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Abstract. We prove a central limit theorem for network moments in a

model of network formation with strategic interactions and homophilous agents.

Since data often consists of observations on a single large network, we consider

an asymptotic framework in which the network size diverges. We argue that

a modification of “exponential stabilization” conditions from the literature on

geometric graphs provides a useful high-level formulation of weak dependence,

which we use to establish an abstract central limit theorem. We then derive

primitive conditions for stabilization using results in branching process theory.

We discuss practical inference procedures justified by our results and outline a

methodology for deriving primitive conditions that can be applied more broadly

to other large network models with strategic interactions.
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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.1 Our CLT applies to a large class of network moments

computed from a single large network, which are averages of node-level statistics

n´1
řn

i“1 ψi, where ψi 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).

1A 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 (Barabási 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 ψi 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 ˆ n adjacency matrix, where the ijth entry

Aij , termed the potential link, is an indicator for whether nodes i, j are connected.

Following the usual convention, we require that Aii “ 0 for all nodes i, meaning that

there are no self-links. We focus on undirected networks, so Aij “ Aji. For two
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networks A,A1, we say that A is a subnetwork of A1 if every link in A is a link in

A1. 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, k1 in this sequence,

Akk1 “ 1. Its length is the number of links it involves. The path distance between

two nodes i, j in A is the length of the shortest path that connects them if a path

exists and 8 otherwise. The K-neighborhood of a node i in A, denoted by NApi, Kq,
is the set of all nodes j of path distance at most K from i (including i). Finally the

component of a node i with respect to a network A is the set of all nodes j at finite

path distance from i.

2 Model

Let Nn “ t1, . . . , nu be a set of nodes, where each i P Nn is endowed with a type

pXi, Ziq. We distinguish Xi P R
d as the position of node i, a continuously distributed

vector of homophilous (defined below) attributes with density f . Each node pair pi, jq
is endowed with a real-valued random utility shock ζij “ ζji. Let tpXi, ZiquiPN and

tζij : i P Nn, j ą iu both be i.i.d. and independent.

The observed network A satisfies

Aij “ 1
 

V
`

r´1
n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖, Sij, Zi, Zj, ζij

˘

ą 0
(

, (1)

where V p¨q is an R-valued function, ‖¨‖ a norm on R
d, rn a positive constant that will

control the network’s sparsity, and Sij a vector of statistics that can depend on A and

captures strategic interactions. If we interpret V p¨q as the joint surplus agents i 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 pr´1
n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖, Sij, Zi, Zj, ζijq “ pSij, Zi, Zjq1θ ´ r´1

n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖ ` ζij

and a simple example of Sij

Sij “ max
k
AikAjk. (2)

The latter is an indicator for whether i and j share a common friend (used for example
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by Menzel, 2017). If the coefficient of Sij is positive, then node pairs pi, jq sharing

a common neighbor (Sij “ 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
`

r´1
n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖, Sij, Zi, Zj, ζij

˘

“ β0 ` pZi ` Zjq1β1

` β2r
´1
n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖ ` γ1

n
ÿ

k“1

pAik ` Ajkq ` γ2

n
ÿ

k“1

AikAjk ` ζij, (3)

This also corresponds to a linear latent index but with

Sij “
˜

n
ÿ

k“1

AikAjk,

n
ÿ

k“1

Aik,

n
ÿ

k“1

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 i and j. If γ1 ą 0, this captures a popularity effect.

It should be noted that the assumptions we impose for a CLT require Sij 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 mintřn
k“1Aik,∆u for some user-specified constant ∆.

In §2.1 below, we state an assumption that clarifies how the first component

of V p¨q generates homophily and sparsity. In §2.2, we state a general restriction

specifying how Sij 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 p¨q is decreasing in the
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first component, then it implies that nodes that are “socially dissimilar” in terms

of positions Xi 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 (Barabási,

2015; Chandrasekhar, 2016). This is often accomplished by scaling the sequence of

models such that the expected degree of any node is asymptotically bounded:

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

ÿ

j‰i

ErAijs “ Op1q.

Our first assumption restricts the joint-surplus function V p¨q and the distribution

of ζij, so that the network generated by model (1) satisfies homophily and spar-

sity. Let Φ̄ζpzq “ Ppζij ě zq. Define V̄ pr´1
n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖, ζijq “ sups,z,z1 V pr´1

n ‖Xi ´
Xj‖, s, z, z1, ζijq, where the supremum is taken with respect to the support of pSij, Zi, Zjq
(which is identical across i, j). Finally, recall d is the dimension of X1.

Assumption 1 (Homophily and Sparsity). For any δ P R`, V̄ pδ, ¨q is invertible in its

second argument, and its inverse V̄ ´1pδ, ¨q satisfies lim supδÑ8 δ
´1 log Φ̄ζpV̄ ´1pδ, 0qq ă

0. Furthermore, there exists κ ą 0 such that, for any n P N,

rn ” pκ{nq1{d. (5)

Invertibility is satisfied, for example, if the random-utility shock ζij is additively

separable in V p¨q. Homophily is a consequence of the first sentence because PpAij “
1 | r´1

n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖ “ δq ď Φ̄ζpV̄ ´1pδ, 0qq, which is required to decrease exponentially

with δ. If V p¨q is not too nonlinear in its first component and the distribution of ζij

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

Example 3. Consider Example 1, and suppose Sij and Zi have uniformly bounded

7



Leung and Moon

support. Then for some constant M ,

P
`

V pr´1
n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖, Sij, Zi, Zj, ζijq ą 0 | r´1

n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖ “ δ
˘

ď PpM ´ δ ` ζij
looooomooooon

V̄ pδ,ζijq

ą 0q “ Φ̄ζpδ ´ M
loomoon

V̄ ´1pδ,0q

q,

which decays to zero exponentially with δ if the distribution of ζij has exponential

tails.

Sparsity holds if rn 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 rn 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

n

n
ÿ

i“1

ÿ

j‰i

ErAijs “ pn´ 1qP
`

V pr´1
n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖, Sij, Zi, Zj, ζijq ą 0

˘

ď pn´ 1qP
`

ζij ą V̄ ´1pr´1
n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖, 0q

˘

“ pn´ 1qrdn
ż

Rd

ż

Rd

P
`

ζij ą V̄ ´1p‖x´ x1‖, 0q
˘

fpxqfpx` rnpx1 ´ xqq dx dx1 (6)

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

κ

ż

Rd

ż

Rd

Φ̄ζ
`

V̄ ´1p‖x ´ x1‖, 0q
˘

fpxq2 dx1 dx,

which is finite because the integrand decays exponentially with ‖x´x1‖ by Assumption 1.

2.2 Strategic Interactions and Equilibrium Selection

We next formally define the statistics Sij that capture strategic interactions. For any

H Ď N, let r´1
n TH “ ppr´1

n Xi, ZiqqiPH , the array of (scaled) types for nodes in H , and

ζH “ pζij : i ‰ j, i, j P Hq, the corresponding array of random-utility shocks. In the

case where H “ Nn, we abbreviate r´1
n TNn “ r´1

n Tn and ζNn “ ζn.
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For any n P N, we posit the existence of a vector-valued function Snp¨q such that

Sij “ Snpi, j, r´1
n Tn,Aq (7)

for any nodes i, j and Snp¨q is invariant to permutations of node labels.2

Under (7), Sij is allowed to be any arbitrary function of the network and nodes’

types. We next impose the common restriction that Snp¨q only depends on its ar-

guments through the 1-neighborhoods of i and j in A. For any H Ď Nn, let

AH “ pAkl : k ‰ l, tk, lu Ď Hq, the subnetwork of A on H . Recall from §1 that

NApi, 1q denotes i’s 1-neighborhood.

Assumption 2 (Local Externalities). For any n P N, i, j P Nn with i ‰ j, and

H “ NApi, 1q Y NApj, 1q,

Snpi, j, r´1
n Tn,Aq “ S|H|pi, j, r´1

n TH ,AHq.3

This states that Sij is only a function of nodes linked to either i 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 Snp¨q on types also al-

lows for covariate-weighted versions of these examples, such as
řn

k“1AikZk.

The model thus far is incomplete since multiple networks A may satisfy (1) due

to strategic interactions. Let Epr´1
n Tn, ζnq 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 P N, an equilibrium exists in that

Epr´1
n Tn, ζnq is non-empty. There exists a function λnp¨q such that A “ λnpr´1

n Tn, ζnq,
where λnp¨q maps pr´1

n Tn, ζnq to an element of Epr´1
n Tn, ζnq.

The selection mechanism λnp¨q denotes the latent social process by which nodes co-

2Formally, for any bijection π : Nn Ñ Nn, abuse notation by defining πpr´1

n Tnq “
ppr´1

n Xπpiq, ZπpiqqqiPNn
and similarly πpAq. Invariance of Snp¨q to permutations means

Snpi, j, r´1

n Tn,Aq “ Snpπpiq, πpjq, πpr´1

n Tnq, πpAqq, which means that node labels are arbitrary.
3Strictly speaking, we require this to hold for any positive sequence trnunPN for which nrdn Ñ κ,

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).4

2.3 Network Moments

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

of node statistics
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

ψnpi, r´1
n Tn, ζn,Aq,

where ψnp¨q is R
dψ -valued.

Example 4 (Subnetwork Counts). A simple network moment is the average degree,

for which ψipNnq is node i’s degree
řn

j“1Aij . 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
ř

i‰j‰k AijAjkAik, with correspond-

ing node statistic
ř

j,k:i‰j‰kAijAjkAik. See §B for a formal definition of subnetwork

counts.

Subnetwork counts are useful for structural inference. Suppose V p¨q is known up

to some vector of parameters θ0. Sheng (2020) defines an identified set for θ0 in terms

of moment inequalities of the form

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

ErGi ´ Hipθ0qs ď 0,

where
řn

i“1
Gi is a vector of subnetwork counts and Hip¨q is a deterministic function

of the observed subvector of ppXi, Ziqqki“1, where k is the size of the subnetwork being

counted (e.g. 3 for triangles). Under the assumptions of Sheng (2020), Hip¨q 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 Epr´1

n Tn, ζnq conditional on the primitives pr´1

n Tn, ζnq. Our
representation is equivalent. First note that, if we were to extend the domain of λnp¨q to incor-
porate an additional random vector ν independent of the primitives, then any desired conditional
distribution can be represented as Ppλnpr´1

n Tn, ζn, νq “ A | r´1
n Tn, ζnq. Second, it is without loss

of generality to not explicitly include ν in the domain because we can always include in each Zi

random variables that are payoff-irrelevant in the sense that they do not enter V p¨q and Snp¨q.
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More generally, we consider the following class of node statistics that includes the

previous example. Recall that NApi, Kq is i’s K-neighborhood.

Assumption 4 (K-Locality). For some integer K and any n P N, i P Nn, and

H “ NApi, Kq,
ψnpi, r´1

n Tn, ζn,Aq “ ψ|H|pi, r´1
n TH , ζH,AHq.

This states that ψipNnq 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´1
řn
i“1Hipθ0q is proportional to a U-statistic

of order k, so by the Hoeffding decomposition, n´1
řn

i“1Hipθ0q “ n´1
řn

i“1 H̃ipθq `
oppn´1{2q for some H̃ipθ0q that is a non-random function of i’s type pXi, Ziq (e.g.

Leung, 2015a, Proposition B.2). Hence, H̃ipθ0q satisfies Assumption 4 for K “ 0.

Since Gi is also a node statistic satisfying Assumption 4, so is Gi ´ H̃ipθq, so our

results apply to the sample moments n´1
řn
i“1pGi ´ Hipθ0qq.

Finally, without loss of generality, we assume that, for any i P Nn and x P R
d,

ψnpi, r´1
n Tn, ζn,Aq “ ψn

`

i, ppr´1
n Xj ` x, Zjqqnj“1, ζn,A

˘

and

λnpr´1
n Tn, ζnq “ λn

`

pr´1
n Xj ` x, Zjqqnj“1, ζn

˘

. (8)

This says that scaled positions tr´1
n Xiuni“1 only enter node statistics and the selection

mechanism through distances r´1
n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖, as distances are invariant to shifting

positions by x. Because Xi and Zi may be arbitrarily dependent, Xi may also enter

the model as a subvector of Zi, 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
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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 Ď Nn, λ|H|pr´1
n TH , ζHq is the selected

equilibrium network on H under the counterfactual in which the set of nodes is H ,

rather than Nn. Abusing notation, we define i’s counterfactual node statistic

ψipHq ” ψ|H|pi, r´1
n TH , ζH , λ|H|pr´1

n TH , ζHqq. (9)

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

to contrast this with

ψ|H|pi, r´1
n TH , ζH,AHq (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 ψipNnq is the degree

of node i on the full network, then (10) is i’s degree on the subnetwork restricted to

H . Generally, (10) differs from (9) because the networks AH and λ|H|pr´1
n TH , ζHq do

not coincide. This is due to strategic interactions, which induce nodes in H to form

different links when nodes NnzH are absent from the model.

