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a modification of “exponential stabilization” conditions from the literature on
geometric graphs provides a useful high-level formulation of weak dependence,
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We discuss practical inference procedures justified by our results and outline a
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LEUNG AND MOON

1 Introduction

Network models have attracted considerable attention in economics as tractable rep-
resentations of non-market interactions, such as peer effects and social learning, and
economic relationships, such as financial and trade networks. The economic perspec-
tive on networks emphasizes the importance of strategic interactions or externalities
(Jackson et al., 2021). One strand of the literature studies social interactions, how
an individual’s behavior interacts with those of her social contacts. A second strand
studies network formation, why an individual chooses particular social contacts in
the first place, and how her choices affect those of others. In both cases, externalities
create a wedge between choices that are optimal from the individual’s perspective and
those that are efficient for society, which has important consequences for policymak-
ing. For instance, they motivate associational redistribution, policies that intervene
on the network structure (Durlauf, 1996). However, when preferences are misaligned
with the policy objective, the endogenous response to the intervention may diverge
from the intended outcome (Carrell et al., 2013). It is therefore of interest to develop
econometric methodologies for measuring network externalities.

The challenge is that network data typically consists of observations on a single
large network, and strategic interactions induce a non-standard form of cross-sectional
dependence between observations. A large-sample theory requires conditions under
which the amount of “independent information” grows with the number of nodes or
agents in the network, despite network dependence.

The main contribution of this paper is a central limit theorem (CLT) for a model
of strategic network formation. We discuss practical inference procedures justified
by the result and also provide a method of proof that can be applied more broadly
to other network models.! Our CLT applies to a large class of network moments
computed from a single large network, which are averages of node-level statistics
n~t Y i, where 1; is some function of the network (or network time series) and
node types. A simple example is the degree of node i, which is the number of links
involving i. More generally, the class of moments includes the average clustering
coefficient, regression estimators, and subnetwork counts, the latter of which is useful

for inference in econometric models of network formation (Sheng, 2020).

LA previous version of the paper also considers applications to dynamic network formation
(Leung and Moon, 2019), and a subsequent paper by Leung (2019a) applies the methodology to
discrete games on networks.
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Such models are useful to understand the incentives for developing social con-
nections, for example the formation of risk-sharing networks in the rural Philip-
pines (Fafchamps and Gubert, 2007) and research partnerships in the biotechnology
industry (Powell et al., 2005). They can be used to distinguish between different
mechanisms for link formation proposed in the theory literature, including prefer-
ential attachment (Barabasi and Albert, 1999), strategic transitivity (Mele, 2022;
Ridder and Sheng, 2022), and homophily (McPherson et al., 2001). Finally, these
models are useful for forecasting the effects of counterfactual interventions (Mele,
2020) and accounting for dependence between the network and unobservables of a
social interactions model (Badev, 2013; Goldsmith-Pinkham and Imbens, 2013).

We emphasize two main technical contributions. The first is an abstract CLT that
holds under high-level conditions, which is an extension of limit theorems from the
literature on geometric graphs. The key condition is a modification of “stabilization”
assumptions from that literature that provides a useful formulation of weak depen-
dence for our purposes. Stabilization essentially requires v; to only be a function of
a random subset of nodes whose size has exponential tails. In our applications, this
random subset is generally a union of network components, which are difficult com-
binatorial objects to analyze. Our primary contribution is to develop a methodology
and set of useful lemmas for deriving tail bounds for complex objects of this type.
We show how the methodology can be used to derive primitive sufficient conditions
for stabilization in models of strategic network formation.

The basic idea behind the methodology is that, in the presence of strategic inter-
actions, the pairwise stability of a link can depend on the existence of “neighboring”
links, which in turn can depend on other links, and so on. The longer the lengths
of these chains of dependent links, the stronger the extent of autocorrelation. We
adopt a well-known technique in random graph theory and bound the lengths of these
chains by subcritical branching processes whose sizes we prove to have exponential
tails. Primitive conditions for subcriticality can be interpreted as weak-dependence
conditions that restrict the strength of strategic interactions, analogous to conditions
imposed on spatial and temporal autoregressive models that bound the magnitude of
the autoregressive parameter below one.

A growing literature studies frequentist inference in network formation models
when the econometrician observes a single network. Leung (2019b) and Menzel (2017)

develop laws of large numbers for models of strategic network formation. The former
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paper modifies a weaker stabilization condition due to Penrose and Yukich (2003)
and uses branching processes to derive primitive sufficient conditions. Our paper
tackles the more difficult problem of obtaining a normal approximation, which nat-
urally requires a stronger stabilization condition, and discusses practical inference
procedures newly justified by the result. We prove the CLT by extending results
in Penrose and Yukich (2005) and Penrose (2007); a more detailed discussion of our
contributions relative to this literature can be found in §3.3. Kuersteiner (2019) takes
a different approach, using a novel conditional mixingale type assumption defined in
terms of a random metric of distance.

Leung (2015b) and Ridder and Sheng (2022) study strategic network formation
under incomplete information. In this setting, links are independent conditional on
observables, whereas the model we study can be microfounded as games of complete
information and allow for unobserved heterogeneity, which generates dependence be-
tween potential links even conditional on observables.

Charbonneau (2017), Dzemski (2019), Graham (2017), and Jochmans (2018) con-
sider dyadic link formation models without strategic interactions but allow for node-
level fixed effects. A large statistics literature studies models without strategic in-
teractions, for example stochastic block models (Bickel et al., 2011) and latent-space
models (Hoff et al., 2002). These are useful for their parsimony and tasks such as
community detection. Chandrasekhar and Jackson (2021) and Boucher and Mourifié
(2017) study other statistical models allowing for interdependence between links.

The next section presents a model of strategic network formation and defines
network moments. In §3, we state high-level conditions for a CLT and outline its
proof. For readers interested in applying a CLT for network formation, we suggest
skipping §3 and reading §4, which provides primitive sufficient conditions for the key
high-level weak-dependence condition in §3. It also outlines a general methodology
for verifying the high-level condition that can be applied to other network models. In
§5, we discuss practical inference procedures, and §6 concludes. All proofs are given
in the appendix and supplemental appendix.

We introduce standard notation and terminology for networks. We represent
a network on a set of n nodes an n x n adjacency matrix, where the ijth entry
A;j;, termed the potential link, is an indicator for whether nodes 7, j are connected.
Following the usual convention, we require that A;; = 0 for all nodes 4, meaning that

there are no self-links. We focus on undirected networks, so A;; = Aj;. For two
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networks A, A’, we say that A is a subnetwork of A’ if every link in A is a link in
A’. A path in a network from node i to j is a sequence of distinct nodes starting with
i and ending with j such that for each consecutive node pair k, k" in this sequence,
Agr = 1. Tts length is the number of links it involves. The path distance between
two nodes 7,7 in A is the length of the shortest path that connects them if a path
exists and oo otherwise. The K-neighborhood of a node ¢ in A, denoted by N4 (i, K),
is the set of all nodes j of path distance at most K from ¢ (including ). Finally the
component of a node ¢ with respect to a network A is the set of all nodes j at finite

path distance from 1.

2 Model

Let NV, = {1,...,n} be a set of nodes, where each i € N, is endowed with a type
(X, Z;). We distinguish X; € R? as the position of node i, a continuously distributed
vector of homophilous (defined below) attributes with density f. Each node pair (3, j)
is endowed with a real-valued random utility shock (;; = (j;. Let {(X}, Z;)}ien and
{Cij: i€ N, j > i} both be i.i.d. and independent.

The observed network A satisfies
Aij = 14V (r, X5 = X511, Sij, Zi, Z5, i) > 0} (1)

where V(+) is an R-valued function, ||-|| a norm on R?, r,, a positive constant that will
control the network’s sparsity, and S;; a vector of statistics that can depend on A and
captures strategic interactions. If we interpret V() as the joint surplus agents ¢ and
j enjoy from forming a link, then (1) corresponds to the well-known pairwise-stability

solution concept under transferable utility (Jackson, 2010).
Example 1. Consider the linear latent index
V(i N1Xs = XG1l, S, Zis Z5, Gig) = (Sigs Zi Z)'0 = 1 | X = XGl| + Gy

and a simple example of S;;
Sij = m]?X AzkAyk (2>

The latter is an indicator for whether 7 and j share a common friend (used for example
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by Menzel, 2017). If the coefficient of S;; is positive, then node pairs (,j) sharing
a common neighbor (S;; = 1) are more likely to form a link. This rationalizes the
well-known stylized fact that networks are commonly highly clustered, meaning that

nodes with common neighbors are themselves typically neighbors (Jackson, 2010).

Example 2. Sheng (2020) studies the specification

V (7“;1||Xi — X, Sij, Zi, Z, Cz'j) = Bo+ (Zi + Z;)' 51

+ Bory, I X = Xl +m Z(Azk + Ajr) + 72 Z AAjr + Gijs (3)
k=1 k=1

This also corresponds to a linear latent index but with

Sij = (i AikAjk, z": A, Y Ajk) - (4)

The first component of (4) plays a role analogous to (2), being a count of the number
of common neighbors. The second and third components are respectively the degrees

(number of neighbors) of ¢ and j. If 71 > 0, this captures a popularity effect.

It should be noted that the assumptions we impose for a CLT require S;; to be
uniformly bounded, and existing work on large-sample theory for network formation
shares this limitation (Boucher and Mourifié, 2017; Menzel, 2017; Ridder and Sheng,
2022). Statistics such as (4) may be modified to satisfy uniform boundedness by
truncation, for example min{> ;_, A, A} for some user-specified constant A.

In §2.1 below, we state an assumption that clarifies how the first component
of V(-) generates homophily and sparsity. In §2.2, we state a general restriction
specifying how S;; may depend on A. We also introduce an equilibrium selection
mechanism since strategic interactions generally result in multiple equilibria (Sheng,

2020). Finally, in §2.3, we define the class of network moments for which provide a
CLT.

2.1 Homophily and Sparsity

A common feature of social networks is homophily, the tendency for those with similar

characteristics to associate. If the joint-surplus function V'(-) is decreasing in the
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first component, then it implies that nodes that are “socially dissimilar” in terms
of positions X; are less likely to form links, which captures homophily in positions.
Positions can abstractly represent node locations in an underlying “social space,” as
in latent-space models (Breza et al., 2020; Hoff et al., 2002). They may also represent
attributes such as income and geographic location.

Another common feature is sparsity, meaning that the number of connections
formed by the typical node is of smaller order than the number of nodes (Barabasi,
2015; Chandrasekhar, 2016). This is often accomplished by scaling the sequence of
models such that the expected degree of any node is asymptotically bounded:

%ZZE[AM] _ o).

i=1j#i

Our first assumption restricts the joint-surplus function V'(-) and the distribution
of (;;, so that the network generated by model (1) satisfies homophily and spar-
sity. Let ®¢(2) = P(¢; = 2). Define V(r; | X; — X;|,¢;) = sup,.. V(r |1 Xi —
Xill, s, 2, 2, (ij), where the supremum is taken with respect to the support of (5;;, Z;, Z;)

(which is identical across 7, j). Finally, recall d is the dimension of Xj.

Assumption 1 (Homophily and Sparsity). For any d € Ry, V' (4, ) is invertible in its
second argument, and its inverse V=1(8, ) satisfies limsupy_,,, 6 1 log ®¢(V1(6,0)) <

0. Furthermore, there exists k > 0 such that, for any n € N,
rn = (/)" ()

Invertibility is satisfied, for example, if the random-utility shock (;; is additively
separable in V(). Homophily is a consequence of the first sentence because P(A4;; =
L 1 X — X5 = 0) < ®:(V71(6,0)), which is required to decrease exponentially
with 6. If V() is not too nonlinear in its first component and the distribution of ¢;;

has exponential tails, then this assumption is satisfied, as shown in the next example.

Example 3. Consider Example 1, and suppose S;; and Z; have uniformly bounded



LEUNG AND MOON

support. Then for some constant M,

I (V (r;1||XZ-—Xj||,Sij,Zi,Zj,Qj) >0 | 7}71||Xi—xj’| = 5)
<P(M -6+, = O (6 — M),
( C]>0) C( )

V(6,Gi) V=1(5,0)

which decays to zero exponentially with ¢ if the distribution of (;; has exponential

tails.

Sparsity holds if r, tends to zero at a certain rate with n. Intuitively, as n
increases, the number of opportunities to form links grows, which promotes density,
whereas as r,, decreases, the number of attractive partners decreases due to homophily,
which promotes sparsity. Our choice (5) in Assumption 1 balances these two forces so
that the expected degree remains asymptotically bounded but nonzero. Under this

sequence, the expected degree is

1 ¢ _
EZZE[AU] = (n = VPV, |1 Xi = X;l, Sij, Zi, Zj, Gij) > 0)
i=1 7

< (- VPG, > V701X - X,[1.0)
~= 0t || PG Ve = 0) @+ e’ = ) deds’ (6

by a change of variables. By (5), if f is continuous, this converges to

o[ L7 e = 21,0) ) e

which is finite because the integrand decays exponentially with ||x—z'|| by Assumption 1.

2.2 Strategic Interactions and Equilibrium Selection

We next formally define the statistics S;; that capture strategic interactions. For any
H < N, let r,'Ty = ((r,;* Xi, Z;) )ienr, the array of (scaled) types for nodes in H, and
Cu = (Gj: i # j,i,j € H), the corresponding array of random-utility shocks. In the
case where H = N,,, we abbreviate r, 1Ty, = r'T,, and {u;, = (-
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For any n € N, we posit the existence of a vector-valued function S, (-) such that
Sij = Su(i, 5,7 ' T, A) (7)

for any nodes 4, j and S, () is invariant to permutations of node labels.?

Under (7), S;; is allowed to be any arbitrary function of the network and nodes’
types. We next impose the common restriction that S, (:) only depends on its ar-
guments through the I-neighborhoods of ¢ and j in A. For any H < N, let
Ag = (Ak: k # 1{k,l} < H), the subnetwork of A on H. Recall from §1 that
Na(i, 1) denotes i’s 1-neighborhood.

Assumption 2 (Local Externalities). For any n € N, 4,5 € N,, with i # j, and
H = NA(i, 1) UNA(j, 1),

Sn(iy g, 77 Ty A) = Sy (3, 4, 7y T, Agg).?

This states that S;; is only a function of nodes linked to either ¢ or j. Most statis-
tics used in the literature satisfy this assumption, including those in Examples 1 and 2,
which appear to be the most common choices (Christakis et al., 2020; Goldsmith-Pinkham and Imbens,
2013; Leung, 2019b; Mele, 2017; Sheng, 2020). Dependence of S, (-) on types also al-
lows for covariate-weighted versions of these examples, such as > ;_; A Zj.
The model thus far is incomplete since multiple networks A may satisfy (1) due
to strategic interactions. Let &(r T}, ¢,) denote the set of such networks (the set of
pairwise stable equilibria). To complete the model, we introduce a selection mecha-

nism, which is the reduced-form mapping from primitives to the observed network.

Assumption 3 (Equilibrium Selection). For any n € N, an equilibrium exists in that
E(r T, ¢,) is non-empty. There exists a function A\, () such that A = X, (1, 'T,, ¢n),
where A\, () maps (r; VT, ) to an element of E(r; ' T, ).

The selection mechanism A, (-) denotes the latent social process by which nodes co-

2Formally, for any bijection 7: N,, — N,, abuse notation by defining =(r,'T,) =
((r ' Xn(iys Zn(i)))ien,, and  similarly 7 (A). Invariance of S,(-) to permutations means
Sn(iy 3,1 T, A) = Sy (w(3), 7(4), m(r;; * Ty,), m(A)), which means that node labels are arbitrary.

3Strictly speaking, we require this to hold for any positive sequence {r, },en for which nrd — &,
the constant defined in Assumption 1, but we will omit this for brevity in this and future assumptions.
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ordinate on an equilibrium. The assumption is standard in the empirical games
literature and also used by Sheng (2020).*

2.3 Network Moments

Our objective is to prove a CLT for network moments, which we define as averages

of node statistics

1 n
- Z wn(% ,,ﬂy:lTn? Cm A)a
s

where 1, (+) is R%-valued.

