y5m%, 0%, 17,)]
(Y50, p, ) — BEx [0X; 9, p, p17,)]

3

=0,(n /15 (log n)?).

Also note that,

(Y59, p,1,) — LY 57, o )| = Op(na/p),
(Y37, ,7,) > €(Y30", p*,Ti,), since 7 is MLE.

Ex [((X;7, p, )] < E[L(Y50%, p%, 1)

Thus combine (I8])(I9),

‘EX [((X; 72, p, 1)) = B[6(Y3m7, 9%, 13)] | = Op(n? /15 (logn) + n /1),

Meanwhile, ([20) together with the assumption ¢ < f < C imply that

i<j<n

So the proof is accomplished.

5.2 Proof of corollary

(18)

(19)

The conclusion of theorem [2.4] together with assumption item (3) imply that for some true parameter n*,

* ~ * * ~ * 3 *
pan > [1h; = nill3 + wpn|lp — p7l13 = Op(n2 /1, (log n)?).

i<n

Or equivalently,

. 1, 4w _1
DA =il = n* (u;,)” % (log n)?,
i<n

R « 1, a1
P = p*|l5 =n"2 (1)~ 2 (logn)*.
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5.3 Proof of theorem

The key observation is the following:

* * * * * * 1 *\ % 3
_sup (Vim0 P ) — B (Y smi,m7 5, p%, 1)) = Op(n? (17,)% (log n) ). (22)
i<n,n;eb;

[22) follows by standard covering method, concentration inequality (lemmal5]) plus Borel Cantelli’s lemma. Here
the space to be covered is U;<,B;, which is substantially smaller than that in the proof of theorem 24 (namely

By % - x By).

Another fact implied by assumption 23] item (4) is

sup [6:(Ysm;,mZi, p*, i) — Gi(Y 505, m 5, Py i) (23)

=0([ln —n"|l1,v.) + Op(uy, log n|ln — n*||1 + ppnlogn|lp — p*|[1 + nlogn|, — u;l).

In notation ||n — n*||1,v,, Y, is regarded as a 0 — 1 sequence (I(Y;; # 0),I(Yia #0),---,1(Yi, # 0)). To see
this note that: for y # 0, by assumption 23] item (4)

i (Ym0 1055 0% ) — i (Y3 1355 P i) | (24)

* * * 1 —_— *
=Om; = mjll + [lni =mill +llp = o7l + 7= = pal)

n

and

10550515, p*, 1) — Lij (03 m,m 5, P, i) | (25)

=0(unlln; — 05l + polln; — 0l + pnlle — o[ + [, — pnl)-

Equation (24)) explains the term ||n — n*||1,v, in 3). The other terms in [23)) are explained by 23))(24) and the

following fact:

sup 3 1(Yij = 0) = Oy (pinlogn). (26)
' j<n

[28) follow by applying lemma [51] plus Borel-Cantelli’s lemma by standard procedure.

Lemma 5.3. For every € > 0 there exists C. such that with probability at least 1 — € the following holds:

* ~ * - * * * 1 x\1 3
sup npy, - |10, = nfll3 < Ce( A —n*lly, + p logny/nd, + prnlogny/A, +n% ()% (logn)? ). (27)

Proof. Using Cauchy-Schwartz inequality we have ) ||f;—n;||1 = O(y/nA,). Also note that n|f, —uh| = Op(1).
i<n

22



Therefore using ([23), we have uniformly in 7, n;:

lgl(Yla T’ivniia p*a ,LL:;) - éz(Yla T’ia ’f’—iv /A)v ﬁn)‘ (28)

=0(l1 = 0"y, + Op log na/nA,) + pinlogna/A, +logny/u,).
Note that for all i < n,
(Y330, 0 s Py ) > Gi(Y im0y, Py T, (29)
since 1) is MLE. While for all 1 < n
Ex, [6:i(Xi 75,0 i 2. 8,)] < By, [G(Yismin, p5 un)]. (30)
By assumption item (4) and using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have, uniformly in i:

Exi [fz(Xn ,’7:7 ﬁ—iu ﬁuﬁn)] - EXz’ I:gl(le ,’7:7 ,’7*—17 p*u /1’:7,)] = OP(M; logn V nAn + N:,n logn V Ap + lOgTL V /1’:,)

(31)

By B0)@1), uniformly in i:

Ex, [6:(Xi; 0,04, b 1) < Ex, [G(Xasn}, 0, p.T,)] + Op(p log ny/nAy + pinlogny/A, + log ny/pu).