For any B Ď R
d (recalling that d is the dimension of X1), let NnpBq “ ti P

Nn : Xi P Bu, the set of nodes positioned in B.

Definition 1. For any n P N and i P Nn, the radius of stabilization

Ripn, rnq ” Rpi, r´1
n Tn, ζn, λnq

is the smallest random variable R ě 0 such that ψipNnq “ ψipNnpBiqq for all sets

Bi Ď R
d containing Bpr´1

n Xi, Rq.

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 Bpr´1
n Xi, Rq 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 ψipNnq would primar-

ily depend on a small set of nodes positioned near i, 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 Opp1q, analogous to a condition due to Penrose and Yukich
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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

tNnunPN be a sequence of random variables independent of all model primitives such

that

Nn „ Poissonpnq. (11)

A de-Poissonization argument discussed in §3 requires us to consider two different

network sizes: a random size Nn ` k, where k is a constant, and a non-random size

m ` k, where m “ mn with mn{n Ñ c P p0,8q. 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 ofX1, supppfq be the support of f , supppfqk “ Śk

i“1 supppfq,
and Xk “ pXjqkj“1.

Assumption 5 (Exponential Stabilization). For any k P t1, . . . , 4u and k1 P t1, 2u,
there exist n0, ǫ ą 0 such that lim supwÑ8w

´1maxtlog τb,ǫpwq, log τppwqu ă 0, where

τb,ǫpwq “ sup
nąn0

sup
mPpp1´ǫqn,p1`ǫqnq

sup
xkPsupppfqk

P pR1pm` k, rnq ą w | Xk “ xkq ,

τppwq “ sup
nąn0

sup
xk1 Psupppfqk1

P pR1pNn ` k1, rnq ą w | Xk1 “ xk1q .

The assumption says that the distribution of the radius of stabilization has an expo-

nential tail under various models with Nn `k and m`k nodes. The use of node 1 in,

for example, R1pm ` k, rnq 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.
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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 ‖x‖8 denote the component-wise

maximum of a vector x.

Assumption 6 (Bounded Moments). There exist p ą 2, ǫ ą 0, M ă 8, and n0 P N

such that for all n ą n0, k P t1, 2u, m P pp1 ´ ǫqn, p1 ` ǫqnq, and xk P supppfqk,

max
 

Er‖ψ1pNm`kq‖p8 | Xk “ xks,Er‖ψ1pNNn`k X pHn Y t1uqq‖p8 | Xk “ xks
(

ă M

for any sequence of random sets Hn Ď t2, . . . , Nn ` 1u that may depend on pXiqNn`1
i“1 .

Additionally, supppfq is a bounded set.

This says that node statistics have uniformly bounded p ą 2 moments. Proposition B.1

verifies this for subnetwork counts (Example 4).

Let Σn “ n´1Varpřn
i“1 ψipNnqq, λminpΣnq its smallest eigenvalue, ‖Σn‖ its entry-

wise maximum, and In the identity matrix with the same dimensions as Σn.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions 5 and 6, supn‖Σn‖ ă 8, and if additionally

lim infnÑ8 λminpΣnq ą 0, then

Σ
´1{2
n

1?
n

n
ÿ

i“1

`

ψipNnq ´ ErψipNnqs
˘ dÝÑ N p0, Inq. (12)

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 ψipNnq, the proof of Theorem 1 only makes

use of the fact that λnp¨q 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

14
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applied more broadly to other network models. For example, in Leung (2019a), λnp¨q
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 Nn defined in (11), so-called because tXiuNni“1 has the same distribution as a

Poisson point process with intensity function nfp¨q (Penrose, 2003, Proposition 1.5).

Specifically, we show

Σ̃
´1{2
n

1?
n

˜

Nn
ÿ

i“1

ψipNNnq ´ E

«

Nn
ÿ

i“1

ψipNNnq
ff¸

dÝÑ N p0, Inq, (13)

where Σ̃n “ n´1VarpřNn
i“1 ψipNNnqq. This is simpler to prove directly because, unlike

tXiuni“1, the Poisson process tXiuNni“1 possesses a well-known spatial independence

property: for any disjoint subsets S1, S2 Ď R
d, |tXiuNni“1 X S1| KK |tXiuNni“1 X S2|.

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 X1 into cubes

Q1, . . . , QVn of slowly growing volume and representing the moment n´1
řn

i“1
ψipNNnq

as a double sum over cubes and nodes within cubes n´1
řVn
i“1

řNi
j“1 ψijpNNnq, where

Ni is the number of nodes positioned in Qi and ij indexes the jth node positioned

in cube i. 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 ψijpNnq are primarily de-

termined by nodes relatively proximate to ij, and hence, cubes relatively proximate

Qi, it can be shown that the dependence structure of třNi
j“1 ψijpNNnquVni“1 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 Nn{n pÝÑ 1, tXiuni“1 and tXiuNni“1 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 Σ̃n downward to obtain the correct variance Σn (see

our Theorem SA.1.2). Intuitively, an adjustment is required because Nn contributes

extra randomness to the asymptotic distribution.

More specifically, define the add-one cost

Ξn “ ψn`1pNn`1q `
n
ÿ

i“1

`

ψipNn`1q ´ ψipNnq
˘

. (14)

This is the aggregate counterfactual impact on the total
řn

i“1 ψipNnq from adding a

new node labeled n ` 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{2

˜

Nn
ÿ

i“1

ψipNNnq ´ E

«

Nn
ÿ

i“1

ψipNNnq
ff¸

“ n´1{2

˜

n
ÿ

i“1

ψipNnq ´ E

«

n
ÿ

i“1

ψipNnq
ff¸

` n´1{2pNn ´ nqErΞNns ` opp1q.

This may be viewed as a first-order expansion with respect to the number of nodes,

comparing Nn to n. The “derivative” is ErΞNns 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´1{2pNn ´ nqErΞNns.
Because Nn 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 NnpBiq. 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, Xi may be correlated

with Zi 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 ζij,

which intuitively poses little problem due to the high degree of independence. They

are independent across pairs, whereas type pairs ppXi, Ziq, pXj, Zjqq are correlated

across pairs sharing a common node, for example pi, jq and pi, kq.

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

tψipNnquni“1. 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:

prnpXi, Zi, Xj, Zjq “ P
`

sup
s

V pr´1
n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖, s, Zi, Zj, ζijq ą 0 | Xi, Zi, Xj, Zj

˘

´ P
`

inf
s
V pr´1

n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖, s, Zi, Zj, ζijq ą 0 | Xi, Zi, Xj, Zj
˘

(15)

(assuming measurability). This is the effect on link formation of changing Sij 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 p¨q.
Let dz be the dimension of Zi and Φzp¨ | xq the conditional distribution of Zi given

Xi “ x. Recall that f is the density of X1. For any h : Rd ˆ R
dz Ñ R, define the

mixed norm

‖h‖m “ sup
xPRd

ˆ
ż

Rdz

hpx, zq2 dΦ˚pzq
˙1{2

,

where Φ˚p¨q is a distribution on R
dz given in the next assumption.

Assumption 7 (Subcriticality). There exists a distribution Φ˚p¨q on R
dz such that,

for any px, zq P supppX1, Z1q and x1 P supppfq,
ż

Rdz

p1px, z; x1, z1q dΦzpz1 | x1q ď
ż

Rdz

p1px, z; x1, z1q dΦ˚pz1q.

Furthermore, for f̄ “ supxPRd fpxq and κ in (5),

‖hD‖m ă 1 where hDpx, zq “ κf̄

ż

Rd

ˆ
ż

Rdz

p1px, z; x1, z1q2 dΦ˚pz1q
˙1{2

dx1.

The first equation is a regularity condition. The substantive requirement is ‖hD‖m ă
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 Sij on Aij 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 ‖hD‖m ă 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 |β| ă 1, where β 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 pr´1
n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖, Sij, Zi, Zj, ζijq “ θ1 ` S 1

ijθ2 ´ θ3pr´1
n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖q2 ` ζij,

where Xi „ Upr0, 1s2q, ζij „ N p0, 1q, and Sij has uniformly bounded support, so that

|S 1
ijθ2| ď S̄ 1θ2 for some vector of constants S̄. Then

hDpx1, z1q “ κf̄

ż

R2

P
`

´ S̄ 1θ2 ă θ1 ´ θ3‖x ´ x1‖2 ` ζ12 ď 0
˘

dx

“ κ

ż

R2

“

Φpθ1 ` S̄ 1θ2 ´ θ3‖x‖
2q ´ Φpθ1 ´ θ3‖x‖

2q
‰

dx

“ 2κπ

ż 8

0

z
“

Φpθ1 ` S̄ 1θ2 ´ θ3z
2q ´ Φpθ1 ´ θ3z

2q
‰

dz

by a change of variables to polar coordinates, where π is the transcendental con-

stant. Let hpxq “ xΦpxq ` φpxq, where Φp¨q and φp¨q are the normal CDF and PDF,

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

‖hD‖m “ κπ

θ3

`

hpθ1 ` S̄ 1θ2q ´ hpθ1q
˘

.

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

θ2 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 γ1 and γ2, 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

Dij “ 1

"

 

sup
s

V pr´1
n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖, s, Zi, Zj, ζijq ą 0

(

X 

inf
s
V pr´1

n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖, s, Zi, Zj, ζijq ď 0
(

)

, (16)

whose conditional expectation is (15). If infs V pr´1
n ‖Xi ´Xj‖, s, Zi, Zj, ζijq ą 0, then

the link between i 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 p¨q only through

Sij . Likewise, if sups V pr´1
n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖, s, Zi, Zj, ζijq ď 0, the potential link is robustly

absent in the sense that, regardless of the network state, no link forms. In either case,

Dij “ 0. If instead Dij “ 1, then Aij is non-robust in the sense that changes to the

ambient network may well affect the pairwise stability of Aij.

Let D be the n ˆ n matrix with ijth entry Dij for i ‰ j and Dii “ 0 for all i.

Viewing D as a network, let Ci denote i’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

C`
i “ Ci Y

"

j P Nn : max
kPCi

inf
s
V pr´1

n ‖Xj ´ Xk‖, s, Zj, Zk, ζjkq ą 0

*

, (17)

which adds to Ci the set of all nodes that possess a robust link to some member

20



Normal Approximation in Large Network Models

of Ci. 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 Aij may be 1 or 0

if Dij “ 1. The components of D are the two islands obtained by removing the solid

line: t1, 2, 3u and t4, 5, 6u. The strategic neighborhoods are t1, 2, 3, 4u and t3, 4, 5, 6u.

3

2

1

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 D45 “ 1, A45 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 A34 is robust. Consequently,

the subnetwork on the strategic neighborhood t1, 2, 3, 4u 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`
i is invariant to the counterfactual removal of nodes NnzC`

i from the

model.
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Proposition 1. Under Assumption 2, for any n P N and strategic neighborhood C`,

Epr´1
n TC` , ζC`q “ tAC` : A P Epr´1

n Tn, ζnqu 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 Nn. The right-hand side is the

set of subnetworks on C` of all pairwise stable networks under the model with nodes

Nn. The proposition asserts the two are equivalent, and in this sense, the game on

C`
i 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 NnzH 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 Epr´1
n Tn, ζnq 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 Ci, which is to construct a

branching process whose size stochastically dominates that of the component (e.g.

Bollobás 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 Ci, 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 Ci 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 λnp¨q 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 t1, 2, 3, 4u has two possible pairwise

stable subnetworks, which we denote A1 and A2. That is, Epr´1
n TH , ζHq “ tA1,A2u

for H “ t1, 2, 3, 4u. Further suppose there exists a unique pairwise stable sub-

network on t3, 4, 5, 6u, so that |Epr´1
n TH 1 , ζH 1q| “ 1 for H 1 “ t3, 4, 5, 6u.5 Then

Epr´1
n Tn, ζnq “ tA1,

1 ,A1
2u, where A1

1 (A1
2) denotes the equilibrium in which the sub-

network on t1, 2, 3, 4u is A1 (A2). Consider a selection mechanism λnp¨q that chooses

A1
1 if Z5 lies in a certain set and otherwise chooses A2. Then the realization of all

potential links in the network depends on Z5, 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 Z5.

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 A34, for example, is a robust link, its realization is necessarily the same under all such
subnetworks.

23



Leung and Moon

To formally state the assumption, let λnpr´1
n Tn, ζnq

ˇ

ˇ

H
be the restriction of the

range of λnp¨q to networks on H . For example, under Assumption 3, λnpr´1
n Tn, ζnq “

A, so λnpr´1
n Tn, ζnq

ˇ

ˇ

H
“ AH .

Assumption 8 (Decentralized Selection). For any n P N, i P Nn, and H “ C`
i ,

λnpr´1
n Tn, ζnq

ˇ

ˇ

H
“ λ|H|pr´1

n TH , ζHq.