Example 4 (Subnetwork Counts). A simple network moment is the average degree,
for which 1;(N,,) is node 4’s degree Z?:l A;;. This is proportional to the dyad count
(number of links), and more generally, we can count any other connected subnet-
work, such as the number of triangles, k-stars, or complete networks on k-tuples. For

instance, the triangle count is proportional to >’ A;j A, Aig, with correspond-

i#j#k

ing node statistic Y, A;j A Aii. See §B for a formal definition of subnetwork

g kit j £k
counts.

Subnetwork counts are useful for structural inference. Suppose V' (-) is known up
to some vector of parameters 6. Sheng (2020) defines an identified set for 6 in terms
of moment inequalities of the form

1 n
~ Y E[G; — Hi(6,)] <0,

n 1=1

where Y} | G, is a vector of subnetwork counts and H;(-) is a deterministic function
of the observed subvector of ((X;, Z;))F_,, where k is the size of the subnetwork being
counted (e.g. 3 for triangles). Under the assumptions of Sheng (2020), H;(-) can be

computed by simulation.

4In the empirical games literature, it is perhaps more common to represent the equilibrium se-
lection mechanism as a distribution on &(r;; ' T;,, ,,) conditional on the primitives (r; 1T, (). Our
representation is equivalent. First note that, if we were to extend the domain of A,(:) to incor-
porate an additional random vector v independent of the primitives, then any desired conditional
distribution can be represented as P(\, (r; 1Ty, o, v) = A | 1T, ). Second, it is without loss
of generality to not explicitly include v in the domain because we can always include in each Z;
random variables that are payoff-irrelevant in the sense that they do not enter V() and S, (-).

10
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More generally, we consider the following class of node statistics that includes the

previous example. Recall that Nz(7, K) is i’s K-neighborhood.

Assumption 4 (K-Locality). For some integer K and any n € N, i € N,,, and
H = Na(i,K),
wn(iaﬁ?lTnaCm A) = ¢\H|(i7T;1TH7 CHvAH>

This states that v;(N,,) only depends on the types, random-utility shocks, and the
subnetwork of nodes in i’s K-neighborhood. The average degree and triangle count
both satisfy this for K = 1, and more generally, subnetwork counts satisfy this for
appropriate choices of K. A more complex example is the number of nodes at most

path distance D from node i, which satisfies this assumption for K = D.

Example 5. Returning to Example 4, n=* 3" | H;(6p) is proportional to a U-statistic
of order k, so by the Hoeffding decomposition, n=!' 37" | H;(6y) = n~' 31", Hi(0) +
0,(n~1?) for some H;(f,) that is a non-random function of i’s type (X;, Z;) (e.g.
Leung, 2015a, Proposition B.2). Hence, H;(6,) satisfies Assumption 4 for K = 0.
Since G; is also a node statistic satisfying Assumption 4, so is G; — f]i(é’), SO our

results apply to the sample moments n~' > 7" (G; — H;(6p)).
Finally, without loss of generality, we assume that, for any i € N, and = € R,

,lvbn(la /rrleTH Cna A) = 'an (7'7 ((’T’;lX] + X, Zj))?:la CTH A) and

)‘n(rrlean) = )‘n((rrlej +, Zj))?:bcn)' (8)
This says that scaled positions {r,*X;}" ; only enter node statistics and the selection
mechanism through distances r,;'||X; — Xj||, as distances are invariant to shifting

positions by x. Because X; and Z; may be arbitrarily dependent, X; may also enter

the model as a subvector of Z;, so this is without loss of generality.

3 Stabilization

This section establishes a CLT under a high-level weak-dependence condition (“sta-
bilization”) and discusses the proof technique. In §4, we provide primitive sufficient

conditions for stabilization, so those interested in the application of the result to

11
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strategic network formation may wish to skip to that section, most of which can be
read independently.

Recall from Assumption 3 that, for any H < N, A (r,, YTy, Cy) is the selected
equilibrium network on H under the counterfactual in which the set of nodes is H,

rather than N,,. Abusing notation, we define ¢’s counterfactual node statistic

Vi(H) = Yy (6, T, Sor Ny (ry T, Cr))- 9)

The counterfactual interpretation is due entirely to the last component. It is useful

to contrast this with

Uiy (i, 7, Ty, S, Amr) (10)

which is not counterfactual and can be computed directly from the realized primitives
by restricting to the observed subnetwork on H. For example, if 1;(N,,) is the degree
of node i on the full network, then (10) is ¢’s degree on the subnetwork restricted to
H. Generally, (10) differs from (9) because the networks Ay and g ((r, Ty, {g) do
not coincide. This is due to strategic interactions, which induce nodes in H to form
different links when nodes N,,\H are absent from the model.

For any B < R? (recalling that d is the dimension of X;), let N,(B) = {i €
N,.: X; € B}, the set of nodes positioned in B.

Definition 1. For any n € N and i € N,,, the radius of stabilization
R;i(n, 1) = R(i,7,, Ty, Goy An)

is the smallest random variable R > 0 such that 1;(N,,) = ¢;(N,(B;)) for all sets
B; < RY containing B(r,; ' X;, R).

The radius of stabilization is essentially the smallest radius R such that i’s node
statistic has the same value under all counterfactuals that remove from the model
nodes positioned outside of a neighborhood B(r,'X;, R) of i’s position. The model
primitives (types and random-utility shocks) are fixed under these counterfactuals.
The main idea is as follows. If this radius were “small,” then ¢;(N,,) would primar-
ily depend on a small set of nodes positioned near ¢, in which case node statistics would
be weakly dependent. To establish a law of large numbers (LLN), Leung (2019b) re-

quires the radius to be O,(1), analogous to a condition due to Penrose and Yukich

12
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(2003). However, as subsequent work by Penrose and coauthors established, a CLT
requires stronger control on the distribution of the radius, in particular the thickness
of its tails. We next adapt their ideas to our setting, which accommodates models

with strategic interactions such as (1).

3.1 Abstract CLT

For technical reasons, we need to consider sequences of models indexed by n in which
the network size is not actually n but rather of the same asymptotic order as n. Let
{N,}nen be a sequence of random variables independent of all model primitives such
that

N,, ~ Poisson(n). (11)

A de-Poissonization argument discussed in §3 requires us to consider two different
network sizes: a random size N,, + k, where k is a constant, and a non-random size
m + k, where m = m,, with m,/n — ¢ € (0,00). Our original setup with n nodes
corresponds to m = n and k = 0, and no intuition is lost to the reader who only
considers this case. The need to consider models with different network sizes will be
clarified in the proof sketch in §3.2.

Let f be the density of X1, supp(f) be the support of f, supp(f)* = szl supp(f),
and X = (X;)*

j=1-

Assumption 5 (Exponential Stabilization). For any k € {1,...,4} and k' € {1,2},

1

there exist ng,e > 0 such that limsup,,_,,, w™" max{log 7, (w),log 7,(w)} < 0, where

The(w) = sup sup sup P (Ri(m+k,r,) >w| Xy =xy),
n>ng me((1—e)n,(1+€e)n) xpesupp(f)k

Tp(w)=sup sup P(Ri(N,+Ek,r)>w|Xpy=zp).
n>n0 @y esupp(f)F
The assumption says that the distribution of the radius of stabilization has an expo-
nential tail under various models with NV,, + k and m + k nodes. The use of node 1 in,
for example, R;(m + k,r,) is arbitrary since nodes are exchangeable. The condition
is analogous to those used by Penrose and Yukich (2005) and Penrose (2007), and our
method of proof for the result below is based on theirs but with important differences

in setup discussed in §3.3.

13
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Contrast Assumption 5 with the more familiar concept of M-dependence, which
states that an observation is only correlated with nodes in some non-random neigh-
borhood of known radius M. Stabilization generalizes this to allow neighborhoods to
be node-specific, random, and potentially highly complex functions of the primitives,
including unobservables, as will be clear from the next subsection. In general, bound-
ing the size of this set is far from trivial, and one of our main contributions (discussed
in §4.4) is to demonstrate that branching processes can be used for this purpose.

The next assumption is a moment condition. Let ||z||, denote the component-wise

maximum of a vector z.

Assumption 6 (Bounded Moments). There exist p > 2,¢ > 0, M < o0, and np € N
such that for all m > ng, k€ {1,2}, me (1 —e)n, (1 + €)n), and x; € supp(f)*,

max {E[[[1(Nomsi) 1% | Xk = @], E[l[V1 (N, 46 0 (Ho 0 {15, | Xk = @]} < M

for any sequence of random sets H,, < {2,..., N,, + 1} that may depend on (X;)N .
Additionally, supp(f) is a bounded set.

This says that node statistics have uniformly bounded p > 2 moments. Proposition B.1
verifies this for subnetwork counts (Example 4).
Let 3, = n~'Var(3", ¥i(N5)), Amin(En) its smallest eigenvalue, ||, its entry-

wise maximum, and I,, the identity matrix with the same dimensions as 3J,,.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions 5 and 6, sup,,||3,|| < o, and if additionally
liminf,, o Apin(Xn) > 0, then

1/2%2 E[¢(N,)]) —5 M(0, L,). (12)

i=1

PROOF. See §SA.1. [ |

Other than the independence assumptions at the top of §2 and the normalization
(8), the proof does not utilize the assumptions in §2. While Assumption 3 seems to
be used implicitly in the definition of ;(N,,), the proof of Theorem 1 only makes
use of the fact that \,(-) is a deterministic function of the structural primitives, not

even that its range is the space of networks on n nodes. As such, the result can be
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applied more broadly to other network models. For example, in Leung (2019a), A, (-)
is the reduced-form mapping that takes as input the primitives and outputs both the
network and outcome of a social interactions model given the network.

The difficulty with applying Theorem 1 is verifying Assumption 5. In §4, we

introduce primitive conditions to verify the assumption for model (1).

3.2 Outline of Proof

Step 1. We first establish a CLT for the “Poissonized” model in which the number of
nodes is N, defined in (11), so-called because {X;}Y" has the same distribution as a
Poisson point process with intensity function nf(-) (Penrose, 2003, Proposition 1.5).

Specifically, we show

271/2\/— (Z wz NNn [Z % NNn ]) —d) N(OvIn)v (13)

where 3, = n_l\/ar(Zi]i"l ¥;(Ny,)). This is simpler to prove directly because, unlike
{X;}7_,, the Poisson process {X;}\" possesses a well-known spatial independence
property: for any disjoint subsets Sy, Sy € R, { X} ~ Sy| AL { X} A Sy

We prove (13) by adapting a theorem due to Penrose and Yukich (2005) (see
our Theorem SA.1.1). We proceed by first partitioning the support of X; into cubes
Q1,- .., Qy, of slowly growing volume and representing the moment n=* 7" | ¢;(Ny,,)
as a double sum over cubes and nodes within cubes n~! 221 j_V:il 1ij(Ny, ), where
N; is the number of nodes positioned in (); and 75 indexes the jth node positioned
in cube 7. Spatial independence of the Poisson process implies independence of node
positions across cubes. On the other hand, node statistics are complex functionals of
the process and hence are generally not independent across cubes.

However, since stabilization implies that node statistics ;;(N,,) are primarily de-
termined by nodes relatively proximate to ij, and hence, cubes relatively proximate
Q;, it can be shown that the dependence structure of {3V i1 Vi (N N, ) 12 is “approx-
imately” characterized by a certain “dependency graph.” This is a network in which,
roughly speaking, two observations are linked if and only if they are dependent. In
our case, observations are cubes, which we connect if and only if they are relatively
proximate. Careful construction of the cubes ensures a small approximation error for

the dependency graph characterization, and applying a CLT for dependency graphs
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(Chen and Shao, 2004) delivers the result. For precise details, see §SA.1.1.

Step 2. Since N,/n 2> 1, {X;}7, and {X;}Y should be “similar,” so given (13),
we expect a similar result for the original model. The second “de-Poissonization”
step of the proof, which follows Penrose (2007), shows that this intuition is correct,
provided we properly adjust X, downward to obtain the correct variance X, (see
our Theorem SA.1.2). Intuitively, an adjustment is required because N,, contributes
extra randomness to the asymptotic distribution.

More specifically, define the add-one cost

Zn = Yot Nas1) + D (i Warn) — i(NG)). (14)

i=1

This is the aggregate counterfactual impact on the total >, ¥;(N,,) from adding a
new node labeled n 4+ 1 to the model. The first term is the direct effect of adding
n + 1, which is its own node statistic. The second term is the indirect effect, which
is the new node’s impact on the statistics of all other nodes. A key step of the proof
establishes that

n~1/? (Z %’(NNn) —E [Z wi(NNn)]>
—n 12 (i i(N,) — E [i %(Nn)D

+ n_l/z(Nn —n)E[=ZN, ] + 0,(1).

This may be viewed as a first-order expansion with respect to the number of nodes,
comparing N, to n. The “derivative” is E[Zy, | since it captures the change in mo-
ments as a result of a unit increment in the number of nodes. By (13), the left-hand
side is asymptotically normal, and by the Poisson CLT, so is n="?(N,, — n)E[Zy,].
Because N,, is independent of all other primitives, we can then establish that the
first term on the right-hand side is asymptotically normal by an argument using

characteristic functions; for details see the end of §SA.1.2.
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3.3 Related Literature

The proof is closely based on arguments in Penrose and Yukich (2005) and Penrose
(2007), whose results pertain to geometric graphs without strategic interactions. The
innovation in Theorem 1 is primarily conceptual, namely, the recognition that an ap-
propriate modification of stabilization allows us to adapt their results to econometric
models of interest. Our main technical innovation is the use of branching processes in
the proof of Theorem 2 in §4 to derive primitive conditions for stabilization in models
with strategic interactions. Leung (2019b) uses branching processes to establish an
LLN, while we tackle the more difficult task of proving a CLT, which requires us to
establish new exponential tail bounds for the radius of stabilization (Lemma A.4).
The setup and assumptions used in Penrose’s work are not directly applicable to
our setting, so we cannot simply verify their conditions. However, we show that their
proofs can be translated to our setting, which differs in three main aspects. The first
is the definition of the radius of stabilization. We reformulate the definition in terms
of counterfactual models (9) and require invariance of i’s node statistic to the removal
of nodes outside of N,,(B;). In contrast, the literature’s definitions demand invariance
to the removal and addition of new nodes. Invariance to addition is typically violated
in the models we study due to strategic interactions. Second, X; may be correlated
with Z; in our setup, whereas the literature requires independence, but this turns out
to have little effect on the proofs. Third, our model includes pair-specific shocks ¢;;,
which intuitively poses little problem due to the high degree of independence. They
are independent across pairs, whereas type pairs ((X;, Z;), (Xj, Z;)) are correlated

across pairs sharing a common node, for example (7, j) and (i, k).

4 CLT for Network Formation

Theorem 1 establishes a CLT in an abstract setup under an exponential stabilization
condition, which is a high-level formulation of weak dependence for the node statistics
{1:(N,)} ;. This section provides a CLT for the network formation model in §2 under
primitive conditions. We also outline a methodology for deriving primitive conditions

for stabilization in other network models.
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4.1 Strength of Interactions

Consider the following measure of the strength of strategic interactions:

P (Xi, Zi, X5, Z5) = P(sup V(r, | X — X5l 8, Zi, Z5, Gy) > 0 | Xi, Zi, X5, Z;)

— P(inf V(r, "X, — X;|l,8, Zi, Zj, Gj) > 0| X;, 23, X5, Z;) (15)

(assuming measurability). This is the effect on link formation of changing S;; from
its “lowest” to its “highest” possible value, conditional on types. In other words, it
is the maximal change in linking probability induced by the strategic interactions
component of V(-).

Let d, be the dimension of Z; and ®,(- | z) the conditional distribution of Z; given
X, = x. Recall that f is the density of X;. For any h: R? x R% — R, define the

mixed norm

1/2
1Al = sup (f h(x,z>2dq>*<z>) |
Rdz

xeR4

where ®*(-) is a distribution on R% given in the next assumption.