(32)
Combine (28)),([22) we have, uniformly in i,
‘ gl(Yla T’ra ’f’—iv /A)v ﬁn) - Exi [éZ(le nra ’f’—ia f)v ﬁn)] ‘
=0(llf = 0" Il1,x,) + Op(u, log n\/niS, + pnlog ny/B,) + Op(n (si5) 2 (log n) ).
Thus combine 29),([32) with @B3]) we have, uniformly in 4,
B (650 0]~ B (60X A0, (34)

=0(||1 —n*||1,v,) + Op(u, logny/nA,) + prnlogny/A,) + Op(n% (HZ)% (log n)%)
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Using (28) again, ([34) becomes: uniformly in ¢,

]Exi [6:(Kss 70, 1 0% 2] = B, [6(Y st 50 0% 113)] ] (35)

=0(li1 = n*[l1,v.) + Op(uy logna/niy) + pinlogny/A,) + Op(n (13,)* (logn) ?).
But by assumption 23] item (5),
‘Exi [6;(Xis0,m% 5, p% 1) — By, [Ei(Yi;nfanii,p*,uZ)]‘ = Q(npy, - ||A; — i l13)
uniformly in 7. Thus conclusion of lemma [5.3] follows. O

Using lemma 5.3 with ||} — n||1,v, replaced by ||n — n||1 and applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we easily

have:

1

sup ||ri; — 7113 = Op(n™ 2 A7 (1) " logn + /A, logn +n "% (i) "2 (logn)?)

Thus the conclusion of theorem follows.

5.4 Proof of proposition

Note that by definition of &/, the discretized parameter space admit some 7 with ||f — n*||3 < nd’? for some true

parameter n*. So by assumption 23] item (4) for some constant Cy > 0 depending only on f,
0> E[L(Y;7, 0", 1)) — B 0%, p%, 117)] > —Cppuyn®6y7. (36)
But
E[(Y:7,p", )] < E[0(Y:;07, 57, 17)] < E[(Y:m7, p%, p17,)]. (37)

Therefore by assumption item (2),

S FGAL A AT ) = Feimiim, et )3 < Can?al?,

i<j<n

for some constant Cy > 0 and some true parameter 17*. Thus the conclusion (1) follows from assumption 23] item
(3)-

To prove conclusion (2), for all i < n, let 7; be the closest point to 0} in B;. So by assumption item (4)
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we have, for some constant Cf

sup | B[ (Yas 5, 075, 6%, 1)) = BlG(Yaini,m7s, 0%, )] | < Copiy (7 + Ay + ndp). (38)

i<n

But

E (Y5, 0% 5, 0% )] < EG(Y 05,7507, 1)) < EWG(Yisnl,nt, p*, un)l. (39)

Combine (B8)([B9) we have,

sup
i<n

E[fi(Yi; ﬁrv ﬁtm 5*7 M:;)] - E[KZ(YM ”7;7 niiv p*7 M:;)] ’ S Céu;(néf + Aﬁ + nAP)’
which implies

sup
i<n

By assumption 23] item (5), this implies

~ * A
sup I = m7]1§ = O + =2 + 4,).

5.5 Proof of theorem [2.17]

Note that lemma 541 holds with true parameter replaced by pseudo true parameter. i.e., for all € > 0 there exists

C. > 0 such that with probability at least 1 — ¢ the following holds:

. * 2 ~x \/E 2 ~x l l 3
(Vi <n) g Nl =5 ll3 < Ce(5 11— 7[5y, + w3 log n/nAy + i logny /A, +n (i7)? (logn) ).