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 AH on i’s strategic

neighborhood H “ C`
i . On the right-hand side, we instead counterfactually remove

nodes in NnzH from the model while fixing all other structural primitives, so that we

have a |H|-node model, and the selection mechanism λ|H|p¨q chooses some network

λ|H|pr´1
n TH , ζHq. For any arbitrary H Ď Nn, it will typically not be the case that AH

(the realized subnetwork on H) equals λ|H|pr´1
n TH , ζHq (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 Epr´1
n TH , ζHq, is

equivalent to the set subnetworks on H of pairwise stable networks on Nn, namely

tAH : A P Epr´1
n Tn, ζnqu. It 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 Nn, 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

A0 (for example). For the first pair of nodes pi, jq, update A0 by setting Aij “
1tV pr´1

n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖, Sij, Zi, Zj, ζijq ą 0u, where Sij “ Snpi, j, r´1
n Tn,A0q, the network

statistics evaluated at the prior network. Repeat for all pairs of nodes to obtain A1,

and then repeat this process until convergence.
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These dynamics may be run on the entire set of nodes Nn 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 prpX1, Z1;X2, Z2q “ 0 a.s. for any r ą 0 in a

neighborhood of zero, or

inf
px,zqPsupppX1,Z1q

lim
nÑ8

nErprnpX1, Z1;X2, Z2q | X1 “ x, Z1 “ zs ą 0.

The choice of nodes 1 and 2 is arbitrary because nodes are exchangeable. The case

prpX1, Z1;X2, Z2q “ 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 prnpX1, Z1;X2, Z2q is at least order n´1, 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´1 under

sparsity by (6).

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

derivation in that example and (6),

nErprpX1, Z1;X2, Z2q | X1 “ x, Z1 “ zs

“ 2nr2π

ż 1

0

z
“

Φpθ1 ` S̄ 1θ2 ´ θ3z
2q ´ Φpθ1 ´ θ3z

2q
‰

dz.

If θ2 “ 0, this corresponds to the case prpX1, Z1;X2, Z2q “ 0 a.s. Otherwise,

Assumption 9 holds if S̄ ‰ 0 since nr2n “ κ ą 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, supn‖Σn‖ ă 8, and if additionally

lim infnÑ8 λminpΣnq ą 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 pr´1
n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖, Sij, Zi, Zj, ζijq “ θ1 ` S 1

ijθ2 ´ θ3pr´1
n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖q2 ` ζij,

where rn is defined in (5), tXiu iid„ Upr0, 1s2q, tζiju iid„ N p0, 1q, and there exists a

vector of strictly positive constants S̄ such that |S 1
ijθ2| ď S̄ 1θ2 a.s. for any n. Assume

the following.

(a) For hpxq “ xΦpxq ` φpxq, where Φp¨q and φp¨q are the normal CDF and PDF,

respectively,
κπ

θ3

`

hpθ1 ` S̄ 1θ2q ´ hpθ1q
˘

ă 1.

(Example 6 for an economic interpretation.)

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

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

If
řn

i“1 ψipNnq is a vector of subnetwork counts (Example 4), then (12) holds.

Proof. We verify the conditions of Corollary 1. Assumption 1 holds because

Φ̄ζpV̄ ´1pδ, 0qq “ Φ̄ζpθ3δ2 ´ θ1 ´ S̄ 1θ2q,

which decays to zero exponentially with δ since Φ̄ζ 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 S̄ ‰ 0 (see Example 9).
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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 ψipNnq “ řn

j“1Aij. 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 Ji Ď Nn positioned near i such

that

ψipNnq “ ψipJiq. (18)

That is, i’s node statistic is invariant to the counterfactual removal of nodes outside

of Ji. A trivial choice is Ji “ Nn, 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 i containing Ji:

Ripn, rnq ď R̃ipn, rnq ” max
jPJi

r´1
n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖. (19)

In the case of degree, which is simply the 1-neighborhood size, a naive choice of

Ji might be i’s 1-neighborhood NApi, 1q. To see why this does not generally satisfy

(18), consider node 6 in Figure 1, whose 1-neighborhood is t5, 6u. Due to strategic

interactions and the fact that D56 “ 1 (their potential link is non-robust), A56 may

differ under the counterfactual that removes node 4 P Nnzt5, 6u from the model.

A better choice is Ji “ C`
i , which does satisfy (18). To see this in Figure 1, notice

that C`
6 “ t3, 4, 5, 6u. Under Assumption 8, the equilibrium subnetwork on C`

6 is

invariant to the removal of t1, 2u. Since C`
i necessarily contains i’s 1-neighborhood,

(18) holds.

Step 2. We show that |Ji| has exponential tails. First, §A.1 establishes that |Ji|

is stochastically bounded above by the size of a certain branching process when Ji

consists of components (e.g. Ci) 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, Ji “ C`
i 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`
i . For more general node statistics satisfying Assumption 4, we construct Ji in

(A.2) as a union of components and K-neighborhoods. Leung (2019a) provides a

different construction of Ji 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 |Ji| into one for R̃ipn, rnq. Intuitively,

if |Ji| is small, then so will be R̃ipn, rnq since nodes are homophilous in positions

(Assumption 1), so each j P Ji will typically be close to i in terms of distance r´1
n ‖Xi´

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 µ0 “ Erψ1pNnqs and µ̂ “ n´1
řn

i“1 ψipNnq. Consider testing the null hypoth-

esis

H0 : µ0 “ µ.

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 µ0 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 α be the desired level of

the test, Rn “ pn{2q4{3 rounded to the nearest integer, Π be the set of all bijections

(permutation functions) on t1, . . . , nu, and π “ pπrqRnr“1 be i.i.d. uniform draws from

Π. Let V̂ “ n´1
řn
i“1pψipNnq ´ µ̂qpψipNnq ´ µ̂q1, the sample variance. Define the test
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statistic

TU pµ; πq “ 1
a

dψRn

Rn
ÿ

r“1

pψπrp1qpNnq ´ µq1V̂ ´1pψπrp2qpNnq ´ µq,

recalling that dψ is the dimension of the range of ψp¨q. Let z1´α be the 1´α quantile

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

TUpµ; πq ą z1´α.

Theorem A.1 of Leung (2022) provides conditions under which the test is asymp-

totically level α under H0. The main assumption that needs to be verified is
?
n-

consistency of µ̂, which is a consequence of our Theorem 2.6

For intuition on the importance of
?
n-consistency, consider a simpler test statistic

studied by Leung (2019a):

T̃Mpµ; πq “ 1
a

RM
n

RMn
ÿ

r“1

V̂ ´1{2
`

ψπrp1qpNnq ´ µ
˘

for RM
n “ ?

n rounded to the nearest integer. To understand its asymptotic behavior,

we add and subtract its conditional mean:

1
a

RM
n

RMn
ÿ

r“1

V̂ ´1{2
`

ψπrp1qpNnq ´ Erψπrp1qpNnq | tψipNnquni“1s
˘

` 1
a

RM
n

RMn
ÿ

r“1

V̂ ´1{2
`

Erψπrp1qpNnq | tψipNnquni“1s ´ µ
˘

.

Conditional on the data tψipNnquni“1, the permutations πr are independent, so the first

term is an average ofRM
n conditionally independent observations and therefore obeys a

CLT. The second is a bias term that can be shown to equal pRM
n {nq1{2V̂ ´1{2

?
npµ̂´µq.

Hence, under H0 and
?
n-consistency, this is order pRM

n {nq1{2 “ op1q.

Multiple large networks. A drawback of the previous procedure is that it is

inefficient, having a rate of convergence slower than
?
n since RM

n “ opnq. If the

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

6The 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 ℓ “ 1, . . . , L has size nℓ

satisfying nℓ{n Ñ cℓ P p0,8q as n Ñ 8. Let µ̂ℓ “ n´1
ℓ

řnℓ
i“1 ψipNnℓq, the network

moment computed on network ℓ. Assume there exists a universal population moment

µ0 such that Erµ̂ℓs “ µ0 ` opn´1{2q for all ℓ. We seek to test the null H0 : µ0 “ µ.

We consider the randomization test proposed by Canay et al. (2017). For Sn,ℓ “
?
nℓpµ̂ℓ ´ µq and Sn “ pSn,ℓqLℓ“1, define the Wald statistic

T pSnq “
˜

1?
L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

S 1
n,ℓ

¸˜

1

L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

Sn,ℓS
1
n,ℓ

¸´1˜

1?
L

L
ÿ

ℓ“1

Sn,ℓ

¸

.

We obtain critical values from the randomization distribution tT pπSnq : π P t´1, 1uLu
where πSn “ pπℓSn,ℓqLℓ“1 for π “ pπℓqLℓ“1. Let α be the desired level of the test,

q “ 2Lp1 ´ αq rounded up to the nearest integer, and cL,1´α be the qth largest value

of tT pπSnq : π P t´1, 1uLu. The test rejects if and only if

T pSnq ą cL,1´α.

The test is asymptotically level α if the limit distribution of the vector of network

moments is asymptotically normal, which is a consequence of our Theorem 2. Intu-

itively, under H0 and asymptotic normality, tSn,ℓuLℓ“1 are approximately independent

draws from a mean-zero normal distribution. Hence, multiplying these draws by ˘1

does not change the asymptotic distribution of T pSnq, 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 θ0 denote the true parameters

of V p¨q. We maintain the assumptions of Corollary 1 in order to apply our CLT. To

test the hypothesis H0 : θ0 “ θ, we test the moment inequality

µ0 ” ErG1 ´ H1pθqs ď 0
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using the moment inequality test proposed by Leung (2022).

Returning to the single-network setting, let µk be the kth component of µ0,

ψikpNnq the kth component of ψipNnq, and TU,kpµk; πq the U-type statistic defined in

the previous subsection but computed with scalar data tψikpNnquni“1. Also let µ̂k be

the kth component of µ̂ and V̂kk the kth diagonal entry of V̂ . Define the test statistic

Qnpπq “ max
1ďkďdψ

 

TU,kp0; πq ´ µ˚
k1tµ̂k ă 0u

(

, where

µ˚
k “ µ̂kV̂

´1
kk

1
a

dψRn

Rn
ÿ

r“1

`

ψπrp1q,kpNnq ` ψπrp2q,kpNnq
˘

´
d

Rn

dψ
V̂ ´1
kk µ̂

2
k.

Let π̃1, . . . , π̃L be i.i.d. with the same distribution as π. Let q “ Lp1´αq rounded up

to the nearest integer and cL,1´α be qth largest value of tmax1ďkďdψ TU,kpµ̂k; π̃ℓquLℓ“1.

The test rejects if and only if

Qnpπq ą cL,1´α.

Theorem 2 of Leung (2022) provides conditions under which the test is asymptotically

level α under H0. The main assumption that needs to be verified is
?
n-consistency

of µ̂, which is a consequence of Theorem 2.

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

of Σn 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 rn

with m potentially different from n. For m,n P N, we let A “ λpr´1
n Tm, ζmq, per

Assumption 3. For the same primitives pr´1
n Tm, ζmq, let D ” Dpmq be the network

on Nm with ijth entry Dij defined in (16). Let Ci ” Cipmq be i’s component in Dpmq,
and define C`

i ” C`
i pmq as in (17). Define M ” Mpmq as the m ˆ m adjacency

matrix with all Mii “ 0 and ijth entry

Mij “ 1
 

sup
s

V pr´1
n ‖Xi ´ Xj‖, s, Zi, Zj, ζijq ą 0

(

. (A.1)

Finally, for any J Ď Nm and i P J , abbreviate

ψipJq ” ψpi, r´1
n TJ , ζJ , λ|J |q ” ψ

`

i, r´1
n TJ , ζJ , λ|J |pr´1

n TJ , ζJq
˘

.

Proof of Theorem 2. Lemma A.1 constructs, for any i P Nm, a set Ji satisfying

(18). In §A.1, we construct a branching process X
H
rn

pXi, Zi;Kq, defined in (A.7),

whose size stochastically dominates |Ji| (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 |Ji| in Lemma A.3. Finally, Lemma A.4 translates this

to a uniform exponential tail bound on R̃ipm, rnq 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

Ji satisfying (18). Recall that NMpi, Kq is i’s K-neighborhood in the network M .

Lemma A.1. Under Assumptions 2, 4, and 8, for any m,n P N and i P Nm,

ψipNmq “ ψipJiq a.s. for

Ji ” Jipmq “
ď

 

C`
j pmq : j P NMpmqpi, Kq

(

. (A.2)
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A.1 Branching Process Bound

We next define branching processes used to stochastically bound the sizes of C`
i

and NM pi, Kq, defined in the previous subsection. These are used to construct a

process whose size stochastically dominates |Ji| 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. Bollobás and Riordan, 2012).