Assumption 7 (Subcriticality). There exists a distribution ®*(-) on R% such that,
for any (z, z) € supp(Xy, Z1) and 2’ € supp(f),

J pr(z, 22" 2') dP, (2 | ') < J pi(x, z; 2, 2") dO*(2)).
Rd=

Rz

Furthermore, for f = sup,cpa f(z) and k in (5),

1/2
|hpllm <1 where hp(x,2) = kf <J pi(x, 22, 2)? d@*(z/)) de’.
re \JR

ds
The first equation is a regularity condition. The substantive requirement is ||hAp||m <
1, which is a slightly stronger version of Assumption 6 of Leung (2019b). This restricts
the partial equilibrium effect of strategic interactions because (15) captures the direct
effect of S;; on A;; but not subsequent adjustments in the network that lead to a new
equilibrium. Simulation results in Leung (2019b) show that the general equilibrium
effect of strategic interactions can still be substantive under this assumption.

Requiring ||hp||m < 1 is the network analog of well-known weak-dependence con-
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ditions for linear spatial or temporal autoregressive models. These require the magni-
tude of the autoregressive parameter to be bounded below one, which restricts the de-
gree of spatial or temporal dependence. In the linear-in-means model, this corresponds
to the requirement |3| < 1, where (3 is the endogenous peer effect (Bramoullé et al.,
2009). For nonlinear models, deriving an analogous condition is necessarily more com-
plicated; see for instance equation (9) of de Jong and Woutersen (2011), which per-
tains to dynamic binary choice models. Their condition has some similarities to ours,
but ours is significantly more complicated to derive since we study a simultaneous-
equations model with multiple equilibria.

Sheng (2020) does not impose Assumption 7 because she considers the case of
many small independent networks. Our condition is as primitive as possible at this
level of generality, but we may obtain further insight by specializing to a linear model

with normal errors.
Example 6. Consider the following variant of Example 3:
V(i NXa = Xl Sijy Ziy Z5, Gig) = 01+ Siyb2 — O3(r, 1 X — X50)2 + Gy,

where X; ~ U([0,1]?), ¢;; ~ N(0,1), and S;; has uniformly bounded support, so that

|5];02] < 5’0, for some vector of constants S. Then

ho(@',2)=wf | P(—50y <0 — 0]z —2'||> + G2 <0) da
R2
_ 4 [®(0:1 + S0y — 03]|x]|*) — B(61 — O5]|z]|*)] dw
]R2

— 2;{7?[ 2[@(6 + S0y — 052°) — @61 — 0527)] d=
0

by a change of variables to polar coordinates, where 7 is the transcendental con-
stant. Let h(x) = x®(z) + ¢(x), where ®(-) and ¢(-) are the normal CDF and PDF,

respectively. The integral has a closed-form expression, resulting in

RTT

|hD|lm = ) (h(61 + S'65) — h(61)).

In order for the right-hand side to be less than one, which is sufficient for Assumption 7,

0> must not be too large in magnitude, which is a direct restriction on the strength of
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strategic interactions. Similarly, in the case of Sheng’s payoff function (3), Assumption 7
implicitly restricts the magnitudes of v; and 7, which is analogous to standard re-

strictions discussed above on autoregressive parameters or the endogenous peer effect.

4.2 Strategic Neighborhoods

We use branching process theory to formulate Assumption 7. Leung (2019b) derives
a similar condition, which ensures that a certain branching process has asymptoti-
cally bounded size (the “subcritical” regime), in which case node statistics are weakly
dependent and an LLN may be derived. Assumption 7 slightly strengthens this con-
dition, and the technical details are more involved because we seek to establish a
CLT. For this, we need not just asymptotic boundedness but also appropriate tail
bounds on the size of the branching process.

We next introduce some definitions to explain the intuition. They are also needed

to state our second weak-dependence condition below. Let

Dy =1 {{Sup V(r 1Xe = X511, s, Ziy Z5, Gig) > 0}
ALtV X = X5, 7, Z5,G) < 0}, (16)

whose conditional expectation is (15). If inf, V(r, | X; — X;|, s, Zi, Z;, Gij) > 0, then
the link between ¢ and j is robust in the sense that the pairwise stability condition
(1) holds regardless of the state of the network A, which enters V() only through
S,;. Likewise, if sup, V (r, |1 X; — X;ll, s, Zi, Z;, Cij) < 0, the potential link is robustly
absent in the sense that, regardless of the network state, no link forms. In either case,
D;; = 0. If instead D;; = 1, then A;; is non-robust in the sense that changes to the
ambient network may well affect the pairwise stability of A;;.

Let D be the n x n matrix with ijth entry D;; for ¢« # j and D;; = 0 for all 1.
Viewing D as a network, let C; denote ¢’s component in D, recalling from §1 that
a component is a connected subnetwork that is disconnected from the rest of the

network. Define i’s strategic neighborhood
CH=0c;, v {j eN,: Igl%xian(rngXj — Xkl s, Zj, Zk, Cji) > O} , (17)
eC; S
which adds to C; the set of all nodes that possess a robust link to some member
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of C;. Consider, for example, the network depicted in Figure 1, where dotted lines
represent non-robust links (those of the network D), solid lines represent robust links,
and the absence of a line between two nodes represents a robustly absent link. The
observed network A is a subnetwork of the depicted network since A;; may be 1 or 0
if D;; = 1. The components of D are the two islands obtained by removing the solid
line: {1,2,3} and {4, 5,6}. The strategic neighborhoods are {1, 2, 3,4} and {3, 4, 5, 6}.

Figure 1: A network with two strategic neighborhoods.

Strategic neighborhoods play a crucial role in our analysis. They roughly corre-
spond to weakly dependent network subunits or distinct games (although they may
have nodes in common, as in the previous example). To see this, consider a counter-
factual policy intervention that alters the link between nodes 5 and 6, while keeping
fixed all other structural primitives. Because D; = 1, Ays is non-robust, so this
policy intervention may affect the joint surplus enjoyed by 4 and 5. As a result, their
best (myopic) response may be to change their potential link. If they do so, their
choice may in turn affect the links of other nodes. However, in Figure 1 no other po-
tential links end up affected because the potential link As, is robust. Consequently,
the subnetwork on the strategic neighborhood {1, 2, 3,4} is unaffected by counterfac-
tual manipulations of potential links involving nodes outside of this neighborhood.
The following result, which corresponds to Proposition 1 of Leung (2019b), formalizes
this observation, showing that the pairwise stability of the subnetwork on a strategic
neighborhood C;' is invariant to the counterfactual removal of nodes M,,\C;" from the

model.
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Proposition 1. Under Assumption 2, for any n € N and strategic neighborhood C'*,
E(r ' Tev,Cov) = {Acr : Ae E(r' T, Co)}  a.s.

The left-hand side is the set of pairwise stable networks under the counterfactual
model in which the set of nodes is C*, rather than N,,. The right-hand side is the
set of subnetworks on C'* of all pairwise stable networks under the model with nodes
N,. The proposition asserts the two are equivalent, and in this sense, the game on
C;" is separate from the game on any other strategic neighborhood. This property is
unusual because if we consider an arbitrary set of nodes H, the subnetwork of A on
H would generally fail to be pairwise stable under the counterfactual that N,\H is
removed from the model since nodes in H would typically adjust their links in best
response to the deletion of the remainder of the network. Strategic neighborhoods are
the exception to this rule. Leung (2019b) uses this stability property to prove an LLN,
while Leung (2020) exploits it to devise an algorithm for computing & (r;'T},, ¢,) in
polynomial time. We utilize it to establish a CLT.

Because strategic neighborhoods roughly correspond to weakly dependent sub-
units, we seek to obtain conditions under which we have many such neighborhoods,
which is the case when the distribution of neighborhood size has well-behaved tails.
To establish the latter, we employ a well-known technique used in random graph
theory for bounding the size of a network component C;, which is to construct a
branching process whose size stochastically dominates that of the component (e.g.
Bollobas and Riordan, 2012). Our constructions can be found in §A.1.

The basic idea is to explore the component via breadth-first search by starting at
an arbitrary node in C}, branching to its neighbors, the neighbors of its neighbors,
and so on. This is akin to growing a branching process, a model of population
growth in which individuals in a given generation independently produce a random
number of offspring. If the average number of offspring is less than one, the total
size of the process is finite with probability one, in which case the process is called
“subcritical,” so the size of C; is asymptotically bounded. In §A.2, we utilize a tail
bound on the size of subcritical branching processes to obtain tail bounds for sizes of
strategic neighborhoods under Assumption 7. This is a key ingredient for verifying

Assumption 5.
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4.3 Coordination

Our final weak-dependence condition imposes a restriction on the selection mecha-
nism. The basic issue is that if we have, for example, an entry game played in two
separate markets, these markets are not independent if their selection mechanisms
both depend on a common signal. In our setting, markets are strategic neighbor-
hoods, so there exist selection mechanisms A, (-) that introduce arbitrary dependence
(“coordination”) between the realizations of subnetworks on different strategic neigh-
borhoods.

Example 7. Consider Figure 1, and suppose that types and random utility shocks
are realized such that the strategic neighborhood {1, 2, 3,4} has two possible pairwise
stable subnetworks, which we denote A; and A,. That is, (1, 'Ty, ) = {A1, Ay}
for H = {1,2,3,4}. Further suppose there exists a unique pairwise stable sub-
network on {3,4,5,6}, so that |E(r,'Ty/,Cx)| = 1 for H = {3,4,5,6}.° Then
E(r T, &) = {A;), AL}, where A) (A}) denotes the equilibrium in which the sub-
network on {1,2,3,4} is A; (Az). Consider a selection mechanism A, (-) that chooses
A if Z5 lies in a certain set and otherwise chooses A,. Then the realization of all
potential links in the network depends on Zs, so potential links generally fail to be
weakly dependent. The effective problem is that all nodes in the network “coordinate”

on the same public signal Zs.

Our next assumption rules out coordination of this type. It requires a form of
“decentralization” under which a given strategic neighborhood C'* selects its pairwise
stable subnetwork on the basis of the types and random-utility shocks of nodes in
C™ alone. Intuitively, strategic neighborhoods correspond to distinct games, and
equilibrium selection needs to be independent across games that have no nodes in
common (those with nodes in common, such as the two in Figure 1, are naturally
allowed to be dependent).

As with our Assumption 7, Sheng (2020) does not impose such an assumption
because she considers a setting with many small independent networks. However,
this necessarily implies that equilibrium selection is independent across network ob-

servations. Our condition is the analog for the single-network setting.

5Since Asy, for example, is a robust link, its realization is necessarily the same under all such
subnetworks.
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To formally state the assumption, let A, (r, T}, ¢,)| ; be the restriction of the
range of \,(+) to networks on H. For example, under Assumption 3, \,(r; T}, ,) =
A, so )\n(rngn,Cn)‘H = Ay.

Assumption 8 (Decentralized Selection). For any n € N, i € N,,, and H = C},
An(rrlena Cn)‘H = )‘|H\<T;1TH7 CH)

It is important to understand the difference between the left- and right-hand sides of
the equality. On the left-hand side, we have an n-node model in which the selection
mechanism chooses network A. We then take the subnetwork Ay on ¢’s strategic
neighborhood H = C;". On the right-hand side, we instead counterfactually remove
nodes in NV,,\ H from the model while fixing all other structural primitives, so that we
have a |H|-node model, and the selection mechanism Ajg(-) chooses some network
ANw|(r Ty, Cgr). For any arbitrary H = N, it will typically not be the case that Ay
(the realized subnetwork on H) equals Ay ((r, Ty, {y) (the counterfactual subnet-
work). However, if H is a strategic neighborhood, then as discussed in the previous
subsection, the set of pairwise stable subnetworks on H, namely &(r, Ty, {y), is
equivalent to the set subnetworks on H of pairwise stable networks on N,,, namely
{Ag: Ae &(r'T,,¢,)}. Tt is therefore well-defined to impose Assumption 8.
Assumption 8 corresponds to Assumption 7 of Leung (2019b). The assumption
rules out selection mechanisms in which all nodes coordinate on the basis of a common
signal, such as a single node’s type. In the special case where there exists a unique
equilibrium on N,,, for instance if there are no strategic interactions, the assump-
tion holds trivially. More generally, the condition is satisfied by variants of myopic
best-response dynamics, which are the most widely used selection mechanisms in the
theoretical and econometric literature on dynamic network formation (e.g. Jackson,
2010; Mele, 2017; Leung, 2019b). A simple example of myopic best-response dynamics

is the following.

Example 8. Arbitrarily order all pairs of nodes, and begin with the empty network
A (for example). For the first pair of nodes (7,j), update Ay by setting A;; =
WV (r X — X5, Sijy Ziy Z5, Ci) > 0}, where S;; = S,.(4, 4, r,, Ty, Ag), the network
statistics evaluated at the prior network. Repeat for all pairs of nodes to obtain Ay,

and then repeat this process until convergence.
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These dynamics may be run on the entire set of nodes N,, to obtain an equilibrium.
Equivalently, they may be run separately on each strategic neighborhood, after which

we take their “Cartesian product” to obtain the same equilibrium (Leung, 2020).

4.4 Main Results

The last assumption we require is a regularity condition.

Assumption 9 (Regularity). Either p.(X1, Z1; Xo, Z3) = 0 a.s. for anyr > 0 in a

netghborhood of zero, or

(x,z)esi;%f(xl,zl)iiirolonE[pr”(Xl’ 71, X0, Z0) | Xo = 2,7, = 2] > 0.
The choice of nodes 1 and 2 is arbitrary because nodes are exchangeable. The case
pr(X1, Z1; X, Z5) = 0 corresponds to a model without strategic interactions, which
is only mentioned for completeness. For the more interesting case, the assumption
essentially requires that strategic interactions are sufficiently nontrivial for all nodes
in the sense that p,, (X1, Z1; X», Z5) is at least order n~!, which is a very mild re-
quirement. It is typically satisfied because the two probabilities in (15) are upper and
lower bounds on the probability of link formation, and the latter is order n~! under

sparsity by (6).

Example 9. Consider Example 6, and recall the notation used there. Following the

derivation in that example and (6),

nE[p, (X1, Z1; X0, Z5) | X4 = 2,21 = 2]

1
= 2nr2ﬂf 4 [(19(91 + 5/92 - 9322) - @(91 - 9322)] dZ
0

If 65 = 0, this corresponds to the case p.(Xi, Z1; X2, Z2) = 0 a.s. Otherwise,
Assumption 9 holds if S # 0 since nr2 = xk > 0 by (5).

Theorem 2. Assumptions 1-4 and 7-9 imply Assumption 5.

PROOF. See §A. We provide a proof sketch below. [ ]
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Theorems 1 and 2 immediately imply the following CLT for the model in §2.

Corollary 1. Under Assumptions 1-4 and 6-9, sup, ||X,|| < o, and if additionally
liminf,, o Apin(Xn) > 0, then (12) holds.

At this level of generality, these conditions are close to as primitive as possible, but
we can derive conditions that are more primitive still with additional structure. We

illustrate with Example 6.
Corollary 2. Consider the network formation model
V(r, N Xs = X1, Sij, Zis Z5, Gig) = 01+ Sii02 — 0s(r, ' 1 X — X507 + G

where v, is defined in (5), {X;} “ U([0,1]2), {¢;} © N(0,1), and there exists a
vector of strictly positive constants S such that |157,02] < S'0y a.s. for any n. Assume

the following.

(a) For h(z) = x®(x) + ¢(x), where ®(-) and ¢(-) are the normal CDF and PDF,

respectively,
KT

9 (h(é’l + 5/92) — h(@l)) < 1.
3
(Ezample 6 for an economic interpretation.)

(b) Externalities, as determined by S;;, are local in the sense of Assumption 2.

(c) The equilibrium is selected via myopic best-response dynamics as in Example 8.