(40)

Here A, = ; 7, — 7113, A, = [|p — p7]|3 and |[v][3y, refers to Yz:;mv]z. The major trouble is the term
1<n J:Yij5

|7 — 7|1y, By definition of 4, we have,

2 ~k \/E 2 ~k
[ — i1l < —1ln; —m—ll%-

3
To simplify notation, set A = logny/ % +logny/A, + %; set A be the adjacency matrix of network, i.e.,
( I(Y;; #0) )l <n s let u; = ||771 713, u= (u1,- - ,u,). Event [@Q) becomes

< \/;ics

Au + C.A. (41)

nun n
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By assumption item (1) for some constant Cp, u; < Cg. Also note that u; # 0 implies u; > d,. Let
1y = (I(ug #0),I(ug #0),--- ,I(u, #0) ). Therefore @Il becomes

f dC.C C.A
Y Al, + 5 (42)

* o2
The point is that if A < Q‘;T"B and u; # 0, then there are at least % many j in the neighbor of

i with u; # 0. But each j will further forces more nodes j' with non zero u;. Set Ms = {i : u; # 0};
N; = {j : Yi; # 0}. Through this procedure we are able to show that d,|M=|, which is a lower bound of

|7 — 7|3, is too large to be smaller than A, if M~ # (. More strictly speaking, if A < then event (A2

2C J
implies that (Vi € M~)|N; N M~ | > % Note that A > logT’L)z, so A < 2o - implies that the condition
of lemma 5.4 namely 6§, > \/8\/_Cf+201°g" holds. Therefore by lemma 54 conditional on event (42]), with
i 1. _ ns? no2 . . .
probability at least 1 — =521 M> = 0 or |IMs| > 728305\/—0 5 But M| > P TePV/ Tei impossible since
néf’z . néi . e
Ay < 2 CVICCn In summary, if A, < 2 CVIC.Ca A< 20 , then we have, for every £ > 0 with probability

at least 1 — e — # M- = (. Thus the proof of theorem 2.11]is accomplished once lemma [5.4] is proved.

Lemma 5.4. If 6,, > 1/8‘/_CC+20W then we have,

2 * £2 1

263C5v/dC.Crs 2V/dC.Cs) ~ n*’
Proof. Note that if —— C:\% o < 2\7/152‘525 then the conclusion follows trivially. So in the following proof,
né> np 62 . . . %

assume 5k > 2\/58585, which implies Csp, < 3.

We prove the conclusion by firstly evaluating P((Vi € M) |[N;NM| > 2\7}‘8 "C ) for a givenset M C {1,2,--- ,n}
and then apply Borel Cantelli’s lemma. Set Z;; = I(Y;; #0), Z = . Z;;. To evaluate P((Vi € M) |[N;NM| >

i<jeM

%), we further divided into two cases:

ey
1 |M|<8 4VdC.C’

2
nd.,

ny
2.8 al | | — 2e3CsVdC.Ci’

4\[0 O —
Firstly we deal with case (1). We use the following Azuma’s inequality:

Lemma 5.5 (Azuma’s inequality). Let Y;,t € {0,1,--- ,m} be a martingale with |Yi41 — Y| < B’ for allt <m
and Yy = 0. Then we have

w2
P(|Yin| > u) <e B7m. (43)

. by
Clearly |N; N M| > Ve on for all ¢ € M implies that

N 1 nuk 6>
{i,j} 1i,j € M,Yi; #05) =2 ) [NinN M| > [M|—="—"—.
{ 170} 2%; 4/dC.Cp
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Note that the partial sum of Z;; — E[Z;;],4,j € M is a martingale. Moreover, since |Z;;| < 1, so by assumption
23l item (2) E[Z] < WC’SM” Therefore if |[M| < 8- "% then we have

4/dC.Cp’
2 2 _
P(z > |M| ol ) < P(Z—Em > M|l _ [MI(M] ”cw;z) (44)
4V/dC.Cp 4/dC.Cp 2
iy, 05

. M| -1
since in case (1) Csu) < 1/8 = Cspy < —="+1—
(1) Csp / 5 M S S 7a0Cn
62
< P(Z _E[Z] > |M|—"#non_ >
8vdC.Cx
by Azuma’s inequality and the fact’Zij —E[Z;] } <1

(M ()’

8VdC.C
<exp{ - e ).
. . . ko2
Thus applying Borel Cantelli’s lemma, if £ < 8- Ve e
]P’( (M, M| = k) (Vi € M) |N; 0 M| > a0 > (45)
) = ? A =
2\/_0503
npiol 2
< ex
P Vaca) !
o 0n i, on }
< expy —————— - [16logn — —————
= p{sﬂoscg 8lo8n = ¢ TC-Co)
since by condition of lemma F.4 ——*"— 0 > 20logn
Yy =
\/_CECB

<exp{—4logn}.