Let x P R
d, z P R

dz , r ą 0, and f̄ “ supxPRd fpxq. Recall the definition of Φ˚p¨q
from Assumption 7 and p1px, z; x1, z1q from (15). Denote by X

D
r px, zq the multi-type

Galton-Walton branching process with type space R
d ˆ R

dz starting at a particle

of type px, zq with the following two properties (see e.g. Bollobás et al., 2007, §2.1).

First, each particle of type px1, z1q is replaced in the next generation by a set of

particles (its “offspring”) distributed as a Poisson point process on R
d ˆ R

dz with

intensity

dϕrpx1, z1; x2, z2q “ κf̄p1 ` rqp1px1, z1; x2, z2q dΦ˚pz2q dx2. (A.3)

Second, conditional on particle types at generation t´ 1, the Poisson point processes

that create the particles of generation t are independent across generation t´1 parti-

cles. We can interpret XD
r px, zq 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 px, zq.
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 px1, z1q independently generates neighbors with types distributed as the

Poisson point process above. These constitute the third generation. The process is

repeated indefinitely. Let |XD
r px, zq| denote the number of particles ultimately gen-

erated, which may be infinite. We write px1, z1q P X
D
r px, zq to mean that px1, z1q is a

type of a particle generated at some point in the process, viewing X
D
r px, zq 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

p̄rpx; x1q “ P
`

V̄ pr´1‖x ´ x1‖, ζijq ą 0u
˘

. (A.4)

Let XM
r px, z;Kq denote the branching process on R

dˆR
dz that terminates after K`1
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generations, starting at a particle of type px, zq, with the following two properties.

First, any particle of type px1, z1q is replaced in the next generation by offspring with

types distributed as a Poisson point process on R
d ˆ R

dz with intensity

dϕ̄rpx1, z1; x2, z2q “ κf̄p1 ` rqp̄1px1; x2q dΦ˚pz2q dx2. (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

X
D
r px, zq, except the intensity measure is different, and once the pK`1q-th generation

is born, no further offspring are generated. Define |XM
r px, zq| and px1, z1q P X

M
r px, zq

as we did for XD
r px, zq.

We use |XD
rn

pXi, Ziq| and |XM
rn

pXi, Zi;Kq| to stochastically bound |Ci| and |NMpi, Kq|,
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 P
Nm, |Cipmq| and |NMpmqpi, Kq| are respectively stochastically dominated by |XD

rn
pXi, Ziq|

and |XM
rn

pXi, Zi;Kq| conditional on pXi, Ziq. The same result holds if we replace m

with Nn ` 1.

Proof. The result for Cipmq 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 Dpmq, which is conditionally binomial, with the Poisson point process

with intensity (A.3). A similar argument establishes the result for m “ Nn ` 1,

which is even simpler since the degree distribution in this case is exactly Poisson.

The corresponding result for NMpmqpi, Kq 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.

With this result in hand, we may stochastically bound |Ji| as follows. Let C˚
i ”

C˚
i pmq “ Cipmq Y YjPCipmqNMpmqpj, 1q. Then C`

i Ď C˚
i . Define

J˚
i ” J˚

i pmq “
ď

 

C˚
j pmq : j P NMpmqpi, Kq

(

, (A.6)
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which contains Ji. We construct a hybrid branching process

X
H
rn

pXi, Zi;Kq (A.7)

whose size dominates |J˚
i | for sufficiently largem,n. First, for any px, zq P supppXi, Ziq,

define a smaller hybrid branching process

X
`
rn

px, zq,

constructed by generating X
D
rn

px, zq, and then for each particle (in any generation) of

type px1, z1q in X
D
rn

px, zq, generating a branching process X
M
rn

px1, z1; 1q independently

across particles conditional on X
D
rn

px, zq. Using Lemma A.2, |X`
rn

px, zq| stochastically

dominates |C˚
i | conditional on pXi, Ziq “ px, zq. Next construct (A.7) by generat-

ing the fixed-depth process XM
rn

pXi, Zi;Kq (whose size dominates that of NMpi, Kq in

(A.6)), and then for each particle (in any generation) of type px1, z1q in X
M
rn

pXi, Zi;Kq,
generating the smaller hybrid process X`

rn
px1, z1q independently across particles condi-

tional on X
M
rn

pXi, Zi;Kq. Using Lemma A.2, |XH
rn

pXi, Zi;Kq| stochastically dominates

|J˚
i pmq|, and therefore |Jipmq|, as desired. The same result holds if we replace m with

Nn ` 1.

A.2 Tail Bounds

Recall the definition of Jipmq from (A.2).

Lemma A.3. Under Assumptions 1, 7, and 9, for any k P t1, . . . , 4u and k1 P t1, 2u,
there exist n0, ǫ ą 0 such that lim supwÑ8w

´1maxtlog τ̃b,ǫpwq, log τ̃ppwqu ă 0, where

τ̃b,ǫpwq “ sup
nąn0

sup
mPpp1´ǫqn,p1`ǫqnq

sup
xkPsupppfqk

P
`

|J1pm ` kq| ą w
ˇ

ˇXk “ xk
˘

,

τ̃ppwq “ sup
nąn0

sup
xk1 Psupppfqk1

P
`

|J1pNn ` k1q| ą w
ˇ

ˇXk1 “ xk1

˘

.

Proof. We prove the result for τ̃b,ǫpwq, k “ 3, and k1 “ 2. The argument for the

other cases is similar. Fix m P N, and recall the definition of J˚
i pmq from (A.6). For

any H Ď Nm with i R H , let J˚
i pm,Hq ” J˚

i pmqzH . We first prove

J˚
1 pmq Ď J˚

1 pm, t2uq Y J˚
2 pm, t1uq. (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 P J˚
1 pmq. If i “ 2, then clearly i P J˚

2 pm, t1uq, so suppose

i ‰ 2. Then either (a) i P NMp1, Kq or (b) i P C˚
j for some j P NMp1, Kq, where C˚

j

is defined prior to (A.6). For case (a), if i R J˚
1 pm, t2uq, then node 2 must lie on a

path of length at most K in M connecting i and node 1. Therefore i P NM´p2, Kq,
so i P J˚

2 pm, t1uq. For case (b), if i R J˚
1 pm, t2uq, then there are two possibilities.

The first is that M2i “ 1, in which case i P NM´p2, Kq. The second is that node 2

lies on some path in D connecting i and some node j, in which case nodes 2 and i

are connected through a path in D´. Thus, in both cases, either i P J˚
1 pm, t2uq or

i P J˚
2 pm, t1uq.

Applying the logic of (A.8) several times yields

J˚
1 pmq Ď J˚

1 pm, t3uq Y J˚
3 pm, t1uq

Ď
`

J˚
1 pm, t2, 3uq Y J˚

2 pm, t1, 3uq
˘

Y
`

J˚
3 pm, t1, 2uq Y J˚

2 pm, t1, 3uq
˘

.

Since |Jipmq| ď |J˚
i pmq|, by the previous equation, it suffices to prove the result

replacing J1pm` 3q and J1pNn ` 2q in the definitions of τ̃b,ǫptq and τ̃pptq with J˚
3 pm`

3, t1, 2uq and J˚
1 pNn ` 2, t2uq, respectively. For sufficiently large m,n, the sizes of

these sets are both stochastically dominated by |XH
rn

pX3, Z3;Kq| defined in (A.7), as

shown in §A.1. By Lemma SA.2.3, |XH
rn

pX3, Z3;Kq| 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 P N sufficiently large, k P t1, . . . , 4u, and k1 P t1, 2u, there exist

n0, ǫ ą 0 such that lim supwÑ8 w
´1maxtlog τ˚

b,ǫpwq, log τ˚
p pwqu ă 0, where

τ˚
b,ǫpwq “ sup

nąn0

sup
mPpp1´ǫqn,p1`ǫqnq

sup
xkPsupppfqk

P
`

max
iPJ1pm`kq

r´1
n ‖X1 ´ Xi‖ ą w

ˇ

ˇXk “ xk
˘

,

τ˚
p pwq “ sup

nąn0

sup
xk1 Psupppfqk1

P
`

max
iPJ1pNn`k1q

r´1
n ‖X1 ´ Xi‖ ą w

ˇ

ˇXk1 “ xk1

˘

.

Proof. Since Jipmq Ď J˚
i pmq (A.6), it suffices to prove the result substituting

J˚
1 pm ` kq and J˚

1 pNn ` k1q for J1pm ` kq and J1pNn ` k1q, respectively. We prove

the result for J˚
1 pm` kq, as the argument is the same for J˚

1 pNn ` k1q. By the law of

36



Normal Approximation in Large Network Models

total probability,

P
`

max
iPJ˚

1
pm`kq

r´1
n ‖X1 ´ Xi‖ ą w | Xk “ xk

˘

ď P
`

|J˚
1 pm ` kq| ą w1 | Xk “ xk

˘

` P
`

max
iPJ˚

1
pm`kq

r´1
n ‖X1 ´ Xi‖ ą wX |J˚

1 pm ` kq| ď w1 | Xk “ xk
˘

.

Below we choose w1 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˚
1 pm` kq| ď w1, for C˚

i pm` kq
defined prior to (A.6), we have C˚

i pm`kq Ď NDpm`kqpi, w1q for all i P NMpm`kqp1, Kq.
Defining

NJpm`kqpi, K, w1q “
ď

tNDpm`kqpj, w1q : j P NMpm`kqpi, Kqu, (A.9)

this implies J˚
1 pm` kq Ď NJpm`kqp1, K, w1q. Therefore,

P
`

max
iPJ˚

1
pm`kq

r´1
n ‖X1 ´ Xi‖ ą wX |J˚

1 pm ` kq| ď w1 | Xk “ xk
˘

ď P
`

max
iPNJpm`kqp1,K,w1q

r´1
n ‖X1 ´ Xi‖ ą w | Xk “ xk

˘

. (A.10)

Choose w1 “ αw for some α ą 0, and define the right-hand side of (A.10) as δpwq. By

Lemma SA.2.4, δpwq “ Opwd`1expt´c wuq for some c ą 0, so lim supwÑ8 w
´1 log δpwq ă

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 P Nzt1u, and let ah be a connected network

on t1, . . . , hu (a network is connected if the path distance between any pair of nodes

is finite). For H Ă Nn with |H| “ h, we say AH is isomorphic to ah if there exists a

bijection π : Nn Ñ Nn such that πpAqH “ ah, where πpAq is the permuted adjacency

matrix pAπpiqπpjqqni,j“1. If AH is isomorphic to ah, we write AH – ah.
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Let rnsh be the set of subsets of Nn of size h. The subnetwork count for ah is

ÿ

HPrnsh

1tAH – ahu.

This is counts “unlabeled” subnetworks isomorphic to ah. To rewrite it as a (scaled)

network moment
řn

i“1 ψipNnq, we observe that this equals the corresponding count

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

h!
ÿ

HPrnsh

1tAH – ahu “
ÿ

i1PNn

ÿ

i2PNnzti1u

. . .
ÿ

ihPNnzti1,...,ih´1u

1tAti1,...,ihu – ahu
loooooooooooooooooooooooooooomoooooooooooooooooooooooooooon

ψi1 pNnq

. (B.1)

The right-hand side counts labeled subnetworks isomorphic to ah, 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
`

n

h

˘´1
since she considers a setting with many

independent networks. In our sparse, single large network setting, the correct scaling

is instead n´1, resulting in the network moment n´1
řn

i“1 ψipNnq for ψipNnq defined

in (B.1).

Proposition B.1. Under Assumption 1, Assumption 6 holds for node statistics ψipNnq
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 “ Nn. We focus on the case k “ 1

since k “ 2 is similar. In the case where m “ Nn, the setup of Assumption 6 also

considers models where the set of nodes is a subset Hn Y t1u of Nm`k, but since this

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

Define

ψ1pNm`kq “
ÿ

i1PNm`kzt1u

. . .
ÿ

ih´1PNm`kzt1,i1,...,ih´2u

1tAt1,i1,...,ih´1u – ahu. (B.2)

Since ah is a connected network on t1, . . . , hu, 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 NAp1, h ´ 1q. Then the right-hand
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side of (B.2) is bounded by |NAp1, h´ 1q|h´1.

Recall the definition of the network M from (A.1). Since Aij ď Mij , A is a

subnetwork of M , so

|NAp1, h´ 1q|h´1 ď |NMp1, h´ 1q|h´1.

By Lemma A.2, |NMp1, h´ 1q| is stochastically dominated by the size of a branching

process |XM
rn

px, z; h ´ 1q| conditional on pX1, Z1q “ px, zq. By Lemma SA.2.2, the

distribution of |XM
r px, z; h ´ 1q| has exponential tails uniformly in x, z, r. It follows

that |NMp1, h´ 1q|h´1 has uniformly bounded p moments for any p ą 2.
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Supplementary Appendix

SA.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof of Theorem 1. Recall that dψ is the dimension of the range of ψp¨q. For

the case dψ “ 1, the result follows directly from Theorem SA.1.2. For the case dψ ą 1,

let t P R
dψzt0u. The 1-dimensional statistic ψ˚

i pNnq ” t1ψipNnq satisfies Assumptions

5 and 6 since ψp¨q 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

NNn rather than Nn, where Nn is defined in (11). Throughout, we assume dψ “ 1.