If 300 (V) ds a vector of subnetwork counts (Example 4), then (12) holds.
PRrROOF. We verify the conditions of Corollary 1. Assumption 1 holds because
D (V71(65,0)) = D (036% — 01 — 5'0,),

which decays to zero exponentially with § since @, is the complementary CDF of
the standard normal distribution. Assumption 2 holds by (b). Assumptions 3 and
8 hold by (c). Assumption 4 holds because we consider subnetwork counts (see
Example 4). Assumption 6 follows from Proposition B.1. Assumption 7 follows from

(a) (see Example 6). Finally, Assumption 9 holds because S # 0 (see Example 9). m
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4.5 Method of Proof

We next detail the method of proof for Theorem 2, which has been applied to other
network models, including games on networks (Leung, 2019a) and dynamic network
formation (Leung and Moon, 2019). We illustrate the idea for the case of the average
degree moment where v;(N,) = 377, A;;. The goal is to construct an upper bound

on the radius of stabilization that has exponential tails.

Step 1. Recalling (9), we construct a set of nodes J; < N, positioned near i such
that

$i(Nn) = ¥i(Js). (18)

That is, 7’s node statistic is invariant to the counterfactual removal of nodes outside
of J;. A trivial choice is J; = N,,, but the challenge is to find a set that is relatively
small so that step two below is possible. Given such a set, the radius of stabilization

is upper bounded by the largest neighborhood about ¢ containing J;:
R;(n,r,) < Ri(n,r,) = mz}xr;lHXi - X (19)
JE€Ji

In the case of degree, which is simply the 1-neighborhood size, a naive choice of
J; might be i’s 1-neighborhood N4(7,1). To see why this does not generally satisfy
(18), consider node 6 in Figure 1, whose 1-neighborhood is {5,6}. Due to strategic
interactions and the fact that Dsg = 1 (their potential link is non-robust), Ass may
differ under the counterfactual that removes node 4 € N,,\{5, 6} from the model.

A better choice is J; = C;', which does satisfy (18). To see this in Figure 1, notice
that Cf = {3,4,5,6}. Under Assumption 8, the equilibrium subnetwork on Cf is
invariant to the removal of {1,2}. Since C;" necessarily contains i’s 1-neighborhood,
(18) holds.

Step 2. We show that |J;| has exponential tails. First, §A.1 establishes that |J;|
is stochastically bounded above by the size of a certain branching process when J;
consists of components (e.g. C;) and K-neighborhoods. Then Lemma A.3 shows that
the size of the branching process has exponential tails using Assumptions 7 and 9 and
auxiliary lemmas in §SA.2.

In the case of average degree, J; = C;" is the union of a component of a network

D and certain 1-neighborhoods due to the addition of robust links in the definition
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of C;". For more general node statistics satisfying Assumption 4, we construct J; in
(A.2) as a union of components and K-neighborhoods. Leung (2019a) provides a
different construction of J; for games on networks and Leung and Moon (2019) for
dynamic network formation, but all constructions are unions of these same objects,

so the auxiliary lemmas in §SA.2 may be applied to obtain the desired tail bounds.

Step 3. We translate the tail bound for |J;| into one for R;(n,r,). Intuitively,
if |.J;| is small, then so will be R;(n,r,) since nodes are homophilous in positions
(Assumption 1), so each j € J; will typically be close to 7 in terms of distance 7, || X; —

Xj||. Lemma A.4 provides the formal argument.

5 Applications to Inference

We close with a discussion of inference procedures justified by Theorem 2.

5.1 Inference on Network Moments

Define p19 = E[¢1 (V)] and o = n~' 7" 4;(N,,). Consider testing the null hypoth-
esis

Hy: po = p.

This is empirically relevant for the reporting of stylized facts in the networks liter-
ature. Such facts are obtained by computing various network summary statistics,
which are seldom accompanied by formal uncertainty quantification due to a lack
of available methods. Leung (2022) discusses two particular examples: testing for
nontrivial clustering (his §3.3) and testing for a power law degree distribution (his
§3.4). Both cases fall within the setup here. We next discuss two tests available in the
literature that are justified by our CLT. Confidence regions for py can be obtained

by test inversion.

Single large network. If the sample consists of a single network, we may apply
the resampling procedure proposed by Leung (2022). Let « be the desired level of
the test, R, = (n/2)*? rounded to the nearest integer, II be the set of all bijections
(permutation functions) on {1,...,n}, and 7 = (m,)%, be i.i.d. uniform draws from
L Let V = n"' 3" (¢:(N;) — 1) (i(N;) — f1)', the sample variance. Define the test
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statistic

\/dTRn 2, Wry (M) = iV (M) = ),

recalling that d, is the dimension of the range of ¢(). Let z;_, be the 1 — a quantile

Ty(p;m) =

of the standard normal distribution. The test rejects if and only if

Tu(p;m) > 21-q-

Theorem A.1 of Leung (2022) provides conditions under which the test is asymp-
totically level o under Hy. The main assumption that needs to be verified is 4/n-
consistency of /i, which is a consequence of our Theorem 2.5

For intuition on the importance of 4/n-consistency, consider a simpler test statistic
studied by Leung (2019a):

Rl\/I

T ( s T 2 _1/2 ,l7b7r'r(1 ) ,U)

for RM = \/n rounded to the nearest integer. To understand its asymptotic behavior,

we add and subtract its conditional mean:

Rl\/I

WZ V2 (0, (NG = Bl ) (N3 | {5V F )

n r=1

R]W

Z V(B )W) | (9NN ] = 1),

\/ R%

Conditional on the data {1;(N,,)}",, the permutations 7, are independent, so the first
term is an average of RM conditionally independent observations and therefore obeys a
CLT. The second is a bias term that can be shown to equal (RM /n)Y2V =12, /n(ji—p).
Hence, under Hy and y/n-consistency, this is order (R /n)'/2 = o(1).

Multiple large networks. A drawback of the previous procedure is that it is
inefficient, having a rate of convergence slower than y/n since RM = o(n). If the

sample consists of multiple independent large networks, then more powerful methods

5The LLN in Leung (2019b) does not deliver a rate of convergence.
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are available from the cluster-robust inference literature. Consider a sequence of L
independent networks indexed by n, where each network ¢ = 1,..., L has size ny
satisfying ng/n — ¢, € (0,0) as n — 0. Let g = n; ' >, 1¥;(N,,), the network
moment computed on network /. Assume there exists a universal population moment
to such that E[fif] = po 4+ o(n='2) for all £. We seek to test the null Hy: g = pu.

We consider the randomization test proposed by Canay et al. (2017). For S, , =
Vne(pt — p) and S, = (S,)f;, define the Wald statistic

7(S,) - (% ; 5;M> (% ;1 Sn,gs,;é> (% ; Sn,z> .

We obtain critical values from the randomization distribution {T'(7S,): 7 € {—1,1}}}
where 75, = (7S, ), for 7 = (m)l,. Let a be the desired level of the test,
q = 2%(1 — @) rounded up to the nearest integer, and ¢y, ;_, be the gth largest value
of {T(nS,): me {—1,1}F}. The test rejects if and only if

T(Sn> > Crl-a-

The test is asymptotically level « if the limit distribution of the vector of network
moments is asymptotically normal, which is a consequence of our Theorem 2. Intu-
itively, under Hy and asymptotic normality, {S, ¢}/, are approximately independent
draws from a mean-zero normal distribution. Hence, multiplying these draws by +1
does not change the asymptotic distribution of 7'(.S,,), which is the key justification
for the validity of randomization tests (see §2 of Canay et al., 2017, for a review of

such tests).

5.2 Structural Inference

We revisit Example 4, which concerns structural inference using moment inequalities
proposed by Sheng (2020). Recalling the setup there, let 6 denote the true parameters
of V(-). We maintain the assumptions of Corollary 1 in order to apply our CLT. To
test the hypothesis Hy: 6y = 6, we test the moment inequality
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using the moment inequality test proposed by Leung (2022).

Returning to the single-network setting, let p; be the kth component of py,
Vi, (N,) the kth component of ¢;(N,,), and Ty x(ug; 7) the U-type statistic defined in
the previous subsection but computed with scalar data {u;z(N,,)}";. Also let jix be
the kth component of /i and Vi the kth diagonal entry of V. Define the test statistic

Qn(m) = max {TUk (0;7) — pp1{f, < 0}}, where

1<k<d,

/Rn Cr—1~2

Let 7y, ..., 7 be i.i.d. with the same distribution as 7. Let ¢ = L(1 — «) rounded up
to the nearest integer and cr ;o be gth largest value of {max;<r<a, Tvx(fix; 7o)},

The test rejects if and only if
Qn(ﬂ-> > CL,lfa-

Theorem 2 of Leung (2022) provides conditions under which the test is asymptotically
level o under Hy. The main assumption that needs to be verified is /n-consistency
of fi, which is a consequence of Theorem 2.

In order to construct more powerful tests, we require either a consistent estimate

of ¥, or a valid resampling procedure, topics we leave to future research.

6 Conclusion

This paper develops a large-sample theory for a model of network formation with
strategic interactions and homophilous agents when the data consists of a small sam-
ple of large networks or possibly a single network. We prove a general CLT under
a high-level weak-dependence condition and provide a general methodology for its
verification. We apply the methodology to obtain primitive conditions for a CLT for
moments of pairwise stable networks. The methodology can be more broadly applied
to dynamic network formation (Leung and Moon, 2019) and models of discrete choice
with social interactions (Leung, 2019a). There are several important directions for
future work. Concentration inequalities for stabilization would be useful, for exam-
ple, for deriving lower-level conditions for uniform convergence of nonparametric or

high-dimensional estimators using network data. It is also of interest to develop effi-
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cient alternatives to the inference procedures in §5 that only require a single network

observation.

A Proof of Theorem 2

The results in this section make use of the following notation. Because we are ver-
ifying Assumption 5, we consider a model with m nodes and sparsity parameter r,
with m potentially different from n. For m,n € N, we let A = \(r;'T,,,¢n), per
Assumption 3. For the same primitives (r; 'T,, (), let D = D(m) be the network
on N, with ijth entry D;; defined in (16). Let C; = C;(m) be ’s component in D(m),
and define C;" = C;'(m) as in (17). Define M = M (m) as the m x m adjacency
matrix with all M;; = 0 and 7jth entry

Mij = 1{ sup V(’T’;lHXZ — X]H, S, Zi> Zj, CZ]) > O} (A].)
Finally, for any J < N,, and i € J, abbreviate

Vi(J) = 0,1, Ty, o Ay) = (6, Ty, Cy Ay (' T, 6)).-

PROOF OF THEOREM 2. Lemma A.1 constructs, for any i € NV,,, a set J; satisfying
(18). In §A.1, we construct a branching process X/ (X;, Z;; K), defined in (A.7),
whose size stochastically dominates |J;| (Lemma A.2). Lemma SA.2.3 derives an
exponential tail bound on the size of the branching process, which is used to establish
a corresponding tail bound for |J;| in Lemma A.3. Finally, Lemma A.4 translates this
to a uniform exponential tail bound on R;(m,r,) defined in (19). Since this is an

upper bound on the radius of stabilization, we have verified Assumption 5. [ ]

The following lemma corresponds to Lemma 1 of Leung (2019b), which constructs

J; satisfying (18). Recall that N (i, K) is i’s K-neighborhood in the network M.

Lemma A.l1. Under Assumptions 2, 4, and 8, for any m,n € N and i € N,,,
Vi(Nom) = ¥i(J;) a.s. for

Ji = Ji(m) = | J{C} (m): j € Nagmy (i, K) } . (A.2)

32



NORMAL APPROXIMATION IN LARGE NETWORK MODELS
A.1 Branching Process Bound

We next define branching processes used to stochastically bound the sizes of C}
and N (i, K), defined in the previous subsection. These are used to construct a
process whose size stochastically dominates |.J;| defined in (A.2). The use of branching
processes to bound component and neighborhood sizes is a well-known technique in
random graph theory (e.g. Bollobas and Riordan, 2012).

Let z € R, 2z € R% r > 0, and f = sup,.ga f(7). Recall the definition of ®*(-)
from Assumption 7 and p;(z, z; 2/, 2’) from (15). Denote by XP(z, 2) the multi-type
Galton-Walton branching process with type space R? x R% starting at a particle
of type (z, z) with the following two properties (see e.g. Bollobés et al., 2007, §2.1).
First, each particle of type (2/,2’) is replaced in the next generation by a set of
particles (its “offspring”) distributed as a Poisson point process on R? x R% with
intensity

dgow(x',z';x”,z”) _ Iif(l + r)pl(x’,z';x”,z”) d(I)*(Z”) dz". (A?))

Second, conditional on particle types at generation ¢ — 1, the Poisson point processes
that create the particles of generation ¢ are independent across generation t — 1 parti-
cles. We can interpret X2 (z, z) as a tree network. The root of the tree, corresponding
to the first generation of the process, consists of a single node (particle) of type (z, 2).
Its neighbors are its offspring, which constitute the second generation and are nodes
with types distributed according to the Poisson point process described above. Then
conditional on the types of the second generation, each node in the second genera-
tion of type (2’, ') independently generates neighbors with types distributed as the
Poisson point process above. These constitute the third generation. The process is
repeated indefinitely. Let |XP(z, z)| denote the number of particles ultimately gen-
erated, which may be infinite. We write (2/,2') € X”(x,2) to mean that (2/,2) is a
type of a particle generated at some point in the process, viewing X (x, z) as the set
of all such particles.

We next define a “fixed-depth” branching process, which is required to terminate

after a given number of generations. Recalling the definitions in Assumption 1, let
pr(w;a’) = P(V(r~ |z — 2/, Gj) > 0}). (A.4)

Let XM (x, z; K) denote the branching process on R? x R% that terminates after K +1
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generations, starting at a particle of type (x, z), with the following two properties.
First, any particle of type (2/, 2) is replaced in the next generation by offspring with

types distributed as a Poisson point process on R? x R% with intensity
dg, (2, 252", 2") = kf(1 + 7)pi(2'; 2") dD*(2") da”. (A.5)

Second, conditional on the types of generation ¢t — 1, the point processes that consti-
tute generation t are independent. Thus, the process is generated the same way as
XP(z, 2), except the intensity measure is different, and once the (K +1)-th generation
is born, no further offspring are generated. Define |XM (x,2)| and (2/,2') € XM (x, 2)
as we did for XP(z, z).

We use | X2 (X;, Z;)| and | XY (X, Z;; K)| to stochastically bound |Cy| and [Nz (i, K)],
respectively. Intuitively, the number of offspring of any particle stochastically domi-

nates the degree of a node in the associated network D or M.

Lemma A.2. Under Assumptions 1, 7, and 9, for m,n sufficiently large and any i €
N, |Ci(m)| and |Naggm) (i, K)| are respectively stochastically dominated by |XE (X;, Z;)|
and |XM(X;, Z;; K)| conditional on (X;, Z;). The same result holds if we replace m
with N,, + 1.

PROOF. The result for C;(m) follows from Lemma SA.3.1 of Leung (2020). The key
argument in the lemma is that we can stochastically bound the degree distribution of
any node j in D(m), which is conditionally binomial, with the Poisson point process
with intensity (A.3). A similar argument establishes the result for m = N, + 1,
which is even simpler since the degree distribution in this case is exactly Poisson.
The corresponding result for Nazy, (¢, K) follows from the same arguments and only
requires Assumption 1. The proof for this case is even simpler because we terminate

the branching process after K + 1 generations rather than branching indefinitely. m

With this result in hand, we may stochastically bound |J;| as follows. Let C} =
C#(m) = Ci(m) U U jec;mNmm) (4, 1). Then C;" = CF. Define

(2

I =Jr(m) = J{C5(m): j € N (i, K}, (A.6)
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which contains J;. We construct a hybrid branching process
X1 (X, Zi; K) (A7)

whose size dominates |.J*| for sufficiently large m, n. First, for any (x, 2) € supp(X;, Z;),

define a smaller hybrid branching process
X! (z,2),

constructed by generating X2 (z, z), and then for each particle (in any generation) of
type (¢/,2') in X2 (z, z), generating a branching process X2/ (2/,2; 1) independently
across particles conditional on X7 (z, z). Using Lemma A.2, |X;! (z, z)| stochastically
dominates |C}| conditional on (X;,Z;) = (z,2). Next construct (A.7) by generat-
ing the fixed-depth process X2 (X}, Z;; K) (whose size dominates that of Ny (i, K) in
(A.6)), and then for each particle (in any generation) of type (', 2’) in XM (X;, Z;; K),
generating the smaller hybrid process X (', 2') independently across particles condi-
tional on XM(X;, Z;; K). Using Lemma A .2, |X (X, Z;; K)| stochastically dominates
|.J¥(m)|, and therefore |.J;(m)|, as desired. The same result holds if we replace m with
N, +1.