Now we deal with case (2). By Chernoff inequality and independence of Z;;, for every u,t > 0

P(Z > u) <exp{ > log(E[e'79]) } (46)

i<jeM

since by assumption [Z3]item (2) P(Z;; = 1) < Csp,

< exp{w log [1+ (e' — 1)Csp] — tu}.

2
Set
* £2
u :|M|Ln§n,
4N/ dC.Cp
w — u
sIM|(|M] - 1)’
et_].: w/(CSM:)_l
1—w '
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Continue (Z0),

[M(IM] - 1)

5 log [1+ (¢! — 1)Csp] — tu (47)
MM -1 [, 1 Csp w(gds ~ 1)
= 5 [10( i )—wlog(ﬁ)}
_IM(M] - 1)

5 [ —wlogw — (1 —w)log(l —w) + wlog(Csu,) + (1 —w)log(l — Csu,)

1
since in case (2) w < 750~ (1 —w)log(l —w)+ (1 —w)log(l —Csuy,) < w,

M|(|M] -1
< M [ w( —logw + log(Cspl) + 1) }
since | M| < L = e3Csul <w = —logw + log(Csp}) +1 < —2
= 26308\/80806 /1‘77, = g g /’Ln = y
* $2
<_2. |M|M,
4/dC.Cg
Combine [{G)[@7) and apply Borel Cantelli’s lemma, if 8 - % <k< %
IP’((HM \M| = k) (Vi € M)|N; 0 M| > Lﬁl) (48)
’ ' ~ 2V/dC.C3
i 0n
<expiklogn —k - ————
< exp {klog 2\/80803}
* $2
since M > 20logn
8VdC.Cp
<6775k logn'

Now combine the conclusion in case (1) and (2), namely ([@5])([48), we obviously have,

2 * 52 1
1P><(3M, L< M| < — 0y (vie M) [N M| > M) < n(etloBn e losny <
2e3C'sv/dC.Cp 20/dC.Cp n
The proof is thus accomplished. |

5.6 Proof of theorem [2.7]

We firstly establish some properties of the density function g. Let 6;; = o; + ;. Denote by g(-;6i;,6,i, p)
(or g(+; a4, 5, B:, B4, p)) the density function of Y;; in model ([B]). We need the following properties on the log
likelihood of model (3.

Proposition 5.6. There exists constant 0,e,C7,Cs,Cy > 0 (depending on B) such that for all 01,05,91,92 €
[-2B,2B],p,0 € [-B, B|, X € {0,1}? we have:

1. 101 — 01| + |02 — O2| + |p — 0| > & implies

By wg(01,00,0) (102 9(Y5 01,02, p)) — Ey g0, ,0,,p) log (Y3 92,792, 0) > ¢€;
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2. |91 —191|+|92 —192|—|—|p—g| S 0 implies

|log g(X; 01,02, p) — log g(X; 91,72, 0)] (49)

<Cs(10y — O] + |02 — Da| + |p — ol);
3. |91 — 191| + |92 — 192| + |p— Q| S 0 implies

By g(61,60,p) (108 9(Y501,02,0)) — Eyg(.0,,0,.,p) (log g(Y; 91,92, 0)) (50)

>Cr((01 — V1)* + (02 — 92)* + (p — 0)*);

4. [log g(X;01,02,p)| < Co.

Proof. Ttems (1)(2)(4) are trivial.

Fix an arbitrary 01,02, p and regard Ey g6, 6,,p) (l0g g(Y; 91,02, 0)) as a function in 91,92, 0. We prove item
(3) by analysing the Hessian matrix of Ey _4.0,.0,,0)(10g 9(Y;91,72,0)), namely H (91,02, 0), at (¥1,792,0) =

(01,02, p). Let gy(X) = 20EZ0020) | g, (x) = 20XGL020) g () = 20X60020) gp g(X) = g(X; 061,62, p). For

any (a1, az2), we write g;(a1,az2),g(a1,az) for g;((a1,az2)),g((a1,az)) respectively. It is well known that for any

a1 (Y) ) 93(Y)

vector v € R, vI H (6,05, p)v = —Eyg(-61.,65.p) [ (0 oy T2 g;(y) + 37 )2 } Therefore it suffices to

prove that the rank of the following matrix is 3:

91(0,0) g2(0,0) g¢3(0,0)
9(0,0) 7 ¢(0,0) > ¢(0,0)
g1(1,0) 92(1,0) 93(1,0)
g(1,0) > g(1,0) * ¢(1,0) ) (51)
91(0,1) g2(0,1) g3(0,1)
9(0)1) ’ 9(071) ’ 9(071)
g1(1,1) g2(1,1) g3(1,1)
9(1)1) ? g(l,l) ’ g(l,l)

Let Z =1+ e +ef2 4 e01t024p 50 — 01 15 = €92 and 23 = e”. By simple calculation,

CL1Z - Il(l + I2$3)

0 6
gl(al,CLQ) = 73 e 1a1+ 2a2+pa1a2, (52)
asZ —x2(1+2123) g 4 20
92(a17a2) = efrart 2¢l2+pa1a2,
Z2
1022 — T122X3 g 0 10
93(0/170/2) = Te 1a1+ 2a2+pa1a2'
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g1 91(070)792(070)793(070)
Substitute (52) into (BI)) and set |g,| = [g1(1,0), g2(1,0),g3(1,0)| , we have,

23 91(051)792(0;1)793(071)

z1(1+zozxs) zo(l4xi23) T1x2T3
g1 - 72 ) - 72 ) — T Z2
— |z _ zi(twoxs) @az1 (1+z123) ziTaT3
g2 7 72 ’ - 72 ) T2
zi1zo(1+xoxs) Ta wg(l-l-;ﬂl;ﬂg) 111}313
g3 -z 7~ Zr T3
Note that,
z1(1+z2m3) z2(1+z123) T1T2T3
g1 - 72 y T 72 y T T 72
_ z
g2 —T181| — 717 Oa 0
z
g3 — T282 0, 727 0
g1

Since 1, x2,23,Z # 050 |g, — 21g, | is obviously a matrix of rank 3. Since g(X) # 0 for all X € {0,1}2,

83 — 1282
therefore the matrix (&) is of rank 3. Thus the conclusion of item (3) follows.

O

Note that item (1)(2) of assumption 23] clearly holds for model (B]). Therefore by theorem 2] it holds that

) ) ~ * * * 3
Z ||g(';9ij79ji7p) - g(';eijuejiap )||§ = Op(n2(logn)2).

i<j<n

By proposition B0l item (3) we have:

> min{(6; — 0;)%,6} + n*min{(p* - p), 6} = Op(n? (logn)?). (53)

i<j<n

But d is a constant, therefore (B3) is equivalent to

S (61— 05)7 +1(0" — §)* = O,(n? (logn)?). (54)

i<j<n

So it follows directly that

16— p*| = Op(n~% logn). (55)

Now it is easy to deduce the error of d,ﬁ, p. Let w§ = &; — o — A, wf = Bl — B — AB. For simplicity,

we define two distribution p* = 1 3° 6w§x,uﬂ = L1365, ie, u*, p? are uniform distribution on {&; — af —
i<n i<n °
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Aati<n, {BZ — Bf — AB}i<n, respectively. Consider the two random variables w®, w” subject to distributions

u®, 1P respectively.

Since E(w®) = E(w®) = 0 and w® L w”, using (54) we have,
E((w®)?) + E((w”)?) + (Aa+ AB)” = E[ (w” + w’ + Aa+ AB)* | = Op(n~ 2 (logn)?). (56)

This is clearly equivalent to (Aa + AB)2 = O,(n~%(logn)?); and ||& — o — Aa2 + ||B — B* — AB||2 =
0, (v/ii(logn)?).

Thus we finished the proof of all conclusions of theorem 211

5.7 Proof of theorem

Note that a* + Aa, 3" — A« is a true parameter. It follows from theorem 2] that
& — " = Aalf5 + (|8 = B" + Anl[5 = Op(v/n(logn)?)
By proposition 5.0 g satisfies assumption 23] item (2)(4)(5). Thus by theorem 2G|

sup (& — o — Aa)? + (Bi — B + Aa)? = Op(n_i logn). (57)

i<n
But &1 =af =0. So Aa = Op(nfé(logn)%). Thus

sup (&; — 04;-“)2 + (Bl — ﬁf)2 = Op(rfi logn). (58)

i<n

The conclusion of theorem follows.
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