Define σ̃2
n “ n´1VarpřNn

i“1 ψipNNnqq.

Theorem SA.1.1. Suppose dψ “ 1. Under Assumptions 5 and 6, supn σ̃
2
n ă 8, and

if additionally lim infnÑ8 σ̃
2
n ą 0, then

σ̃´1
n

1?
n

˜

Nn
ÿ

i“1

ψipNNnq ´ E

«

Nn
ÿ

i“1

ψipNNnq
ff¸

dÝÑ N p0, 1q.

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.

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 ζij, 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 TNn as a marked Poisson point process, which is equivalent

to our representation because (a) our set of positions XNn “ pXiqNni“1 has the same

distribution as Pnf , the Poisson point process on R
d with intensity function nfp¨q

(Penrose, 2003, Proposition 1.5), and (b) the “marks” Zi associated with each Xi are

independent across nodes, each only potentially correlated with its own position Xi.
7

Fourth, PY consider the simpler case where Xi KK Zi 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

1

n

Nn
ÿ

i“1

ξ
`

pXi, Ziq, r´1
n TNn

˘

.

This differs from ψp¨q because A is not an argument (nor is ζNn for reasons previously

discussed). However, since A “ λNnpr´1
n TNn , ζNnq by Assumption 3, we can define

ξpi, r´1
n TNn , ζNnq ” ψ

`

i, r´1
n TNn , ζNn, λNnpr´1

n TNn , ζNnq
˘

,

in which case this coincides with PY’s setup except for the presence of ζNn.

The basis of the proof is a dependency graph CLT due to Chen and Shao (2004).

The technique is to approximate
řNn
i“1 ψipNNnq by a sum

řn

i“1Wi, 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 tWiuni“1 if for any S1, S2 Ď Nn such that Gij “ 0 for all i P S1 and j P S2, we

have tWi : i P S1u KK tWj : j P S2u.

Let ‖W‖p be the Lp-norm of W and Φp¨q the standard normal CDF.

Lemma SA.1.1 (Dependency Graph CLT). Let q P p2, 3q and W “ řn
i“1Wi. Sup-

pose G is a dependency graph for tWiuni“1, and let Γ “ maxi
ř

j‰iGij. Further suppose

7See e.g. Last and Penrose (2017) for the definition of a marked Poisson point process.
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ErW 2s “ 1, ErWis “ 0, and ‖Wi‖q ď θ for all i and some θ ą 0. Then

sup
t

|PpW ď tq ´ Φptq| ď 75 θq Γ5pq´1q n.

Proof. This is Theorem 2.7 of Chen and Shao (2004).

We next introduce some notation. Let ρn “ α log n for some α sufficiently large

that, for some C ą 0, all n ě 1, and τpp¨q in Assumption 5,

ρd{p
n pnτppρnqqpq´2q{p2qq ă Cn´4, τppρnq ă Cn´3, ρdn ă Cnp{pp`2q (SA.1.1)

where p is given in Assumption 6 and d is the dimension of X1.

As discussed above, XNn has the same distribution as the Poisson point process

Pnf . It can then be represented as a different collection of independent random

variables that is more useful for the argument that follows. Let sn “ rnρn and Vn be

the number of cubes of the form Q “ śd
i“1rjisn, pji ` 1qsnq, where ji P Z for all i,

such that Q has positive density under f . Label these cubes Q1, . . . , QVn. Fix any

1 ď i ď Vn. Note that |XNn X Qi| has the same distribution as Ni „ Poissonpνiq for

νi “ n
ş

Qi
fpxq dx. Label the points of XNn XQi as Xi1, . . . , XiNi, which, conditional

on Ni, are i.i.d. draws from a density fp¨q{
ş

Qi
fpxq dx. Under this representation,

XNn “ YVn
i“1tXijuNij“1. (SA.1.2)

In what follows, we will often use this double-indexed labeling for nodes under this

representation, where we label a node k by ij if its position Xk corresponds to Xij .

We denote node ij’s node statistic by

ψijpNNnq.

The next lemma is mostly a restatement of Lemma 4.3 of Penrose and Yukich

(2005), translated to our notation.8 The main difference relative to PY is the presence

of random-utility shocks ζNn. Since the proof only involves moment calculations

that exploit the Poisson distribution of Ni, all of the expressions integrate over ζNn.

8The translation dictionary is as follows: replace λ (their notation) with n (our notation), λ´1{d

with rn, κ with f , Aλ with supppfq, f with the function mapping any real number to 1, Pλ with
XNn

, and ξλpXi,j ,Pλq with ψijpNNn
q (we define the ij notation below).
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Because the shocks are independent of XNn , their presence does not materially affect

the proof.

Lemma SA.1.2. For any S Ď R
d, let N 1

Nn
pSq “ ti P NNn : Xi P Su. Under

Assumption 6, for p given in the assumption and 1 ă q ă p, there exists C ą 0 such

that ‖
ř8
j“1|ψijpN 1

Nn
pSqq1tj ď Niu|‖q ď Cρ

dpp`1q{p
n for all 1 ď i ď Vn and S Ď R

d.

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

some minor modifications, reorganization, and elaboration. That supn σ̃
2
n ă 8 is a

consequene of Lemma SA.1.7 below. Abbreviate

Λn “
Nn
ÿ

i“1

ψipNNnq.

We prove the following stronger result: for q P p2, 3s with q ă p, there exists C ą 0

such that for all n sufficiently large,

sup
t

|P
`

VarpΛnq´1{2pΛn ´ ErΛnsq ď t
˘

´ Φptq| ď CplognqdqnVarpΛnq´q{2. (SA.1.3)

Since VarpΛnq´1 “ Opn´1q by assumption, the right-hand side of (SA.1.3) tends to

zero, which proves the theorem.

Setup. Under representation (SA.1.2),

Λn “
Vn
ÿ

i“1

Ni
ÿ

j“1

ψijpNNnq.

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 Ripn, rnq from Definition 1. Since our setup now indexes nodes by ij for

1 ď i ď Vn and 1 ď j ď Ni, we instead write Rijpn, rnq. Let Eij be the event

tRijpNn, rnq ď ρnu for ρn defined prior to (SA.1.1). For any 1 ď i ď Vn, let Q`
i “
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tx P R
d : ‖x ´ y‖ ď rnρn @ y P Qiu, the rnρn-neighborhood of Qi. Define

Λ1
n “

Vn
ÿ

i“1

Ni
ÿ

j“1

ψijpN 1
Nn

pQ`
i qq and Ψi “ VarpΛ1

nq´1{2
Ni
ÿ

j“1

ψijpN 1
Nn

pQ`
i qq,

so that VarpΛ1
nq´1{2Λ1

n “ řVn
i“1Ψi.

9

We derive a bound on the discrepancy between Λn and Λ1
n. By Lemma SA.1.2

and Minkowski’s inequality,

max
 

‖Λn‖q, ‖Λ
1
n‖q

(

ď CVnρ
dpp`1q{p
n ď Cnρd{p

n . (SA.1.4)

By Definition 1, under the event En “ XVn
i“1 X8

j“1 Eij , we have Λ1
n “ Λn, so

‖Λn ´ Λ1
n‖2 ď ‖Λn ´ Λ1

n‖qPpE cnq0.5´1{q ď p‖Λn‖q ´ ‖Λ1
n‖qqPpE cnqpq´2q{p2qq (SA.1.5)

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

P pE cnq ď E

«

Vn
ÿ

i“1

Ni
ÿ

j“1

1tE ciju
ff

“ E

«

Vn
ÿ

i“1

Ni
ÿ

j“1

Er1tE ciju | XNn , Nns
ff

As in the setting of Penrose and Yukich (2005), this is an expectation of pointwise

sums (i.e. over the points of XNn) of functionals of a Poisson point process XNn . We

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

P pE cnq ď E

«

Vn
ÿ

i“1

Ni
ÿ

j“1

1tE ciju
ff

“ n

ż

Rd

P pRijpNn ` 1, rnq ą ρn | Xij “ xq fpxq dx ď n τppρnq,

(SA.1.6)

for n sufficiently large. By (SA.1.4), (SA.1.5), (SA.1.6), our choice of ρn (SA.1.1),

and Assumption 5,

‖Λn ´ Λ1
n‖2 ď Cn´3. (SA.1.7)

Dependency Graph. We construct a dependency graph G for tΨiuVni“1 by setting

Gij “ 1tinft‖x ´ y‖ : x P Qi, y P Qju ď 2rnρnu. To see that this is a dependency

graph, observe that the value of Ψi is determined solely by (the types of and random-

utility shocks between) the subset of nodes with positions in Q`
i . By Lemma SA.1.3

9The definition of Λ1
n differs from that of PY’s T 1

λ 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 S1, S2 Ď R
d,

tpXi, Xj , Zi, Zj, ζijq : i, j P N 1
Nn

pS1qu KK tpXi, Xj, Zi, Zj, ζijq : i, j P N 1
Nn

pS2qu.
(SA.1.8)

Therefore, we have tΨk : k P Qiu KK tΨℓ : ℓ P Qju whenever inft‖x ´ y‖ : x P Qi, y P
Qju ą 2rnρn. Hence, G is a dependency graph.

Note that (SA.1.3) holds trivially when VarpΛnq ă 1 for n sufficiently large, so we

henceforth consider the case where it is at least 1. We apply Lemma SA.1.1 to tWiuVni“1

for Wi “ Ψi ´ ErΨis. To determine a good choice of θ for applying Lemma SA.1.1,

notice by Lemma SA.1.2 that

‖Ψi‖q ď C VarpΛ1
nq´1{2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

8
ÿ

j“1

|ψijpN 1
Nn

pQ`
i qq1tj ď Niu|

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

q

ď C VarpΛ1
nq´1{2ρdpp`1q{p

n .

Therefore, we set

θ “ C VarpΛ1
nq´1{2ρdpp`1q{p

n .

Let W “ řVn
i“1pΨi ´ ErΨisq. Since f has bounded support,

Vn “ Opnρ´d
n q. (SA.1.9)

Also, there are at most 5d other cubes at most 2rnρn from cube Qi, so Γ ď 5d. By

Lemma SA.1.1,

sup
t

|PpW ď tq ´ Φptq| ď Cnρ´d
n VarpΛ1

nq´q{2ρdqpp`1q{p
n (SA.1.10)

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 VarpΛ1
nq and VarpΛnq. Trivially,

VarpΛnq “ VarpΛ1
nq ` VarpΛn ´ Λ1

nq ` 2CovpΛ1
n,Λn ´ Λ1

nq. (SA.1.11)

We can bound the first term on the right-hand side as follows. By construction, Λ1
n

is the sum of Vn random variables that have second moments bounded by a constant

times ρ
2dpp`1q{p
n due 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 i, j cor-
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respond to non-adjacent cubes Qi, Qj . For adjacent cubes, the covariance is bounded

by a constant times ρ
2dpp`1q{p
n by Cauchy-Schwarz. Consequently, by (SA.1.9),

VarpΛ1
nq “ Opnρdpp`2q{p

n q. (SA.1.12)

Combining (SA.1.7), (SA.1.11), and (SA.1.12), by our choice of ρn (SA.1.1) and

Cauchy-Schwarz,

|VarpΛnq ´ VarpΛ1
nq| ď Cn´2. (SA.1.13)

Given VarpΛnq ě 1 from above, this implies that, for n sufficiently large, VarpΛ1
nq ě

VarpΛnq{2. Hence,

(SA.1.10) ď CnVarpΛnq´q{2ρdqn , (SA.1.14)

which delivers the bound on the right-hand side of (SA.1.3), given ρn “ α logn.