A.2 Tail Bounds

Recall the definition of J;(m) from (A.2).

Lemma A.3. Under Assumptions 1, 7, and 9, for any k€ {1,...,4} and k' € {1,2},

there exist ng, e > 0 such that limsup,,_,., w ! max{log 7 . (w), log 7,(w)} < 0, where

Tpe(w) = sup sup sup  P([h(m+ k)| >w|X), =),

n>ng me((1—e)n,(1+€)n) xpesupp(f)*

p(w)=sup sup  P(|Ji(N, + k)| >w|Xp =xp).

5
n>no @, esupp(f)F

PROOF. We prove the result for 7, (w), & = 3, and k¥ = 2. The argument for the

other cases is similar. Fix m € N, and recall the definition of J*(m) from (A.6). For
any H € N, with i ¢ H, let J*(m, H) = J*(m)\H. We first prove

Ji(m) < Ji(m, {2}) v J; (m, {1}). (A.8)
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Let M~ and D~ be the networks obtained from M and D respectively by deleting
node 1 and its links. Fix i € J;(m). If i = 2, then clearly i € J5(m,{1}), so suppose
i # 2. Then either (a) i € Ny (1, K) or (b) i € CF for some j € Np(1, K), where C¥
is defined prior to (A.6). For case (a), if i ¢ J;'(m,{2}), then node 2 must lie on a
path of length at most K in M connecting i and node 1. Therefore i € M- (2, K),
so i € Jy(m,{1}). For case (b), if i ¢ J;(m,{2}), then there are two possibilities.
The first is that My; = 1, in which case i € Npy—(2, K). The second is that node 2
lies on some path in D connecting ¢ and some node j, in which case nodes 2 and i
are connected through a path in D~. Thus, in both cases, either i € J;'(m, {2}) or
i€ Jy(m,{1}).
Applying the logic of (A.8) several times yields

Ji(m) < Ji(m, {3}) v J3(m, {1})
< (Ji(m,{2,3}) v 5 (m, {1,3})) v (3 (m, {1,2}) v J5(m, {1,3})).

Since |J;(m)| < |JF(m)|, by the previous equation, it suffices to prove the result
replacing Ji(m + 3) and J;(V,, +2) in the definitions of 7, (¢) and 7,(¢) with J3(m +
3,{1,2}) and J§(N, + 2,{2}), respectively. For sufficiently large m,n, the sizes of
these sets are both stochastically dominated by | XX (X3, Zs; K)| defined in (A.7), as
shown in §A.1. By Lemma SA.2.3, |X/ (X3, Zs; K)| satisfies the desired exponential
tail bound. |

Lemma A.4. Suppose Assumptions 1, 7, and 9 and the conclusion of Lemma A.3

hold. For n,m € N sufficiently large, k € {1,...,4}, and k' € {1,2}, there exist

1

ng, € > 0 such that limsup,,_,,, w™" max{log 7 (w), log 7 (w)} < 0, where

Tpe(w) = sup sup sup P(. max 7, | X] — X; > w}Xk = wk),
n>ng me((1—e)n,(14+€)n) zesupp(f)k ieJi(m+k)

*(w) = su su P max X — Xl > wl Xo = 20,

J)= s sw P nlX = Xl > e Xie = )

PROOF. Since J;(m) < J#(m) (A.6), it suffices to prove the result substituting
Ji(m + k) and J§(N, + k') for Ji(m + k) and J;(N,, + k'), respectively. We prove
the result for J(m + k), as the argument is the same for Jj(N,, + £’). By the law of
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total probability,

P( max )T;IHXI — X >w| Xy = :ck) < P(\Jl*(m—i—k;)| >w' | Xy, = wk)

ieJ¥ (m+k
+P( max X)X >w [ Jf(m+ k)| <w' | Xy = @),
i€ J¥ (m+k)

Below we choose w’ to be a linear, increasing function of w, so the first term on the
right-hand side obeys the required exponential tail bound in w by Lemma A.3.

Consider the second term. Under the event that |J;(m + k)| < ', for CF(m + k)
defined prior to (A.6), we have C*(m+k) € Npgir (i, w’) for all i € Nagmin (1, K).
Defining

NJ(m-i—k) (7'7 K7 w/) = U{ND(m-i-k) (.]7 w,) : .] € NM(m-i—k) (Zv K)}7 (A9>

this implies J; (m + k) S Nyt (1, K,w’). Therefore,

P( max r'[|X;—X||>wO|[Jf(m+k)| <o | X), =)

ieJ ¥ (m+k)
<P max X - Xl > w | X =x). (A0
(iENJ(er+k)(1vawl) || ! H | g k) ( )
Choose w’ = aw for some a > 0, and define the right-hand side of (A.10) as §(w). By
Lemma SA.2.4, 6(w) = O(w?ttexp{—cw}) for some ¢ > 0, so limsup,, ., w~'logd(w) <

0, as desired. [ ]

B Bounded Subnetwork Moments

This section formally defines subnetwork counts, introduced in Example 4, and verifies
Assumption 6 for these moments. Fix h € N\{1}, and let a;, be a connected network
on {1,...,h} (a network is connected if the path distance between any pair of nodes
is finite). For H < N, with |H| = h, we say Ay is isomorphic to aj if there exists a
bijection 7: N,, — N, such that 7(A)y = ay, where 7(A) is the permuted adjacency

matrix (Aw(i)ﬂ(j))zjzl. If Ap is isomorphic to ay, we write Ay = ay.
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Let [n], be the set of subsets of N, of size h. The subnetwork count for ay, is

D LAy = ap).

Heln]p,

This is counts “unlabeled” subnetworks isomorphic to a;. To rewrite it as a (scaled)
network moment >, ¥;(N,), we observe that this equals the corresponding count

of “labeled” subnetworks divided by a constant. Formally,

B A =a}= > > . > WAy, oy =a).  (B)

He[n]p 016N i2eNp\{i1} €N \{i1,ein—1}
wil (ML)

The right-hand side counts labeled subnetworks isomorphic to a;, which will be our
object of analysis in what follows.

Equation (5.3) of Sheng (2020) uses subnetwork counts to define moment in-
equalities. She scales the counts by (Z)_l since she considers a setting with many
independent networks. In our sparse, single large network setting, the correct scaling
is instead n~!, resulting in the network moment n=' > 7" | ¢;(N,,) for ¢;(N,,) defined
in (B.1).

Proposition B.1. Under Assumption 1, Assumption 6 holds for node statistics 1;(N,,)
of the form given in (B.1).

PROOF. Per the setup of Assumption 6, let the number of nodes be m + k, where
either m is a nonrandom element of N or m = N,. We focus on the case k£ = 1
since k = 2 is similar. In the case where m = N, the setup of Assumption 6 also
considers models where the set of nodes is a subset H,, U {1} of Nk, but since this

only reduces the subnetwork count, it is sufficient to consider a model with all nodes.

Define

DNoik) = D, - > VA i = an). (B.2)

11EN 11\ {1} ih—1ENm+ 6\ 1,31, 0n—2}

Since ay, is a connected network on {1, ..., h}, any node in the network is at most path
distance h — 1 from node 1. Therefore, without loss of generality, we may restrict the
summations in (B.2) to each be over elements of Na(1,h — 1). Then the right-hand
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side of (B.2) is bounded by |Na(1,h — 1)|*71.
Recall the definition of the network M from (A.1). Since A;; < M;;, A is a

subnetwork of M, so
INa(l,h— 1" < [Np(1, = 1))

By Lemma A.2, [Np(1,h—1)| is stochastically dominated by the size of a branching
process |XM(x,z;h — 1)| conditional on (Xy,7;) = (z,z). By Lemma SA.2.2, the
distribution of |X(z, 2;h — 1)| has exponential tails uniformly in z,z,7. It follows

that |[Nar(1,h — 1)]*7! has uniformly bounded p moments for any p > 2. u
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Supplementary Appendix

SA.1 Proof of Theorem 1

PROOF OF THEOREM 1. Recall that d, is the dimension of the range of ¢(-). For
the case dy, = 1, the result follows directly from Theorem SA.1.2. For the case d, > 1,
let t € R%\{0}. The 1-dimensional statistic 1} (N,,) = t'1;(N,,) satisfies Assumptions
5 and 6 since v(-) satisfies them, so the result follows from the Cramér-Wold device.

SA.1.1 Poissonization

This subsection proves a CLT for the Poissonized model in which the set of nodes is
Ny, rather than N, where N, is defined in (11). Throughout, we assume dy = 1.

n

Define 62 = n IVar(Z L i(Ny,))-

Theorem SA.1.1. Suppose dy = 1. Under Assumptions 5 and 6, sup,, 62 < o, and
if additionally liminf, % > 0, then

On \/— <Z¢z NNn 'Z¢2 NNn

The proof follows that of Theorem 2.1 of Penrose and Yukich (2005) (henceforth PY).

For completeness, we next restate its key elements using our notation.

) 4, N(0,1).

Remark SA.1.1 (Related Literature). That PY’s proof essentially carries over to
our setting is perhaps not obvious due to several differences between our settings.
First, our definition of exponential stabilization differs since, as discussed in §3.3, we
only require invariance of node statistics to the removal of nodes outside the radius of
stabilization, whereas PY demand invariance to removal and addition. Second, PY’s
model has no random-utility shocks (;;, but adding these to the model turns out to

have no effect on the argument due to their high degree of independence; they are
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independent across pairs, whereas types are dependent across pairs with a common
node. Third, they define T, as a marked Poisson point process, which is equivalent
to our representation because (a) our set of positions Xy, = (X;)N" has the same
distribution as P,f, the Poisson point process on R? with intensity function nf(-)
(Penrose, 2003, Proposition 1.5), and (b) the “marks” Z; associated with each X; are
independent across nodes, each only potentially correlated with its own position X;.”
Fourth, PY consider the simpler case where X; 1l Z; for each i since this is sufficient
for their applications. We allow for dependence, but this turns out not to affect the

argument. Finally, PY consider moments of the form

Nn

%Zf((xi, Z;), 1, Iy, )

i=1

This differs from ?(-) because A is not an argument (nor is {y, for reasons previously

discussed). However, since A = Ay, (r,'Ty,, ¢y, ) by Assumption 3, we can define

5(7'7 ,r’;lTNrH CNn) = w (Z7 TTTITN'rH CN'rH )\Nn (TVYITNTH CNn>) ?
in which case this coincides with PY’s setup except for the presence of (.

The basis of the proof is a dependency graph CLT due to Chen and Shao (2004).
The technique is to approximate vaz”l «(Nn,,) by asum >, | W;, where the depen-
dence structure of the summands can be characterized in terms of a network (“depen-

dency graph”) G in the sense that observations unlinked in G are independent.

Definition 2. A network G over n nodes (with self-links) is a dependency graph for
data {W;}2, if for any Si, Sy € N, such that G;; = 0 for all i € S; and j € Ss, we
have {W;: i e S1} UL {W,: j e Sy},

Let ||[W]|, be the L,-norm of W and ®(-) the standard normal CDF.

Lemma SA.1.1 (Dependency Graph CLT). Let g € (2,3) and W = >, | W;. Sup-

pose G is a dependency graph for {W;}?_,, and letI" = max; Y., Gy;. Further suppose

] #1

"See e.g. Last and Penrose (2017) for the definition of a marked Poisson point process.
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E[W?] =1, E[W;] =0, and |W||, < 0 for all i and some 0 > 0. Then
sup |[P(W < t) — ®(t)] < 750950V
t
PROOF. This is Theorem 2.7 of Chen and Shao (2004). -

We next introduce some notation. Let p, = alogn for some « sufficiently large

that, for some C' > 0, all n > 1, and 7,(-) in Assumption 5,
PP (1 ()R < Ot T(pn) < O3, pt < CnP/Pt?) (SA.1.1)

where p is given in Assumption 6 and d is the dimension of Xj.

As discussed above, Xy, has the same distribution as the Poisson point process
Pns. It can then be represented as a different collection of independent random
variables that is more useful for the argument that follows. Let s, = r,p, and V,, be
the number of cubes of the form Q@ = [, [jisn, (ji + 1)s,), where j; € Z for all i,
such that @) has positive density under f. Label these cubes @y, ...,Qy,. Fix any

1 < i < V,. Note that | Xy, n Q;| has the same distribution as IV; ~ Poisson(y;) for
=n SQ x) dz. Label the points of Xy, N QZ as X1, ..., X;n,, which, conditional

on NZ, are i.i.d. draws from a density f(-)/ SQ x)dz. Under this representation,
Xy, = Uan{XZ] }] 1 (SA-I-Q)

In what follows, we will often use this double-indexed labeling for nodes under this
representation, where we label a node k by ¢j if its position X}, corresponds to Xj;.

We denote node 75’s node statistic by

Vi (NN,

The next lemma is mostly a restatement of Lemma 4.3 of Penrose and Yukich
(2005), translated to our notation.® The main difference relative to PY is the presence
of random-utility shocks (y,. Since the proof only involves moment calculations

that exploit the Poisson distribution of N;, all of the expressions integrate over (y,,.

8The translation dictionary is as follows: replace \ (their notation) with n (our notation), A=1/¢
with r,, & with f, Ay with supp(f), f with the function mapping any real number to 1, P, with
Xn,,, and & (X5 5, Py) with ¢;;(Ny,,) (we define the ij notation below).
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Because the shocks are independent of X, their presence does not materially affect

the proof.

Lemma SA.1.2. For any S = R%, let N} (S) = {i € Ny,: X; € S}. Under
Assumption 6, for p given in the assumption and 1 < q < p, there exists C' > 0 such
that |37 [ (N, (S)1{ < Nl < Cpa? D7 for all 1 <i <V, and S = RY.

Since the lemma is a fairly straightforward consequence of Assumption 6, we omit

the proof.

PrOOF OF THEOREM SA.1.1. We mostly follow PY’s proof of Theorem 2.1 with

2

some minor modifications, reorganization, and elaboration. That sup, 7, < o is a

consequene of Lemma SA.1.7 below. Abbreviate

Nn

An = Z¢Z(NNn>

i=1
We prove the following stronger result: for ¢ € (2,3] with ¢ < p, there exists C' > 0
such that for all n sufficiently large,

sup |P(Var(An)’1/2(An — E[A,]) <t) — @(t)] < C(log n)%nVar(A,)"%2. (SA.1.3)
t

Since Var(A,)™' = O(n™') by assumption, the right-hand side of (SA.1.3) tends to

zero, which proves the theorem.

Setup. Under representation (SA.1.2),

Vi N;
0= 202, YN,
i=1j=1

The key idea is to approximate this with a similar sum to which the dependency
graph CLT (Lemma SA.1.1) more usefully applies.

Recall R;(n,r,) from Definition 1. Since our setup now indexes nodes by ij for
1 <i<V,and 1 < j < N;, we instead write R;;(n,7,). Let &; be the event
{R,-j(Nn,rn) < pnt for pn defined prior to (SA.1.1). For any 1 < i <V, let Q =
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{r e R ||o —y|| < rppn Yy € Q;}, the r,p,-neighborhood of Q;. Define

n Nl Ni
L= D3 WAL (QF)) and Wy = Var(AL) 72 4y (M, (QD)),
i=17=1 7j=1

so that Var(A,)"V2A7 = 327 W, 9
We derive a bound on the discrepancy between A, and A]. By Lemma SA.1.2

and Minkowski’s inequality,
max {||Anllg, || AL} < CVupl® 0P < Cnpllp. (SA.1.4)
By Definition 1, under the event &, = ﬂZV " ML &ij, we have A}, = Ay, so
1A = ALllz < [[An = AP ED™ YT < (| Aully — 1ALl P(E7)2/ED (SA.L5)

by the Holder and Minkowski inequalities. By the law of iterated expectations,

E[iil{@cj}] [22131{ V| X, Ny

i=1j=1 i=1j=1

As in the setting of Penrose and Yukich (2005), this is an expectation of pointwise
sums (i.e. over the points of Xy, ) of functionals of a Poisson point process Xy, . We

may then apply Theorem 1.6 of Penrose (2003) to obtain

[iil{ ] JR P (Rij(Nn + 1,70) > pu | Xij = ) f(2) dz < n1y(pn),

i=1j=1

(SA.1.6)

for n sufficiently large. By (SA.1.4), (SA.1.5), (SA.1.6), our choice of p, (SA.1.1),
and Assumption 5,

1A, — AL |l2 < Cn2. (SA.L.7)

Dependency Graph. We construct a dependency graph G for {\I/Z}Ygl by setting
Gij = Hinf{||lz —y||: v € Qi;,y € Q;} < 2r,p,}. To see that this is a dependency
graph, observe that the value of ¥, is determined solely by (the types of and random-
utility shocks between) the subset of nodes with positions in Q;. By Lemma SA.1.3

9The definition of A/, differs from that of PY’s T} to account for the fact our notion of stabilization
only demands invariance with respect to the removal, and not the addition, of nodes.
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below, for any two disjoint sets S;, Sy < R,

{(Xi, X5, 25, Z, Gg) i j € Ny, (S0} L AKX, X5, Zi, Z5, Gy) 2 1,5 € Ny, (S2) -
(SA.1.8)
Therefore, we have {V;: k € Q;} 1L {U,: ¢ € Q;} whenever inf{|jz —y||: z € Q;,y €
Q;} > 2r,p,. Hence, G is a dependency graph.

Note that (SA.1.3) holds trivially when Var(A,,) < 1 for n sufficiently large, so we
henceforth consider the case where it is at least 1. We apply Lemma SA.1.1 to {W;}}",
for W; = ¥, — E[¥;]. To determine a good choice of # for applying Lemma SA.1.1,
notice by Lemma SA.1.2 that

H\I/in < CV&I(A;)_l/z C'Var(A/) 1/2 d(p+1)/

YN, Q)14 < Nil

q

Therefore, we set

9 _ CV&I(A/) 1/2 d(p+1)/

Let W = ZZV;‘ (U; — E[V;]). Since f has bounded support,
Vi, = O(np,%). (SA.1.9)

Also, there are at most 5¢ other cubes at most 2r,p, from cube Q;, so I' < 5¢. By
Lemma SA.1.1,

sup [P(W < t) — ®(t)| < Cnp, ¢ Var(A]) 92 pdap+1/p (SA.1.10)
t

Obtaining Bound (SA.1.3). We next show that we can replace the right-hand side
of (SA.1.10) with the bound on the right-hand side of (SA.1.3). First, we bound the

discrepancy between Var(A!) and Var(A,,). Trivially,
Var(A,,) = Var(A]) + Var(A,, — A])) + 2Cov(A], A, — A}). (SA.1.11)

We can bound the first term on the right-hand side as follows. By construction, A/
is the sum of V,, random variables that have second moments bounded by a constant
times ,02d P/ que to Lemma SA.1.2 for case q = 2. Also, as previously established,

the covariance between any pair of these variables is zero when their indices 4, j cor-
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respond to non-adjacent cubes @);, Q);. For adjacent cubes, the covariance is bounded

by a constant times pid(p /e by Cauchy-Schwarz. Consequently, by (SA.1.9),
Var(Al) = O(npl@+2/p), (SA.1.12)

Combining (SA.1.7), (SA.1.11), and (SA.1.12), by our choice of p, (SA.1.1) and
Cauchy-Schwarz,
|Var(A,,) — Var(A!)| < Cn™2. (SA.1.13)

Given Var(A,) = 1 from above, this implies that, for n sufficiently large, Var(A!) >
Var(A,,)/2. Hence,
(SA.1.10) < CnVar(A,)~9?pd, (SA.1.14)

which delivers the bound on the right-hand side of (SA.1.3), given p, = alogn.

Proving (SA.1.3). However, (SA.1.10) and (SA.1.14) do not immediately deliver
(SA.1.3) because they apply to W = Var(A/)~V2(A! — E[A’]) rather than the target
Var(A,) Y2(A, — E[A,]). Let W = Var(A/)"V2(A,, — E[A,]). Using the Lipschitz
property of ®(-) and (SA.1.14), elementary calculations yield

sup [P(W < t) — ®(t)| < CB + CnVar(A,) ?p% + P((W —W|=p5) (SA.1.15)
t
for any 5 > 0 (Penrose and Yukich, 2005, eq. (4.19)). Also,
W —W| < Var(A)"V2 (A, — A | + E[|A, — AL|]). (SA.1.16)

Note that (SA.1.7) implies E[|A, — A/|] < Cn™3, so under &,, (SA.1.16) < Cn3. On
the other hand, P(£¢) < Cn~2 by (SA.1.6) and (SA.1.1). So choosing 8 = Cn™? in
(SA.1.15), we obtain

sup [P(W < t) — ®(t)| < CnVar(A,) ?p% + Cn=2. (SA.1.17)
t

20



NORMAL APPROXIMATION IN LARGE NETWORK MODELS

Finally, we turn to bounding the left-hand side of (SA.1.3). We have

sup [P (Var(A,) (A, — E[A, ]) o(t)|

) o Xiiﬁ/i)m)\
<I><t Var

Var( A/ ) - q)(t)‘- (SA.1.18)

+ sup

As previously discussed, for n large, Var(A},) > Var(A,)/2 > 0.5, so by (SA.1.13),
there exists C’ > 0 such that for all n > 0,

(i) o<

Then since ®(-) is Lipschitz, there exists C” > 0 such that

ot (ya) ") - ot

Combined with (SA.1.17) and (SA.1.18), we obtain

Var(A,)
Var(A/)

— 1' < C'n2t).

<C'"n2

sup
t

sup |P(Var(An)_1/2(An — E[A,]) <t) — ®(t)] < C(log n)%nVar(A,)~9? + O(n~?).

By (SA.1.12) and (SA.1.13), Var(A,) = O(npi(erQ)/p), so the first term on the right-

hand side dominates the second term, and (SA.1.3) follows. [

Lemma SA.1.3. (SA.1.8) is true.

PRrROOF. This is a consequence of the spatial independence property of Poisson point
processes (e.g. Last and Penrose, 2017, Theorem 5.2). Here we provide an elementary
proof from first principles. Let N(S) = |{i € Ny, : X; € S}|. Let Ts = (T;: X; €
S), T, = (1), T, = (T3)I,,, and similarly define X,,, and X,, ,. First

consider simple case where Sj, Sy partition supp(f). For any 7, < supp(T,,) and
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Z < supp(Cm),

P(N(Sl) = m17T51 € Tmp CS1 € Zmla N(S2> = m2aTS2 € TmzaCSg € Zm2)
= P(Nn = m)P(N(Sl) = mlaTsl € TmlaCS1 € Zmp N(SZ) = My,
Ts, € Trnyy Csy € Ziny | Ny = m)

e "n™  m!
= TWP(Xml S Sl, Tm1 S Tml?le S Zml’ Xm1+1 _____ n S 52,

Tm1+1 ..... n € Tm27 Cm1+1 ..... n € ng)
e—nP(Xlesl)nml

= P(Xml S Sl,Tml € Tm17 Cm1 € Zml)

m1!

e—nP(X1 ESz)nmz

X P(X,, € 52, Ty € Tongy Gy € Zimy)-

mg!

The second line is true because types and random-utility shocks are identically dis-
tributed across nodes. The last line is true because disjoint sets of nodes have inde-
pendent types and random-utility shocks, and Sy, Sy partition supp(f).

We perform similar calculations for the marginal distribution:

P(N(S) = m1, Ts, € Tony, Gt € Zmy) = >, P(Ny = m)P(N(S1) = my,

m=m1

TS1 eTTle?CSl € ZmlvN(SD =m—my | Ny, = m)

e "n™ m! .
= Z ' | 'P(Xml € SlaTml € Tm1>Cm1 € Zml? Xm1+1 _____ n € Sl)
o ml mal(m —my)!
67nP(X1E51)nm1
— Z : P(X,n, €51, T, € Tonyy Cony € Zomy)
m>my my.
efnP(XleSf)nmfml
X € Sy
m— m1! P(Xm1+1 ..... n Sl)
e*TLP(Xlesl)nml
= - P(X,, €51, T, € Tomyy Gy € Zmy)

. Z efnP(Xlesf)(nP(Xl € Sf))miml .

_ |
memi m mq.
-

-~

1
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Therefore,

P<N<Sl) = m17T51 € Tml’CSl € Zm17 N(S2> = m27T52 € Tm27 CS2 € Zm2)
= P<N<Sl) = m17T51 € Tm17CSl € Zml)P<N(S2) = m27T52 € TmvaSz € Zm2>7

which proves (SA.1.8) for the simple case where S;, Sy partition supp(f). For the
general case, we would only need to repeat the calculations for the joint distribution,

now for

P(N(Sl) = mlaTsl € TmuCS& € Zmu N(S2> = m27T52 € Tm27 CS2 € me
N<S3> = m37T53 € Tm37 CSS € ng)

where S5 = supp(f)\(S1 N S2). n

SA.1.2 de-Poissonization

As in the previous subsection, we assume d,, = 1. The next result shows that, given a
CLT for the Poissonized model with node set Ny, , a CLT also holds for the original
“binomial” model of interest with node set A,,. The proof follows the argument in
Penrose (2007), with modifications to account for differences between our settings,
most notably the definition of stabilization. Define 02 = n™*Var(> ", ;(NV,,)).

Theorem SA.1.2. Suppose dy = 1. Under Assumptions 5 and 6, sup,, o2 < o0, and

if additionally liminf,_,, 02 > 0, then liminf, .., 62 > 0 and

7722 2 (1) — BB (AL)]) 4 MO,

The proof is stated at the end of this subsection and uses the next four lem-
mas. Lemma SA.1.4 establishes an asymptotic equivalence between X, and Xy,
and is taken directly from Penrose and Yukich (2003). Lemma SA.1.5 proves that
node statistics of two nodes whose positions are a fixed distance apart are asymp-
totically uncorrelated. Lemma SA.1.6 draws on Lemma SA.1.5 to show that add-one
costs of two nodes at a fixed distance apart are asymptotically uncorrelated. Finally,

Lemma SA.1.7 shows that various moments are uniformly bounded.
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Remark SA.1.2 (Related Literature). These results are adaptations of lemmas in
Penrose (2007), so we compare and contrast our setup with his. First, the differences
discussed in Remark SA.1.1 persist here. Second, the proofs of Lemmas SA.1.5 and
SA.1.6 need some modification because our setups differ, most notably the definition
of stabilization. Third, to prove the lemmas, we define a coupling that follows the
ideas in Penrose (2007) and Penrose and Yukich (2003). The details are different be-
cause we need to accommodate random-utility shocks (;; and differences in notation.
Fourth, Penrose considers a generalization of (-) that is a measure in that it takes

as an argument a subset of R?. This generalization is unnecessary for our purposes.

The lemmas utilize the following coupling. The essential idea follows Penrose and Yukich
(2003), p. 298, but the formal details are different. As in §2.2, define i.i.d. types
{(Xi, Z;) }ienw and i.i.d. random-utility shocks {(;;: ¢ # 7, {7, j} < N}, with the two sets
mutually independent. For any n € N, let N/, be an independent copy of N,, (defined

in §3.2), independent of all other primitives.

e For any m € N, redefine

X, = (X5, X7, Xoy ., Xomss)- (SA.1.19)

This clearly has the same distribution as the more conventional-looking array
(X1, Xoy ..., Xpn). We will see shortly below why we use only odd labels, and
we discuss in Remark SA.1.4 why we skip nodes 1,...,4.

e Fix any z,y € R% Let F, be the set of points in R? closer to = than y and F,
the remaining set of points (break ties arbitrarily). Let P:fx be the restriction
of Xy, = (X5, X7, Xo, ..., Xon,13) to F,. Let Q)7 be the restriction of Xy, =
(X6, X3, X10 - - ., Xanz 44) to Fy,. Construct Py, by concatenating the two vectors
P:fx and Q:f As the notation suggests, for any n, the set consisting of the

components of P;; has the same distribution as an inhomogeneous Poisson

point process on R¢ with intensity function nf(-). This follows from Poisson
superposition (Last and Penrose, 2017, Theorem 3.3) since F, and F), partition

R?. Hence, Py ; has the same distribution as Xy, used in §SA.1.1.

e Similarly, let P:}y be the restriction of Xy, to F, and Q:}/ the restriction of
X Ny, to F,. Construct P}, by concatenating the two vectors P, and Q7.
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Then P;; has the same distribution as Xy, .

The point of this construction is that, by switching the odds and evens on the two
half-sets I, and F,, we have Py, 1L Py ;- As a consequence, we obtain the following in-
dependence property, which can be established following the proof of Lemma SA.1.3.
For any Sy, Sy € R? with ) n Sy = @, define NV;(S1) = {k € N: X} € P¥; n 51} and
N, (S2) similarly. Then

(X0 X5 20 23, G): 105 € NS0} L (X0 X5, 20 Z3,G): 12 € N (S0},
(SA.1.20)
This is similar to (SA.1.8) but using two “interleaved” Poisson processes Pj; and
ng. The interleaving idea of taking two different “halves” on F, and F), of two
independent Poisson processes (in our case, the odds and the evens) is taken from
Penrose and Yukich (2003). Our construction only differs by building the two pro-

cesses from the odd and even elements of the same countable set of random vectors.

Remark SA.1.3. This construction will be used to show that the node statistic of a
node positioned at x is asymptotically uncorrelated with that of a node positioned at
y, for any fixed z, y € R? (Lemma SA.1.5). Intuitively, by stabilization, x’s statistic is
primarily determined by nodes near z and likewise for y, and by Lemma SA.1.4 and
stabilization, nodes near x will be given by P, and nodes near y by PY s which are
independent. Note this does not mean node statistics are essentially i.i.d. because in

the continuum limit, there are many nodes near x and many near y.

For any z,y e RY, r > 0, and X < R4, let 7,4 = v +r Yy — ) and 7, X =
{r +r~'(y —x): y € X}. This operator dilates the point set X relative to point x,
whereas in the main text, we instead use r ' X = 79, X, which only dilates X relative
to the origin. For technical reasons, it will be convenient to consider dilations relative
to other locations. The next coupling lemma shows that the “binomial process” 7, . X,

and Poisson process 7,, P, coincide on neighborhoods of x (and likewise for y).

Lemma SA.1.4. For any R > 0, 2,y € RY, and sequence {€, }nen with £,/n — 1,
P(Tx,rnXgn N B(z,R) = Tarn Prg O B(x, R)) — 1

PROOF. This is Lemma 3.1 of Penrose and Yukich (2003). [
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The next lemma utilizes nodes 1,...,4, which were omitted from the coupling
construction above. To state the result and its proof succinctly, we define more

compact notation. For m € N, redefine
N =1{5,7,9...,2m + 3} (SA.1.21)
mirroring the definition of X, from (SA.1.19). For z e RY, J < N, i € J, let

¢Z,w(']) = w(zv T:E,?“nTJ7 CJv >\\J|(Tw,7‘nTJ7 CJ))

where 7, .. Ty = ((TurnXi, Zi))ies and €5 = (Cij)izjiijes. Thus, for x = 0, ¢, ,(J) =
¥;(J) defined in (9).

For any H < N, ¢; .(NV,,, u H) corresponds to i’s node statistic in the model with
node set Ny, u H and positions dilated by r,* relative to x. Recall from (SA.1.20) the
definition of A,(S1), and abbreviate N, = N, (R?). Then for m € {x,y}, ¥; (N U H)
corresponds to 7’s statistic under a Poissonized model with a random number of nodes,
whereas when m € N, it corresponds to the usual “binomial” model with m nodes.
Accordingly, in the next lemma, the vector Vi(z,y) only involves binomial models,

whereas Va(x,y) only involves Poissonized models.