Proving (SA.1.3). However, (SA.1.10) and (SA.1.14) do not immediately deliver

(SA.1.3) because they apply to W “ VarpΛ1
nq´1{2pΛ1

n ´ErΛ1
nsq rather than the target

VarpΛnq´1{2pΛn ´ ErΛnsq. Let W̃ “ VarpΛ1
nq´1{2pΛn ´ ErΛnsq. Using the Lipschitz

property of Φp¨q and (SA.1.14), elementary calculations yield

sup
t

|PpW̃ ď tq ´ Φptq| ď Cβ ` CnVarpΛnq´q{2ρdqn ` Pp|W̃ ´ W | ě βq (SA.1.15)

for any β ą 0 (Penrose and Yukich, 2005, eq. (4.19)). Also,

|W̃ ´ W | ď VarpΛ1
nq´1{2 p|Λn ´ Λ1

n| ` Er|Λn ´ Λ1
n|sq . (SA.1.16)

Note that (SA.1.7) implies Er|Λn´Λ1
n|s ď Cn´3, so under En, (SA.1.16) ď Cn´3. On

the other hand, PpE cnq ď Cn´2 by (SA.1.6) and (SA.1.1). So choosing β “ Cn´3 in

(SA.1.15), we obtain

sup
t

|PpW̃ ď tq ´ Φptq| ď CnVarpΛnq´q{2ρdqn ` Cn´2. (SA.1.17)
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Finally, we turn to bounding the left-hand side of (SA.1.3). We have

sup
t

|P
`

VarpΛnq´1{2pΛn ´ ErΛns
˘

ď tq ´ Φptq|

ď sup
t

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

P

˜

W̃ ď t

ˆ

VarpΛnq
VarpΛ1

nq

˙1{2
¸

´ Φ

˜

t

ˆ

VarpΛnq
VarpΛ1

nq

˙1{2
¸

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

` sup
t

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Φ

˜

t

ˆ

VarpΛnq
VarpΛ1

nq

˙1{2
¸

´ Φptq
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

. (SA.1.18)

As previously discussed, for n large, VarpΛ1
nq ě VarpΛnq{2 ě 0.5, so by (SA.1.13),

there exists C 1 ą 0 such that for all n ą 0,

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

t

ˆ

VarpΛnq
VarpΛ1

nq

˙1{2

´ t

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď |t|

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

VarpΛnq
VarpΛ1

nq ´ 1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď C 1n´2|t|.

Then since Φp¨q is Lipschitz, there exists C2 ą 0 such that

sup
t

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Φ

˜

t

ˆ

VarpΛnq
VarpΛ1

nq

˙1{2
¸

´ Φptq
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď C2n´2.

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

sup
t

|P
`

VarpΛnq´1{2pΛn ´ ErΛnsq ď t
˘

´ Φptq| ď Cplog nqdqnVarpΛnq´q{2 ` Opn´2q.

By (SA.1.12) and (SA.1.13), VarpΛnq “ Opnρdpp`2q{p
n q, 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.

Proof. 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 NpSq “ |ti P NNn : Xi P Su|. Let TS “ pTi : Xi P
Sq, Tm “ pTiqmi“1, Tm,...,n “ pTiqni“m, and similarly define Xm and Xm,...,n. First

consider simple case where S1, S2 partition supppfq. For any Tm Ď supppTmq and

51



Leung and Moon

Zm Ď supppζmq,

PpNpS1q “ m1,TS1
P Tm1

, ζS1
P Zm1

, NpS2q “ m2,TS2
P Tm2

, ζS2
P Zm2

q
“ PpNn “ mqPpNpS1q “ m1,TS1

P Tm1
,ζS1

P Zm1
, NpS2q “ m2,

TS2
P Tm2

, ζS2
P Zm2

| Nn “ mq

“ e´nnm

m!

m!

m1!m2!
PpXm1

P S1,Tm1
P Tm1

,ζm1
P Zm1

,Xm1`1,...,n P S2,

Tm1`1,...,n P Tm2
, ζm1`1,...,n P Zm2

q

“ e´nPpX1PS1qnm1

m1!
PpXm1

P S1,Tm1
P Tm1

, ζm1
P Zm1

q

ˆ e´nPpX1PS2qnm2

m2!
PpXm2

P S2,Tm2
P Tm2

, ζm2
P Zm2

q.

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 S1, S2 partition supppfq.
We perform similar calculations for the marginal distribution:

PpNpS1q “ m1,TS1
P Tm1

, ζS1
P Zm1

q “
ÿ

měm1

PpNn “ mqPpNpS1q “ m1,

TS1
P Tm1

, ζS1
P Zm1

, NpSc1q “ m´ m1 | Nn “ mq

“
ÿ

měm1

e´nnm

m!

m!

m1!pm´ m1q!PpXm1
P S1,Tm1

P Tm1
, ζm1

P Zm1
,Xm1`1,...,n P Sc1q

“
ÿ

měm1

e´nPpX1PS1qnm1

m1!
PpXm1

P S1,Tm1
P Tm1

, ζm1
P Zm1

q

ˆ e´nPpX1PSc
1

qnm´m1

m´ m1!
PpXm1`1,...,n P Sc1q

“ e´nPpX1PS1qnm1

m1!
PpXm1

P S1,Tm1
P Tm1

, ζm1
P Zm1

q

ˆ
ÿ

měm1

e´nPpX1PSc
1

qpnPpX1 P Sc1qqm´m1

m´ m1!
looooooooooooooooooooooomooooooooooooooooooooooon

1

.
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Therefore,

PpNpS1q “ m1,TS1
P Tm1

, ζS1
P Zm1

, NpS2q “ m2,TS2
P Tm2

, ζS2
P Zm2

q
“ PpNpS1q “ m1,TS1

P Tm1
, ζS1

P Zm1
qPpNpS2q “ m2,TS2

P Tm2
, ζS2

P Zm2
q,

which proves (SA.1.8) for the simple case where S1, S2 partition supppfq. For the

general case, we would only need to repeat the calculations for the joint distribution,

now for

PpNpS1q “ m1,TS1
P Tm1

, ζS1
P Zm1

, NpS2q “ m2,TS2
P Tm2

, ζS2
P Zm2

,

NpS3q “ m3,TS3
P Tm3

, ζS3
P Zm3

q

where S3 “ supppfqzpS1 X S2q.

SA.1.2 de-Poissonization

As in the previous subsection, we assume dψ “ 1. The next result shows that, given a

CLT for the Poissonized model with node set NNn, a CLT also holds for the original

“binomial” model of interest with node set Nn. The proof follows the argument in

Penrose (2007), with modifications to account for differences between our settings,

most notably the definition of stabilization. Define σ2
n “ n´1Varpřn

i“1 ψipNnqq.

Theorem SA.1.2. Suppose dψ “ 1. Under Assumptions 5 and 6, supn σ
2
n ă 8, and

if additionally lim infnÑ8 σ
2
n ą 0, then lim infnÑ8 σ̃

2
n ą 0 and

σ´1
n

1?
n

n
ÿ

i“1

`

ψipNnq ´ ErψipNnqs
˘ dÝÑ N p0, 1q.

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 Xn and XNn

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 ζij and differences in notation.

Fourth, Penrose considers a generalization of ψp¨q that is a measure in that it takes

as an argument a subset of Rd. 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

tpXi, ZiquiPN and i.i.d. random-utility shocks tζij : i ‰ j, ti, ju Ď Nu, with the two sets

mutually independent. For any n P N, let N 1
n be an independent copy of Nn (defined

in §3.2), independent of all other primitives.

• For any m P N, redefine

Xm “ pX5, X7, X9, . . . , X2m`3q. (SA.1.19)

This clearly has the same distribution as the more conventional-looking array

pX1, X2, . . . , Xmq. 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.

• Fix any x, y P R
d. Let Fx be the set of points in R

d closer to x than y and Fy

the remaining set of points (break ties arbitrarily). Let P˚,x
nf be the restriction

of X̃Nn ” pX5, X7, X9, . . . , X2Nn`3q to Fx. Let Q˚,x
nf be the restriction of X̃N 1

n
”

pX6, X8, X10 . . . , X2N 1
n`4q to Fy. Construct Px

nf by concatenating the two vectors

P˚,x
nf and Q˚,x

nf . As the notation suggests, for any n, the set consisting of the

components of Px
nf has the same distribution as an inhomogeneous Poisson

point process on R
d with intensity function nfp¨q. This follows from Poisson

superposition (Last and Penrose, 2017, Theorem 3.3) since Fx and Fy partition

R
d. Hence, Px

nf has the same distribution as XNn used in §SA.1.1.

• Similarly, let P˚,y
nf be the restriction of X̃Nn to Fy and Q˚,y

nf the restriction of

X̃N 1
n

to Fx. Construct Py
nf by concatenating the two vectors P˚,y

nf and Q˚,y
nf .
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Then Py
nf has the same distribution as XNn .

The point of this construction is that, by switching the odds and evens on the two

half-sets Fx and Fy, we have Px
nf KK Py

nf . As a consequence, we obtain the following in-

dependence property, which can be established following the proof of Lemma SA.1.3.

For any S1, S2 Ď R
d with S1 X S2 “ ∅, define NxpS1q “ tk P N : Xk P Px

nf X S1u and

NypS2q similarly. Then

tpXi, Xj , Zi, Zj, ζijq : i, j P NxpS1qu KK tpXi, Xj , Zi, Zj, ζijq : i, j P NypS2qu.
(SA.1.20)

This is similar to (SA.1.8) but using two “interleaved” Poisson processes Px
nf and

Py
nf . The interleaving idea of taking two different “halves” on Fx and Fy 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 x, y P R
d (Lemma SA.1.5). Intuitively, by stabilization, x’s statistic is

primarily determined by nodes near x and likewise for y, and by Lemma SA.1.4 and

stabilization, nodes near x will be given by Px
nf and nodes near y by Py

nf , 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 x, y P R
d, r ą 0, and X Ď R

d, let τx,ry “ x ` r´1py ´ xq and τx,rX “
tx ` r´1py ´ xq : y P Xu. This operator dilates the point set X relative to point x,

whereas in the main text, we instead use r´1X “ τ0,rX, 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” τx,rXn

and Poisson process τx,rPx
nf coincide on neighborhoods of x (and likewise for y).

Lemma SA.1.4. For any R ą 0, x, y P R
d, and sequence tℓnunPN with ℓn{n Ñ 1,

P
`

τx,rnXℓn X Bpx,Rq “ τx,rnP
x
nf X Bpx,Rq

˘

Ñ 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 P N, redefine

Nm “ t5, 7, 9 . . . , 2m` 3u (SA.1.21)

mirroring the definition of Xm from (SA.1.19). For x P R
d, J Ď N, i P J , let

ψi,xpJq “ ψ
`

i, τx,rnTJ , ζJ , λ|J |pτx,rnTJ , ζJq
˘

where τx,rnTJ “ ppτx,rnXi, ZiqqiPJ and ζJ “ pζijqi‰j;i,jPJ . Thus, for x “ 0, ψi,xpJq “
ψipJq defined in (9).

For any H Ď N, ψi,xpNm Y Hq corresponds to i’s node statistic in the model with

node set NmYH and positions dilated by r´1
n relative to x. Recall from (SA.1.20) the

definition of NxpS1q, and abbreviate Nx ” NxpRdq. Then for m P tx, yu, ψi,xpNmYHq
corresponds to i’s statistic under a Poissonized model with a random number of nodes,

whereas when m P N, it corresponds to the usual “binomial” model with m nodes.

Accordingly, in the next lemma, the vector V1px, yq only involves binomial models,

whereas V2px, yq only involves Poissonized models.

Lemma SA.1.5. Let tℓnunPN and tmnunPN be sequences of natural numbers such that

ℓn{n and mn{n tend to one. For any x, y P supppfq, define

V1px, yq “
`

ψ1,xpNℓn Y t1uq, ψ1,xpNℓn Y t1, 2uq, ψ1,xpNℓn Y t1, 3uq,
ψ1,xpNℓn Y t1, 2, 3uq, ψ1,xpNmn Y t1uq, ψ1,xpNmn Y t1, 2uq,
ψ1,xpNmn Y t1, 2, 3uq, ψ2,ypNmn Y t2uq, ψ2,ypNmn Y t1, 2uq,
ψ2,ypNmn Y t1, 2, 3uq, ψ2,ypNmn Y t1, . . . , 4uq

˘

and

V2px, yq “
`

ψ1,xpNx Y t1uq, ψ1,xpNx Y t1uq, ψ1,xpNx Y t1, 3uq,
ψ1,xpNx Y t1, 3uq, ψ1,xpNx Y t1uq, ψ1,xpNx Y t1uq,
ψ1,xpNx Y t1, 3uq, ψ2,ypNy Y t2uq, ψ2,ypNy Y t2uq,
ψ2,ypNy Y t2uq, ψ2,ypNy Y t2, 4uq

˘

.

Also define Fpw, x, y, zq “ tX1 “ x,X2 “ y,X3 “ x ` rnz,X4 “ y ` rnwu for
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w, z P supppfq. Under Assumption 5, for any ǫ ą 0,

P
`

‖V1px, yq ´ V2px, yq‖ ą ǫ | Fpw, x, y, zq
˘

Ñ 0,

where ‖¨‖ denotes the component-wise maximum. Furthermore, the terms in V2px, yq
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 Fpw, x, y, zq says that 3

is local to 1 in terms of position (since rn Ñ 0), 4 is local to 2, and 1 and 2 are a

fixed distance ‖x ´ 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 V2px, yq 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 Xm and

Nm is that, in the Poissonized model, the number of nodes Nn is zero with positive

probability. Hence, if we had instead defined Nm ” t1, 3, 5, . . . , 2m ´ 1u, then NNn

could be empty with positive probability, in which case the conditioning event is

null. Our construction ensures Nm Y H is always nonempty for m P tx, yu and H a

nonempty subset of t1, . . . , 4u.