Lemma SA.1.5. Let {{,, }nen and {my,}nen be sequences of natural numbers such that

ln/n and my/n tend to one. For any x,y € supp(f), define

m(zay> = (,lvblx
,lvblx

)
)
)
)

(Ne,  {1}), ¥12(Ne, U {1,2}), ¥12(Ne, L {1,3}),
(Ne, v {1,2,3}), ¢1.0(Nom,, © {1}), ¥1,.0(Nm,, 0 {1,2}),
(N, U {1,2,3}), 2y (N, U {2}), 2,y (N, © {1, 2}),
9.y (Nimn U {1,2,3}), 09, (N, U {1, ... ,4})) and
Va(,y) = (wl,x(/\[x Y {1})7¢1,m(f\/x o {U)a%,x(Nz v {1,3}),

P1e(Ne U {1, 3}), 910 (Ne w {1}), 91 (N2 U {1}),

U1a(Ne U {1, 3}), Y2y (Ny U {2}), 2y (N U {2}),

Uy (Ny U {2}), 100,y (N U {2,4})).

<

1,x

<

Also define F(w,x,y,2) = {X; = 2, Xy = y, X3 = v+ r2, Xy = y + ryw} for
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w, z € supp(f). Under Assumption 5, for any € > 0,
P([Vi(z,y) = Valz,y)|| > € | Fw,2,y,2)) — 0,

where ||-|| denotes the component-wise maximum. Furthermore, the terms in Va(x,y)

involving x are independent of the terms involving y by (SA.1.20).

Remark SA.1.4. In this lemma, we have four nodes of interest: two “focal” nodes
1,2 and two “ancillary” nodes 3,4. The conditioning event F(w, z,vy, z) says that 3
is local to 1 in terms of position (since 7, — 0), 4 is local to 2, and 1 and 2 are a
fixed distance ||z — y|| apart and hence non-local. The lemma shows that, in various
models with different node sets, node 1’s statistic is asymptotically uncorrelated with
node 2’s statistic since all terms in V,(z, y) involving node 1 are independent of those
involving node 2 by the coupling construction. Node 1’s statistic only asymptotically
depends on 1,3 and not 2,4 (and vice versa for node 2). Note that the labels of these
nodes are arbitrary since node statistics are identically distributed.

The purpose of initially holding out nodes 1, ..., 4 in the construction of X, and
N, is that, in the Poissonized model, the number of nodes N, is zero with positive
probability. Hence, if we had instead defined N,, = {1,3,5,...,2m — 1}, then Ny,
could be empty with positive probability, in which case the conditioning event is
null. Our construction ensures N,, u H is always nonempty for m € {z,y} and H a

nonempty subset of {1,...,4}.

PrOOF OF LEMMA SA.1.5. This lemma is analogous to Lemma 3.7 of Penrose
(2007) and Lemma 3.2 of Penrose and Yukich (2003), but the arguments need mod-
ification for reasons discussed in Remark SA.1.2. The key step is establishing an
analog of (3.4) in the latter reference, which is accomplished in (SA.1.25) below.

We will only prove convergence of arguably the most complicated of the eleven

components in Vi(x,y) and V,(z,y), namely that for any € > 0,
P ([[tho,y (N, U {1, ..., 4}) — Yoy (N, U {2,4})| > € | F(w, z,y,2)) — 0. (SA.1.22)

Convergence of the other components follows from the same arguments.

57



LEUNG AND MOON
Condition throughout on F(w, x,y, z). Define for any R > 0
En(R) = {Tyﬂ"nan N By, R) = Ty,rnpgf N B(y, R)}a

and let

R<27 Ty,'f‘nTNyU{274}7 CNyU{2,4}7 >‘\N};\+2)}-

The latter is the larger of the radii of stabilization (Definition 1) corresponding to
the node statistics ¥, (N, U {1,...,4}) and ¢, (N, U {2,4}), respectively.

For any R > 0, define N'(y,R) = {j € N: 7,,. X; € B(y, R)}, the set of nodes
whose dilated positions lie within the R-ball of y. This is analogous to the definition
of N,,(B;) in §3. By Definition 1, if y = 0, then under the event {R > R}},

Vo (N, U {1, .., 4}) = oy (N, U {1, ..., 4}) n N (y, R)). (SA.1.23)

By (8), this also holds for y # 0 (also see (SA.1.26) below).

Recall that under F(w, z,y, z), the positions of nodes 1, 3, and 4 are x, x + 1,2,
and y + r,w, respectively. Since 7,,, ({z,2 + rz,y + ryw}) = {y +r, (z —y),y +
r Yz 4+ rpz — y),w + y}, the intersection of this set and B(y, R) is {w + y} for n, R
sufficiently large. Then

(SA.1.23) = thyyy (Non,, U {2,4}) " N(y, R)) (SA.1.24)

for such n, R under {R > R3} (and the conditioning event). For the previous choice
of n, R, under the event &,(R) n {R > R3},

(SA.1.24) = ¢2,y((Ny U {2,4}) n N(?/a R)) = wzy(Ny U {2,4}),

where the first equality uses the event &,(R), which allows us to replace the “bino-

mial” model with the “Poissonized” model, and the second equality follows from the
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argument for (SA.1.23). Therefore, by the law of total probability,

P (|t (N, 0 {1, 4}) = 2y (N U {2,4)) || > € | Flw, 2, y, 2))
< P(&,(R)) + P(R: > R), (SA.1.25)

where &,(R)¢ is the complement of &,(R). It remains to show that the right-hand
side can be made arbitrarily small by choosing n, R large enough.

We first claim that by Assumption 5, R = O,(1). This is not quite immediate
from the assumption because, for instance, R; is defined in terms of the point sets
Ty Xm, and Ty’rn'ng rather than ' X, = 79, X, and Tgngf - 7‘07%73:“;[ as in

the assumption. However, by (8),

(i, ey Tons G Am) = U (8, T, Tons S A (T, T Gom) )
= (i, ot Trny Gy M) V2,2" € R i€ N,,,,me N. (SA.1.26)

Hence, picking z = y and 2z’ = 0, we have

¢(2> Ty,rnTNmnu{l ..... 4}, CNan{l ..... 4}, )\mn+4> = ¢(2> TO,rnTNmnu{l ..... 4}, CNan{l ..... 4} )\mn+4>~

Consequently,

1

Since r; 'z = 719, 2, the right-hand side of the previous display is O,(1) by Assumption 5.

By the same argument,

R(2,7,,, Ty, o241, SN, 0241 AN 1+2) = R(2, 700, Tiv, 042,435 v ui2,4) A, [+2) = Op(1).

Hence, R} = O,(1), as desired.
It follows that, for any € > 0, we can choose R large enough such that for all n
sufficiently large, P(R; > R) < ¢/2. Furthermore, by Lemma SA.1.4, for any such

R, we can choose n large enough such that P(&,(R)¢) < ¢/2. Combining these facts
with (SA.1.25), we obtain (SA.1.22). n

The next lemma shows that the add-one costs =, and Z,, defined in (14) are
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asymptotically uncorrelated for ¢, m large.

Lemma SA.1.6. Let {v,}nen S N be a diverging sequence such that v,/n — 0. Under

Assumptions 5 and 6,

sup |E[ZE,] — E[EN,]?] — 0.

n—vn,<db<m<n+vn,

PRrROOF. We follow the proof of Lemma 5.1 of Penrose (2007). The main difference
is that we use our Lemma SA.1.5 in place of their Lemma 3.7, but there are some

additional technical details involved due to differences in our setup. For i < m, let

¢m = w(m, T;Iva Cma Am)a Ai,m = ¢(7'7 Trleerh Cerlv >‘m+1)_¢(iv T;le, Cma )‘m)

Then

l A m
E[=ZZ,] =E [(WH + Z Ai,f) <¢m+1 + Z Djm + Dogim + Z Ak,m)
i1

j=1 k=0+2

= E[Ve1¥mi1] + LE[AL 1] + CE[V 1ALy + 00— 1)E[A 1 Ag ]
+ LE[A1 A ] + Bl Aviim] + CE[A 0 Api1 ]
+ (m — (- 1)E[¢g+1Ag+2,m] + €(m — (- 1)E[A1’5Ag+2’m].
(SA.1.27)
By the law of iterated expectations,
N7L
E[ENn] = E ¢Nn+1 + Z E[Ain’!L | XNn’ Nn]

i=1

This is the expectation of a pointwise sum (i.e. over the points of Xy, ) of func-
tionals of a Poisson point process Xy,. We may then apply Corollary 3.2.3 of
Schneider and Weil (2008) and use a change of variables to obtain (recalling the no-
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tation from Lemma SA.1.5),

BlEw] = | Bl o (1)) | X1 = a] f(a)do +

JRd JRd E [ (N U {1,3}) — 1. (N u {1}) | Xi=x, Xs=z+r,2] f(2) f(x+r,2) de dz.
(SA.1.28)

We need to derive the “limits” of each of the terms in (SA.1.27) and show they match
with the corresponding term of E[Zy, ]?. We only illustrate the first two terms; the

argument for the others is similar.

Term 1. Using (SA.1.26) and m > ¢ > 1, the first term E[t¢s,1¢,,.1] equals,

fRd fRd E[¢1:(Ne U {1})hay (N1 U {1,2}) | Xy = 2, X5 = y] f(2) f(y) dz dy.
Since ¢, m are order n, by Lemma SA.1.5,
1,0 (N © (11462 (Nt 0 {1,28) = 10N 0 {112, (N L {21)] = 0 (SA.1.29)

conditional on X = z, Xy = y, and 1y , (N, U {1}) 1L ¢y, (N, U {2}). We then wish

to use Assumption 6 and the Vitali convergence theorem to conclude that

|E [t1,.(Ne U {1})they(Npmr U {1,2}) | Xy = 2, X5 = 3]
—E[1.(Ne u{1}) | X1 = 2] E[thy, (N, U {2}) | Xo =y]| - 0. (SA.1.30)

Supposing this were true, we would have

Bt~ ([ Bl o 01X =2l ) o)

— 0,

since E[11 (N, U {1}) | X1 = 2] = E[t2. (N, U {2}) | Xo = 2]

A technical issue with (SA.1.30) is that it involves conditional expectations, whereas
the Vitali convergence theorem applies to unconditional expectations. However, it
is straightforward to rewrite them as unconditional expectations by modifying the
coupling construction at the start of §SA.1.2 as follows. First, let X; and X5 be non-

random with respective values z and y. Second, let Z; be independently drawn from
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the conditional distribution of Z; given X; = x and Z; likewise independently drawn
from the conditional distribution of Z; given X; = y, both independent of all other
primitives. All other elements of the coupling remain the same. Then letting E,[]
denote the expectation with respect to this new coupling and E[-] the expectation

under the original coupling, we have

E[¢1 (Ve {1112y (N1 0 {1,2}) | Xy = 2, X, = ]
= By [t12(Ne U {1y (Nnoa v {1,2})],

E[¢1.(Ne v {1}) | X1 = 2] = By [ (Ne 0 {1})],  and
E [tho,y(Ny v {2}) | Xa = y] = Eu [0, (N, v {2})]. (SA.1.31)

By (SA.1.29), Assumption 6, and the Vitali convergence theorem,
By [¢1.0(Ne U {1102 (Nin1 U {1, 2}) | =Ey [th1,:(No © {1})] Ey [tho,y (N, © {2})]] = 0,

which implies (SA.1.30) by (SA.1.31).

Term 2. Next consider the second term on the right-hand side of (SA.1.27). Recalling

the notation Lemma SA.1.5, form > ¢ > 1,

EE[Al,éwm+l]
=(E [(w(l, 7’;1T€+1> Cog1s Aes1) — ¥ (1, Trjlna e, )\Z)) P(m + 1, 7“7:1Tm+1> Cm+1, )\m—i-l)]
= (E [(¢1,0WNe-1 U {1, 3}) = r0WNem1 U {1})) Y20(Nm—2 L {1,2,3})] . (SA.1.32)

using the fact that types and random-utility shocks are identically distributed and
(SA.1.21). By (SA.1.26),

(SA.1.32) = LB [(¢1,x, (Ne—1 U {1, 3}) = 1.5, Wim1 U {1})) W, x, (N2 U {1, 2, 3})]
= EJ;Rd J;Rd fRd E [(,lvbl,x(-/\/é—l u{1,3}) — ¢17x(/\/}_1 U {1}))

Xthgy(Nm—2 U {1,2,3}) | X1 = 2, Xy = y, X5 = w] f(x) f(y) f(w) dz dy dw.
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By a change of variables z = 7, *(w — z), the last line equals

£y f j j E [ (110 (Nies 0 {1,3)) = 12 (Nios U {1))

X ¢2,y(Nm—2 Y {1a2>3}) | Xl = x>X2 = y>X3 =T+ Tnz]
fl@)f(y)f(z +rpz)dedydz. (SA.1.33)

Recall the new coupling construction for Term 1 above. We modify this coupling
by additionally defining X3 as non-random and equal to x + 7,z and Z3 as an in-
dependent draw from the conditional distribution of Z; given X; = x + r,z. Then
following the argument for Term 1, by Lemma SA.1.5, Assumption 6, and the Vitali

convergence theorem, the absolute difference between the integrand of (SA.1.33) and

E {1, (N, U {1,3}) = 1. (No U {1}) | Xy = 2, X3 = 2 + 2]
< E [ty (Ny v {2}) [ Xo = y] f(2) f(y) f (& +r2) (SA.1.34)

is o(1).

To apply the dominated convergence theorem, we show that the integrand of
(SA.1.33) is uniformly bounded by an integrable function. We continue to employ
the new coupling construction used to establish (SA.1.34). Observe that if

2|l = R(L, T, T,y 011,3)> Gy 0{1,3}> Aet1),
then since X; = z and X3 = z + r,z, we have
ra X — X5l = R(L 7o, T, o131 CNpyof1,3) Aet)-
By Definition 1, this implies
¢1,m(-/\/‘£fl Y {17 3}) = ¢1,m(-/\/‘£fl Y {1})7

in which case the integrand of (SA.1.33) is zero. By Assumption 6 and the Holder

and Minkowski inequalities, there exist C,e > 0 such that for n large, the integrand
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of (SA.1.33) is bounded in absolute value by

(112 N1 U {1, 3Dy + 110 Ner U L)) - 1825 (N2, 041, 2,3},
x P(R(1, 70, Thiyons)s S soiags Aest) > 120)' 777 < Cme(|12]) 27

where p is defined in Assumption 6 and, for any random variable W, [|[W||, =
sup, . E[|W[P | Xi =z, X5 = y, X3 = 2]"/7. By Assumption 5,

cort [ [ [ melle 2@ 50 + ) dayas
< Crsup f(w) J

Toe([|2l)' P dz < o0,
R4

which verifies the dominance condition. Therefore, by (SA.1.33), (SA.1.34) and dom-

inated convergence, the following is o(1):

(B[ Gl - [ By, 2D X = sl F) g
fRd fRd E [0,V U {1,3)) — r1a(No U (1) | Xy=t, Xy +roz] f(2) f(a-trz) dedz].
|
The last lemma shows that add-one costs have bounded moments.

Lemma SA.1.7. Let {v,}nen € N be a diverging sequence such that v, /n — 0. Under
Assumptions 5 and 6, for 62 defined in §SA.1.1,

lim sup sup E[Z}] <o and supmax{E[Zy,],65} < 0.
n—w n—vp<m<nty n
PROOF. The result for E[Z2 | follows from the proof of Lemma 5.2 of Penrose (2007).
The effort of translating the proof to our notation is the same as what was done for
the previous two lemmas, so we omit the argument.

Recall the characterization of E[=Zy, ] in (SA.1.28). The first term on the right-
hand side of this equation is uniformly bounded in n by Assumption 6. For the second
term on the right-hand side, note that if ||z|| = R(1, 7o, T, 01,3 CNau (1,3} AN +2)

then since we are conditioning on X; = z and X3 = z + 1,2, we have r, || X; —
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Xsl| = R(1, 70, T, 041,3) SN, of1,3), AN, |+2)-  Hence, by definition of the radius of
stabilization, 1 »(N; U {1,3}) = 1 .(N; U {1}). Therefore, by Assumption 6 and the
Holder and Minkowski inequalities, there exist C)e > 0 such that for n sufficiently
large, the integrand of the second term on the right-hand side is bounded above in

absolute value by

(112 WNz U {1, 3Dl + [[91.. N © {11)p) f(2) f(z + 702)
x P(R(L, 7o T, 01,3 CNuof1,3)s Al +2) > 2]
< Cf(x)sup f(w)n(|l2])' 77, (SA.1.35)

)1*1/1)

where for any random variable W, [|[W|, = sup, . E[|W? | X; = z, X3 = z]"/#. The
right-hand side of (SA.1.35) does not depend on n and has a finite integral.
For 52, by the argument for (SA.1.28),

7= | Bl 0 12 X0 = o] fo)da
+ KJJRd fRd (E [1.(Ne U {1,301 (Ne U {1}) | X1 = 2, X35 = 2 + 7,2]
—E [t (N, U {1}) | X1=2] E [t (Noirs U {3}) | ngwnz]) () f (e re) d d.

The first term is uniformly bounded by Assumption 6. The second term is also

uniformly bounded by an argument similar to (SA.1.35).1° n

PrOOF OF THEOREM SA.1.2.  We largely follow the proof of Theorem 2.12 of
Penrose (2003) and Theorem 2.3 in Penrose (2007), although the characteristic func-
tion argument at the end is different since we do not derive the limit variance. Ab-
breviate o, = E[Zp, ] and A,,, = > ¢;(N,). We first prove that

E[n ! (Ay, — Ay — (N, —n)a)?] — 0. (SA.1.36)

0For more detail, see steps 1 and 3 of the proof of Lemma H.4 in Leung and Moon (2019).
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The left-hand side equals

> E[nT (A — Ay — (m—n)ay)*| P(N, = m)

m: [m—n|<n3/4

+E[n7 (An, — Ay — (N = n)an)? 1{|N,, — n| > n**}]. (SA.1.37)

Let ¢ > 0. For n sufficiently large and m € [n,n + n¥/4],

m—1

E[(Ay — A, — (m— n)an)z] =E <Z (2 — an)> < e(m—n)?+en?(m —n),

l=n

where the inequality follows from expanding the square and applying Lemmas SA.1.6

3/4
)

and SA.1.7 to the summands. A similar argument also applies to m € [n — n** n].

Then the first term of (SA.1.37) is bounded by
n'E [e(N, —n)* + en'?|N,, — n|] <n'e (n + nl/? (B[N, — n|2)1/2) = 2e.

Following the argument in the proof of Theorem 2.3 in Penrose (2007), the second
term of (SA.1.37) can be bounded by a constant times

n—ln(2p+l)/pP (|Nn . n| > n3/4)1—2/p/

for some p’ € (2, p) with p defined in Assumption 6. This argument uses Assumption 6

and Lemma SA.1.2. The previous display tends to zero since the probability decays

exponentially with n by Lemma 1.4 of Penrose (2003). This establishes (SA.1.36).
To calculate n=*Var(A,,), consider the identity

n YAy, = n YA, +n 2N, —n)an +n7 Y2 (A, — Ap — (N, — n)ay) . (SA.1.38)

The variance of the last term tends to zero by (SA.1.36). The second term on the
right-hand side has variance o and is independent of the first term by the coupling

construction. Therefore,

LVar(Aw) = Var(A) 402 4 0(1) = o2 —52—a2+0(1), (SA.139)
n n

n

and sup,, 02 < oo since sup, max{a,, 52} < oo by Lemma SA.1.7.
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Since o2 has strictly positive limit infimum by assumption, so does 62. We can
then rewrite (SA.1.38) as

25 (A, = E[Aw,]) = 0,(1) = 20720 (A, — E[Ax, ]) + 20T (N, — ).
! ! (SA.1.40)
Let ¢, (+) be the characteristic function of the left-hand side, ¢, (-) that of n=20 1 (A, —
E[Ay,]), and ¢,(+) that of n=%2(N,, —n). By independence of N,,, due to the coupling
construction, the characteristic function of the right-hand side of (SA.1.40) is

On an . . _ (0n an \7
on (=) | =), implying w0, (y) =G| =y )| —V
On On On On
for y = 0,6, 'z. By Theorem SA.1.1 and the Poisson CLT,

~ —x2/2

on(z) > € /2,

and ¢,(x) > e
Furthermore, this convergence is uniform over z in a compact set (Klenke, 2013, Theo-
rem 15.23). As previously discussed, sup,, max{a,, &,,} < o0 and liminf,,_,,, min{o,, &, } >
0. Thus, there exists a compact set K such that for n sufficiently large and y € K,

Yo, /o, and yay, /o, lie in K. Combining these facts,

" exp {—%y;} +0o(1) exp {—&”J_za%%} + o(1) B
Pn\Y) = = — €
exp{—g—%y—;} +0(1) 1+0(1)

2/2

for any y € R, where convergence follows from (SA.1.39). Therefore,
n 2o (A, — E[An,]) =5 N(0,1).

Finally, in the previous expression, we can replace E[Ay, | with E[A,,] due to (SA.1.36).
|

SA.2 Auxiliary Lemmas

The lemmas in this section are used to prove results in §A.2. The first two show
that |X2 (z,z)| and |X(z,z; K)| defined in §A.1 have exponential tails. Let 7 =
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supp(X1, Z1). For r > 0 and f = sup, f(z), define ¢2(z, z) = E[o/*7 @] and

) 1/2
Uz, 2) = kf(l+ r)f (Ld pi(z, 20, 2)? d@*(zf)) dz’.

Rd

Lemma SA.2.1. Under Assumptions 1, 7, and 9, there exists a > 1 such that, for

7 sufficiently small, sup, e 97 (7, 2) < 0.

PROOF. By Lemma SA.3.3 of Leung (2020),the conclusion holds if inf(, .)e7 1o (2, 2) >
0 and sup, )7 Yo(z,2) < . Assumption 1 implies the second inequality, and

Assumption 9 implies the first because

lim Qﬂrn(SL’,Z) = lim nE[an(XZ, ZZ,X], Zj) | Xz =, Zz = Z].

n—0 n—o0

Lemma SA.2.2. Define g*(x,z; K) = E[a'xw“?K)‘]. Under Assumption 1, for any
a>1 and K € N, sup, ., sup, )7 E[g7 (2, 2; K)] < 0.

PROOF. Let T, be the functional that maps any h: RY x R% — R to

(Trh)(:c,z)zf J h(z', 2")d@,(z, z; 2, 2'),
R JRdz

where ¢,.(+) is defined in (A.5). A standard branching process argument yields the

recursion

g; (z, 2 K)
= aexp {/if(l + ) fRd fRdz (go(«', 2 K — 1) — )p(x; ") dD*(2)) dx'}

= aexp{T,(%(z,z; K —1) —1)}. (SA.2.1)

See for example the proof of Lemma 1.2 of Leung and Moon (2019). Let I': g —
aexp{T,(g — 1)}. Then for any (z,2) e T,

gr(z, 2 K) = T"a, (SA.2.2)
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by (SA.2.1) and the fact that |X¥(xz,2;0)| = 1. Now, T'a equals

e texp {n(1 +7)f fRd fRdz pr(z;2") dD* (7)) d:):’} . (SA.2.3)

By Assumption 1, sup, {z. p1(z;2’) da’ < o since pi(z;2") < @(V([|la — '), 0))
decays exponentially in ||z — 2’||. Consequently, there exists C' < o such that, for
any r < £, (SA.2.3) is bounded by ae®'C. Likewise, I?a < ae®” ¢~1C < w0, and
repeating this argument, we obtain sup, .7 I'a < oo. Combined with (SA.2.2),

this proves the claim. ]

The next lemma establishes an exponential tail bound for | X (X1, Z;; K)| defined
in (A.7).

Lemma SA.2.3. Under Assumptions 1, 7, and 9, there exists ng € N such that

limsupw ™' log B(w) <0 for

w00
f(w) = sup sup P(|%i(X1,Z1;K)| >w| Xy =27, = z)

n>no (z,2)eT

PROOF. Let I'y(z,z) = U(x/7zl)ex£v£(x7z;[()%gl(.CL’/,Z’), where conditional on particle

types in XM (z, 2 K), {XD (2/,2): («/,2') € XM (2,2 K)} are independent branch-

ing processes with intensity (A.3). Then X (2,2 K) = U@ )ern @XM (2,25 1),

where, conditional on I'y(z,z), {XM(2/,2/;1): (2/,7') € T'y(z,2)} are independent

branching processes with intensity (A.5).

By the law of total probability,

P (|x7 (2,2 K)| > w) <P (|Ta(z,2)| > w)

+P DM@ 1) > w O D, 2) <w' |, (SA24)

(z,2")ely (z,2)
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For any a > 1, the second term on the right-hand side equals

ElP((m, Z/Z XM (2" 2" 1)) > w ‘ T, (x, z)) {|T(z, 2)| < w’}}

,2Neln (z,2)

<a"E H E [a\%%(x”,Z”;l)l | Ty (z, z)] 1{|Tn(z, 2)| < w’}}
(z',2")eln (z,2)

/

<a™ (sup sup E[a&%(x”,z”;l)l])  (8A25)

n>ng (z”,2")eT

where the second line uses Markov’s inequality and conditional independence of the
branching processes, and the third line also uses conditional independence.
By Lemma SA.2.2, we can choose o and ngy such that the supremum term in

(SA.2.5) is bounded above by some C' > 0. Then for any ¢ > 0 and v’ = cw,
(SA.2.5) < exp{—wloga + cwlog C}.

Choosing ¢ such that loga > clog C, the second element on the right-hand side of
(SA.2.4) is bounded above by e=?* for some 3 > 0. By a similar argument,

"

P (Tp(z,2)| > w') <a™ (sup sup E I:OéxTDn(xI’Z/)I])

n>ng (z/,2")eT

+P (XM(z,2K) > w"). (SA.2.6)

By Lemma SA.2.1, we can choose «,ng such that the supremum term is bounded
by a finite constant. Then choosing w” = ¢'w’ for some small enough ¢ > 0, the
first term on the right-hand side can be bounded above by e #*" = ¢=#'“® for some
B’ > 0, recalling w’ = cw. By Lemma SA.2.2, the second term on the right-hand side
of (SA.2.6) is O(e#"*") for some 3" > 0, uniformly over all n sufficiently large. We
have therefore established that (SA.2.4) is O(e™"") for some v > 0. n

The last lemma bounds the maximal distance between the positions of ¢ and

Ny(m+r) (1, K, w'") defined in (A.9).

Lemma SA.2.4. Under Assumptions 1, 7, and 9, for any ¢ > 0, k € {1,...,4},

K € {1,2}, and K € N, there exist constants ng,c > 0 such that for w,w’ — oo with
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w/w — a € (0,0),

max < sup sup sup  P( max X = Xl > w | X = @),
n>ng me((1—e)n,(1+€e)n) xiesupp(f)* €N (m+k) (LK, w")
sup sup P( max r X = Xl > w | Xy = aw)
n>ng mk/Esupp(f)k’ ZENJ(N7L+k’)(17K7w/)

= O(w™™ exp{—cw}).

PROOF. We prove the bound for the probability involving Ny, +r)(1, K, w') for
k' = 1. The argument for the other terms is very similar. Abbreviate M = M (N,,+1)
with ijth entry M;; and D = D(N,, + 1) with ¢jth entry D;;. Let ./\/:?(Nnﬂ)(l,f, )
be the set of nodes at path distance ¢’ from some node j in the network D such that

j itself is path distance ¢ from node 1 in the network M. Then

P( max )r;1||X1 - X > w)

iENJ(Nn+1) (1,K,w’

K
< ZP( max X, — X, > w)

ieNf;(NnH)(l,Z,O)

+
1=
'-U

( max X — X > w>
ieN 1,0,¢/)

§(Nn+1)(

K w
+ P JIX = X >w ). (SA2.7
D VP( L me I Kl w). (52

g (
J(Nn+1)

We begin by bounding the third term on the right-hand side. Under the event that

maXieNf;(Nnﬂ)(

with jo = 1 such that (a) for all & = 1,...,¢, we have M, ; = 1; (b) for all
K =0+1,... .0+, wehave D;, ; = 1;and (c) for some m = 1,...,0+ (', we

have r, M| X, , — X > w/(¢ + ¢'). By Assumption 1, since D;; < M;; for all i, j,
we have ¢, ;. > VY w/(¢ + ¢),0) for w sufficiently large and the m in part (c).

1L067) r Y| X1 — X;|| > w, there must exist distinct nodes jo # - -+ # joo
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Using these facts,

P( max X - Xl > w)
IEND o1y (LEE)

<P< U UZJer{CJm i _71(’(1]/(6-1-6/),0)}
j07é"'7éjg+l/ENNn+1,jo—l
£+
{H 1_[ Mﬁk' 1 Jk’ Uk T 1})

k=1k'=0+1
L+
<E[ S Y X X wf( - 0)

Jo#-#j NN, +1,Jo0=1m=1

4 040
1_[ ]k 17 ]k H prn Tt~ 1’Z-7k’ 1’X]k”Z]k’)]

k'=0+1
k'#m

?Tw
i
S~

where p,, (+) is defined in (A.4), p,,(-) is defined in (15), and

pn(ij717 Jm> 'I,U/(g + €/)> =
P(ijfljm > ma“x{vi (’U}/(g J’_ €/>’ 0)7 ‘771(7”7;1||ij71 - X.Ym ||7 O)} | Xj7,L,17ij) N

By Corollary 3.2.3 of Schneider and Weil (2008), the last line is bounded above by

(C+1) JRd JRd Hpm Tjyys Tj) nf (g, ) daj
0+0—1

0+0—
l H p?“n(xjkxfla ij/,lazjk/a Z]k/) 'F] H nf(l’jklil) dxjk/,I

k'=0+1 k'=0+1

X (), Tere, w/(C+ ) nf(xere1) dege o flzeee) dzee,

where F = {Xj, = z;,,...,X},,,, = ¥j,,, ,}. This is bounded above by

00 (supn [ o) £y ) (Ipln) ™ Bl (X, Xar /(0 £1)].

T

where [|Ap||m < 1 by Assumption 7. Then using Assumption 1, there exist ¢;, co > 0

72
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such that this is bounded above by

(C+0)-¢ 5" Hf(fw u 0 (V7 (u, 0))du

w/(L+L")

by a change of variables to polar coordinates. Since ®(V~1(u,0)) < cze~" for some
c3, ¢4 > 0 by Assumption 1, the second term in the parentheses is at least as large as
the first term in an asymptotic sense for w large, as can be seen by integration by

parts. Then the previous expression is bounded above by

(C+0)-c " kf(w/ (0 + ) ey exp{—caw /(L + £')}
<CU+ )Y w/(L+ ) exp{—c(w/(L+ ) =L+ —1)}

for w sufficiently large and some C, ¢ > 0 that do not depend on w, ¢, ¢'.
Therefore, the third term on the right-hand side of (SA.2.7) is bounded above by

y 0+ Y w/(l+ ) exp{—c(w/( + ) =+ —1)}

0'=1

=

C
¢

Il
it

/

< CKWw' + K)w ) exp{—c(w/(K + ') + { - K — 1)}
=1

< C'w'w? (J exp{—c(w/(K + ') + )} dt' — e=<W/K) ec(“’/(w/JrKHw/)) :

(SA.2.8)

for some C’ > 0 that depends on K. For w sufficiently large, the integral is bounded
above by

/

Jow <ﬁ - 1) GXP{_C (Kti 7 +£/)} 14

—= (exp{ — c(w/(K + ') + w')} — exp{ — cw/K}).

QlP—‘

Hence, (SA.2.8) = O(w?lexp{—cw}) for some ¢ > 0. By a similar argument, the
other terms on the right-hand side of (SA.2.7) are also of this order. |
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