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 V1px, yq and V2px, yq, namely that for any ǫ ą 0,

P
`

‖ψ2,ypNmn Y t1, . . . , 4uq ´ ψ2,ypNy Y t2, 4uq‖ ą ǫ | Fpw, x, y, zq
˘

Ñ 0. (SA.1.22)

Convergence of the other components follows from the same arguments.
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Condition throughout on Fpw, x, y, zq. Define for any R ą 0

EnpRq “
 

τy,rnXmn X Bpy, Rq “ τy,rnP
y
nf X Bpy, Rq

(

,

and let

R˚
2 “ max

 

Rp2, τy,rnTNmnYt1,...,4u, ζNmnYt1,...,4u, λmn`4q,
Rp2, τy,rnTNyYt2,4u, ζNyYt2,4u, λ|Ny|`2q

(

.

The latter is the larger of the radii of stabilization (Definition 1) corresponding to

the node statistics ψ2,ypNmn Y t1, . . . , 4uq and ψ2,ypNy Y t2, 4uq, respectively.

For any R ą 0, define N py, Rq “ tj P N : τy,rnXj P Bpy, Rqu, the set of nodes

whose dilated positions lie within the R-ball of y. This is analogous to the definition

of NnpBiq in §3. By Definition 1, if y “ 0, then under the event tR ą R˚
2u,

ψ2,y

`

Nmn Y t1, . . . , 4u
˘

“ ψ2,y

`

pNmn Y t1, . . . , 4uq X N py, Rq
˘

. (SA.1.23)

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

Recall that under Fpw, x, y, zq, the positions of nodes 1, 3, and 4 are x, x ` rnz,

and y ` rnw, respectively. Since τy,rnptx, x ` rnz, y ` rnwuq “ ty ` r´1
n px ´ yq, y `

r´1
n px ` rnz ´ yq, w ` yu, the intersection of this set and Bpy, Rq is tw ` yu for n,R

sufficiently large. Then

(SA.1.23) “ ψ2,y

`

pNmn Y t2, 4uq X N py, Rq
˘

(SA.1.24)

for such n,R under tR ą R˚
2u (and the conditioning event). For the previous choice

of n,R, under the event EnpRq X tR ą R˚
2u,

(SA.1.24) “ ψ2,y

`

pNy Y t2, 4uq X N py, Rq
˘

“ ψ2,ypNy Y t2, 4uq,

where the first equality uses the event EnpRq, 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
`

‖ψ2,ypNmn Y t1, . . . , 4uq ´ ψ2,ypNy Y t2, 4uq‖ ą ǫ | Fpw, x, y, zq
˘

ď PpEnpRqcq ` PpR˚
2 ą Rq, (SA.1.25)

where EnpRqc is the complement of EnpRq. 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˚
2 “ Opp1q. This is not quite immediate

from the assumption because, for instance, R˚
2 is defined in terms of the point sets

τy,rnXmn and τy,rnP
y
nf rather than r´1

n Xmn “ τ0,rnXmn and r´1
n Py

nf “ τ0,rnP
y
nf as in

the assumption. However, by (8),

ψpi, τz,rnTm, ζm, λmq ” ψ
`

i, τz,rnTm, ζm, λmpτz,rnTm, ζmq
˘

“ ψpi, τz1,rnTm, ζm, λmq @z, z1 P R
d, i P Nm, m P N. (SA.1.26)

Hence, picking z “ y and z1 “ 0, we have

ψp2, τy,rnTNmnYt1,...,4u, ζNmnYt1,...,4u, λmn`4q “ ψp2, τ0,rnTNmnYt1,...,4u, ζNmnYt1,...,4u, λmn`4q.

Consequently,

Rp2, τy,rnTNmnYt1,...,4u, ζNmnYt1,...,4u, λmnq “ Rp2, τ0,rnTNmnYt1,...,4u, ζNmn`4Yt1,...,4u, λmn`4q.

Since r´1
n z “ τ0,rnz, the right-hand side of the previous display isOpp1q by Assumption 5.

By the same argument,

Rp2, τy,rnTNyYt2,4u, ζNyYt2,4u, λ|Ny|`2q “ Rp2, τ0,rnTNyYt2,4u, ζNyYt2,4u, λ|Ny|`2q “ Opp1q.

Hence, R˚
2 “ Opp1q, as desired.

It follows that, for any ε ą 0, we can choose R large enough such that for all n

sufficiently large, PpR˚
2 ą Rq ă ε{2. Furthermore, by Lemma SA.1.4, for any such

R, we can choose n large enough such that PpEnpRqcq ă ε{2. Combining these facts

with (SA.1.25), we obtain (SA.1.22).

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

Lemma SA.1.6. Let tνnunPN Ď N be a diverging sequence such that νn{n Ñ 0. Under

Assumptions 5 and 6,

sup
n´νnďℓămďn`νn

ˇ

ˇErΞℓΞms ´ ErΞNns2
ˇ

ˇ Ñ 0.

Proof. 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 ď m, let

ψm “ ψpm, r´1
n Tm, ζm, λmq, ∆i,m “ ψpi, r´1

n Tm`1, ζm`1, λm`1q´ψpi, r´1
n Tm, ζm, λmq.

Then

ErΞℓΞms “ E

«˜

ψℓ`1 `
ℓ
ÿ

i“1

∆i,ℓ

¸˜

ψm`1 `
ℓ
ÿ

j“1

∆j,m ` ∆ℓ`1,m `
m
ÿ

k“ℓ`2

∆k,m

¸ff

“ Erψℓ`1ψm`1s ` ℓEr∆1,ℓψm`1s ` ℓErψℓ`1∆1,ms ` ℓpℓ ´ 1qEr∆1,ℓ∆2,ms
` ℓEr∆1,ℓ∆1,ms ` Erψℓ`1∆ℓ`1,ms ` ℓEr∆1,ℓ∆ℓ`1,ms
` pm´ ℓ ´ 1qErψℓ`1∆ℓ`2,ms ` ℓpm´ ℓ ´ 1qEr∆1,ℓ∆ℓ`2,ms.

(SA.1.27)

By the law of iterated expectations,

ErΞNns “ E

«

ψNn`1 `
Nn
ÿ

i“1

Er∆i,Nn | XNn , Nns
ff

.

This is the expectation of a pointwise sum (i.e. over the points of XNn) of func-

tionals of a Poisson point process XNn . We may then apply Corollary 3.2.3 of

Schneider and Weil (2008) and use a change of variables to obtain (recalling the no-

60



Normal Approximation in Large Network Models

tation from Lemma SA.1.5),

ErΞNns “
ż

Rd

E rψ1,xpNx Y t1uq | X1 “ xs fpxq dx` κˆ
ż

Rd

ż

Rd

E rψ1,xpNx Y t1, 3uq ´ ψ1,xpNx Y t1uq | X1“x,X3“x`rnzs fpxqfpx`rnzq dx 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 ErΞNns2. We only illustrate the first two terms; the

argument for the others is similar.

Term 1. Using (SA.1.26) and m ą ℓ ě 1, the first term Erψℓ`1ψm`1s equals,

ż

Rd

ż

Rd

E
“

ψ1,xpNℓ Y t1uqψ2,ypNm´1 Y t1, 2uq | X1 “ x,X2 “ y
‰

fpxqfpyq dx dy.

Since ℓ,m are order n, by Lemma SA.1.5,

|ψ1,xpNℓ Y t1uqψ2,ypNm´1 Y t1, 2uq ´ ψ1,xpNx Y t1uqψ2,ypNy Y t2uq| pÝÑ 0 (SA.1.29)

conditional on X1 “ x,X2 “ y, and ψ1,xpNx Y t1uq KK ψ2,ypNy Y t2uq. We then wish

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

|E rψ1,xpNℓ Y t1uqψ2,ypNm´1 Y t1, 2uq | X1 “ x,X2 “ ys
´ E rψ1,xpNx Y t1uq | X1 “ xsE rψ2,ypNy Y t2uq | X2 “ ys| Ñ 0. (SA.1.30)

Supposing this were true, we would have

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Erψℓ`1ψm`1s ´
ˆ
ż

Rd

E rψ1,xpNx Y t1uq | X1 “ xs fpxq dx

˙2 ˇ
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Ñ 0,

since Erψ1,xpNx Y t1uq | X1 “ xs “ Erψ2,xpNx Y t2uq | X2 “ xs.
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 X1 and X2 be non-

random with respective values x and y. Second, let Z1 be independently drawn from
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the conditional distribution of Z1 given X1 “ x and Z2 likewise independently drawn

from the conditional distribution of Z1 given X1 “ y, both independent of all other

primitives. All other elements of the coupling remain the same. Then letting E˚r¨s
denote the expectation with respect to this new coupling and Er¨s the expectation

under the original coupling, we have

E
“

ψ1,xpNℓ Y t1uqψ2,ypNm´1 Y t1, 2uq | X1 “ x,X2 “ y
‰

“ E˚ rψ1,xpNℓ Y t1uqψ2,ypNm´1 Y t1, 2uqs ,
E rψ1,xpNx Y t1uq | X1 “ xs “ E˚ rψ1,xpNx Y t1uqs , and

E rψ2,ypNy Y t2uq | X2 “ ys “ E˚ rψ2,ypNy Y t2uqs . (SA.1.31)

By (SA.1.29), Assumption 6, and the Vitali convergence theorem,

|E˚ rψ1,xpNℓ Y t1uqψ2,ypNm´1 Y t1, 2uqs´E˚ rψ1,xpNx Y t1uqsE˚ rψ2,ypNy Y t2uqs| Ñ 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, for m ą ℓ ě 1,

ℓEr∆1,ℓψm`1s
“ ℓE

“`

ψp1, r´1
n Tℓ`1, ζℓ`1, λℓ`1q ´ ψp1, r´1

n Tℓ, ζℓ, λℓq
˘

ψpm` 1, r´1
n Tm`1, ζm`1, λm`1q

‰

“ ℓE rpψ1,0pNℓ´1 Y t1, 3uq ´ ψ1,0pNℓ´1 Y t1uqqψ2,0pNm´2 Y t1, 2, 3uqs , (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) “ ℓE rpψ1,X1
pNℓ´1 Y t1, 3uq ´ ψ1,X1

pNℓ´1 Y t1uqqψ2,X2
pNm´2 Y t1, 2, 3uqs

“ ℓ

ż

Rd

ż

Rd

ż

Rd

E
“`

ψ1,xpNℓ´1 Y t1, 3uq ´ ψ1,xpNℓ´1 Y t1uq
˘

ˆψ2,ypNm´2 Y t1, 2, 3uq | X1 “ x,X2 “ y,X3 “ ws fpxqfpyqfpwq dx dy dw.
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By a change of variables z “ r´1
n pw ´ xq, the last line equals

ℓ rdn

ż

Rd

ż

Rd

ż

Rd

E
“`

ψ1,xpNℓ´1 Y t1, 3uq ´ ψ1,xpNℓ´1 Y t1uq
˘

ˆ ψ2,ypNm´2 Y t1, 2, 3uq | X1 “ x,X2 “ y,X3 “ x ` rnz
‰

fpxqfpyqfpx` rnzq dx dy dz. (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 ` rnz and Z3 as an in-

dependent draw from the conditional distribution of Z1 given X1 “ x ` rnz. 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 rψ1,xpNx Y t1, 3uq ´ ψ1,xpNx Y t1uq | X1 “ x,X3 “ x` rnzs
ˆ E rψ2,ypNy Y t2uq | X2 “ ys fpxqfpyqfpx` rnzq (SA.1.34)

is op1q.
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

‖z‖ ě Rp1, τx,rnTNℓ´1Yt1,3u, ζNℓ´1Yt1,3u, λℓ`1q,

then since X1 “ x and X3 “ x` rnz, we have

r´1
n ‖X1 ´ X3‖ ě Rp1, τx,rnTNℓ´1Yt1,3u, ζNℓ´1Yt1,3u, λℓ`1q.

By Definition 1, this implies

ψ1,xpNℓ´1 Y t1, 3uq “ ψ1,xpNℓ´1 Y t1uq,

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

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

`

‖ψ1,xpNℓ´1 Y t1, 3uq‖p ` ‖ψ1,xpNℓ´1 Y t1uq‖p
˘

¨ ‖ψ2,ypNm´2,Yt1, 2, 3uq‖p
ˆ P

`

Rp1, τx,rnTNℓ´1Yt1,3u, ζNℓ´1Yt1,3u, λℓ`1q ą ‖z‖
˘1´2{p ď Cτb,ǫp‖z‖q1´2{p,

where p is defined in Assumption 6 and, for any random variable W , ‖W‖p ”
supx,y,z Er|W |p | X1 “ x,X2 “ y,X3 “ zs1{p. By Assumption 5,

Cℓrdn

ż

Rd

ż

Rd

ż

Rd

τb,ǫp‖z‖q1´2{pfpxqfpyqfpx` rnzq dx dy dz

ď Cκ sup
w

fpwq
ż

Rd

τb,ǫp‖z‖q1´2{p dz ă 8,

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

inated convergence, the following is op1q:
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ℓEr∆1,ℓξm`1s ´ κ

ż

Rd

E rψ2,ypNy Y t2uq | X2 “ ys fpyq dy ˆ
ż

Rd

ż

Rd

E rψ1,xpNx Y t1, 3uq ´ ψ1,xpNx Y t1uq | X1“x,X3“x`rnzs fpxqfpx`rnzq dx dz

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

.

The last lemma shows that add-one costs have bounded moments.

Lemma SA.1.7. Let tνnunPN Ď N be a diverging sequence such that νn{n Ñ 0. Under

Assumptions 5 and 6, for σ̃2
n defined in §SA.1.1,

lim sup
nÑ8

sup
n´νnďmďn`νn

ErΞ2
ms ă 8 and sup

n

max
 

ErΞNns, σ̃2
n

(

ă 8.

Proof. The result for ErΞ2
ms 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 ErΞNns 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‖ ě Rp1, τx,rnTNxYt1,3u, ζNxYt1,3u, λ|Nx|`2q,
then since we are conditioning on X1 “ x and X3 “ x ` rnz, we have r´1

n ‖X1 ´
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X3‖ ě Rp1, τx,rnTNxYt1,3u, ζNxYt1,3u, λ|Nx|`2q. Hence, by definition of the radius of

stabilization, ψ1,xpNxYt1, 3uq “ ψ1,xpNxYt1uq. Therefore, by Assumption 6 and the

Hölder and Minkowski inequalities, there exist C, ǫ ą 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

`

‖ψ1,xpNx Y t1, 3uq‖p ` ‖ψ1,xpNx Y t1uq‖p
˘

fpxqfpx` rnzq
ˆ P

`

Rp1, τx,rnTNxYt1,3u, ζNxYt1,3u, λ|Nx|`2q ą ‖z‖
˘1´1{p

ď Cfpxq sup
w

fpwqτpp‖z‖q1´1{p, (SA.1.35)

where for any random variable W , ‖W‖p ” supx,z Er|W |p | X1 “ x,X3 “ zs1{p. The

right-hand side of (SA.1.35) does not depend on n and has a finite integral.

For σ̃2
n, by the argument for (SA.1.28),

σ̃2
n “

ż

Rd

E
“

ψ1,xpNx Y t1uq2 | X1 “ x
‰

fpxq dx

` κ

ż

Rd

ż

Rd

ˆ

E rψ1,xpNx Y t1, 3uqψ1,xpNx Y t1uq | X1 “ x,X3 “ x` rnzs

´E rψ1,xpNx Y t1uq | X1“xsE rψ3,xpNx`rnz Y t3uq | X3“x`rnzs
˙

fpxqfpx`rnzq dx dz.

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

uniformly bounded by an argument similar to (SA.1.35).10

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 αn “ ErΞNns and Λm “ řm

i“1 ψipNmq. We first prove that

E
“

n´1 pΛNn ´ Λn ´ pNn ´ nqαnq2
‰

Ñ 0. (SA.1.36)

10For 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

ÿ

m : |m´n|ďn3{4

E
“

n´1 pΛm ´ Λn ´ pm ´ nqαnq2
‰

PpNn “ mq

` E
“

n´1 pΛNn ´ Λn ´ pNn ´ nqαnq2 1t|Nn ´ n| ą n3{4u
‰

. (SA.1.37)

Let ε ą 0. For n sufficiently large and m P rn, n` n3{4s,

E
“

pΛm ´ Λn ´ pm´ nqαnq2
‰

“ E

»

–

˜

m´1
ÿ

ℓ“n

pΞℓ ´ αnq
¸2

fi

fl ď εpm´ nq2 ` εn1{2pm´ nq,

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

and SA.1.7 to the summands. A similar argument also applies to m P rn ´ n3{4, ns.
Then the first term of (SA.1.37) is bounded by

n´1
E
“

εpNn ´ nq2 ` εn1{2|Nn ´ n|
‰

ď n´1ε
´

n` n1{2
`

E|Nn ´ n|2
˘1{2

¯

“ 2ε.

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´1np2p`1q{p
P
`

|Nn ´ n| ą n3{4
˘1´2{p1

for some p1 P p2, pq 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´1VarpΛnq, consider the identity

n´1{2ΛNn “ n´1{2Λn`n´1{2pNn´nqαn`n´1{2 pΛNn ´ Λn ´ pNn ´ nqαnq . (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 α2
n and is independent of the first term by the coupling

construction. Therefore,

1

n
Var pΛNnq “ 1

n
Var pΛnq ` α2

n ` op1q ñ σ2
n “ σ̃2

n ´ α2
n ` op1q, (SA.1.39)

and supn σ
2
n ă 8 since supnmaxtαn, σ̃2

nu ă 8 by Lemma SA.1.7.
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Since σ2
n has strictly positive limit infimum by assumption, so does σ̃2

n. We can

then rewrite (SA.1.38) as

n´1{2σ̃´1
n pΛNn ´ ErΛNnsq ´ opp1q “ σn

σ̃n
n´1{2σ´1

n pΛn ´ ErΛNnsq ` αn

σ̃n
n´1{2pNn ´ nq.

(SA.1.40)

Let ϕ̃np¨q be the characteristic function of the left-hand side, ϕnp¨q that of n´1{2σ´1
n pΛn´

ErΛNnsq, and ϕpp¨q that of n´1{2pNn´nq. By independence of Nn, due to the coupling

construction, the characteristic function of the right-hand side of (SA.1.40) is

ϕn

ˆ

σn

σ̃n
x

˙

ϕp

ˆ

αn

σ̃n
x

˙

, implying ϕn pyq “ ϕ̃n

ˆ

σ̃n

σn
y

˙

ϕp

ˆ

αn

σn
y

˙´1

for y “ σnσ̃
´1
n x. By Theorem SA.1.1 and the Poisson CLT,

ϕ̃npxq Ñ e´x2{2 and ϕppxq Ñ e´x2{2.

Furthermore, this convergence is uniform over x in a compact set (Klenke, 2013, Theo-

rem 15.23). As previously discussed, supnmaxtαn, σ̃nu ă 8 and lim infnÑ8 mintσn, σ̃nu ą
0. Thus, there exists a compact set K such that for n sufficiently large and y P K,

yσ̃n{σn and yαn{σn lie in K. Combining these facts,

ϕnpyq “
exp

!

´ σ̃2n
σ2n

y2

2

)

` op1q

exp
!

´α2
n

σ2n

y2

2

)

` op1q
“

exp
!

´ σ̃2n´α2
n

σ2n

y2

2

)

` op1q
1 ` op1q Ñ e´y2{2

for any y P R, where convergence follows from (SA.1.39). Therefore,

n´1{2σ´1
n pΛn ´ E rΛNnsq dÝÑ N p0, 1q.

Finally, in the previous expression, we can replace ErΛNns with ErΛns 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 |XD
rn

px, zq| and |XM
rn

px, z;Kq| defined in §A.1 have exponential tails. Let T “
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supppX1, Z1q. For r ą 0 and f̄ “ supx fpxq, define gαr px, zq “ Erα|XDr px,zq|s and

ψrpx, zq “ κf̄p1 ` rq
ż

Rd

ˆ
ż

Rdz

p1px, z; x1, z1q2 dΦ˚pz1q
˙1{2

dx1.

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

r sufficiently small, suppx,zqPT g
α
r px, zq ă 8.

Proof. By Lemma SA.3.3 of Leung (2020),the conclusion holds if infpx,zqPT ψ0px, zq ą
0 and suppx,zqPT ψ0px, zq ă 8. Assumption 1 implies the second inequality, and

Assumption 9 implies the first because

lim
nÑ8

ψrnpx, zq ě lim
nÑ8

nErprnpXi, Zi;Xj, Zjq | Xi “ x, Zi “ zs.

Lemma SA.2.2. Define ḡαr px, z;Kq “ Erα|XMr px,z;Kq|s. Under Assumption 1, for any

α ą 1 and K P N, suprďκ suppx,zqPT Erḡαr px, z;Kqs ă 8.

Proof. Let T̄r be the functional that maps any h : Rd ˆ R
dz Ñ R to

pT̄rhqpx, zq “
ż

Rd

ż

Rdz

hpx1, z1qdϕ̄rpx, z; x1, z1q,

where ϕ̄rp¨q is defined in (A.5). A standard branching process argument yields the

recursion

ḡαr px, z;Kq

“ α exp

"

κf̄p1 ` rq
ż

Rd

ż

Rdz

pḡαr px1, z1;K ´ 1q ´ 1qp̄rpx; x1q dΦ˚pz1q dx1

*

“ α exptT̄rpḡαr px, z;K ´ 1q ´ 1qu. (SA.2.1)

See for example the proof of Lemma I.2 of Leung and Moon (2019). Let Γ: g ÞÑ
α exptT̄rpg ´ 1qu. Then for any px, zq P T ,

ḡαr px, z;Kq “ ΓKα, (SA.2.2)
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by (SA.2.1) and the fact that |XM
r px, z; 0q| “ 1. Now, Γα equals

αeα´1exp

"

κp1 ` rqf̄
ż

Rd

ż

Rdz

p̄rpx; x1q dΦ˚pz1q dx1

*

. (SA.2.3)

By Assumption 1, supx
ş

Rd
p̄1px; x1q dx1 ă 8 since p̄1px; x1q ď Φ̄ζpV̄ ´1p‖x ´ x1‖, 0qq

decays exponentially in ‖x ´ x1‖. Consequently, there exists C ă 8 such that, for

any r ď κ, (SA.2.3) is bounded by αeα´1C. Likewise, Γ2α ă αeαe
α´1C´1C ă 8, and

repeating this argument, we obtain suppx,zqPT ΓKα ă 8. Combined with (SA.2.2),

this proves the claim.

The next lemma establishes an exponential tail bound for |XH
rn

pX1, Z1;Kq| defined

in (A.7).

Lemma SA.2.3. Under Assumptions 1, 7, and 9, there exists n0 P N such that

lim sup
wÑ8

w´1 log βpwq ă 0 for

βpwq “ sup
nąn0

sup
px,zqPT

P
`

|XH
rn

pX1, Z1;Kq| ą w | X1 “ x, Z1 “ z
˘

.

Proof. Let Γnpx, zq “ Ypx1,z1qPXMrn px,z;KqX
D
rn

px1, z1q, where conditional on particle

types in X
M
rn

px, z;Kq, tXD
rn

px1, z1q : px1, z1q P X
M
rn

px, z;Kqu are independent branch-

ing processes with intensity (A.3). Then X
H
rn

px, z;Kq “ Ypx1,z1qPΓnpx,zqX
M
rn

px1, z1; 1q,
where, conditional on Γnpx, zq, tXM

rn
px1, z1; 1q : px1, z1q P Γnpx, zqu are independent

branching processes with intensity (A.5).

By the law of total probability,

P
`

|XH
rn

px, z;Kq| ą w
˘

ď P p|Γnpx, zq| ą w1q

` P

¨

˝

ÿ

px1,z1qPΓnpx,zq

|XM
rn

px1, z1; 1q| ą wX |Γnpx, zq| ď w1

˛

‚. (SA.2.4)
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For any α ą 1, the second term on the right-hand side equals

E

„

P

ˆ

ÿ

px1,z1qPΓnpx,zq

|XM
rn

px2, z2; 1q| ą w

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Γnpx, zq
˙

1
 

|Γnpx, zq| ď w1
(



ď α´w
E

„

ź

px1,z1qPΓnpx,zq

E

”

α|XMrnpx2,z2;1q|
ˇ

ˇΓnpx, zq
ı

1
 

|Γnpx, zq| ď w1
(



ď α´w

˜

sup
nąn0

sup
px2,z2qPT

E

”

α|XMrnpx2,z2;1q|
ı

¸w1

, (SA.2.5)

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 α and n0 such that the supremum term in

(SA.2.5) is bounded above by some C ą 0. Then for any c ą 0 and w1 “ c w,

(SA.2.5) ă exp t´w logα ` c w logCu .

Choosing c such that logα ą c logC, the second element on the right-hand side of

(SA.2.4) is bounded above by e´βw for some β ą 0. By a similar argument,

P p|Γnpx, zq| ą w1q ď α´w1

˜

sup
nąn0

sup
px1,z1qPT

E

”

α|XDrnpx1,z1q|
ı

¸w2

` P
`

X
M
rn

px, z;Kq ą w2
˘

. (SA.2.6)

By Lemma SA.2.1, we can choose α, n0 such that the supremum term is bounded

by a finite constant. Then choosing w2 “ c1w1 for some small enough c1 ą 0, the

first term on the right-hand side can be bounded above by e´β1w1 “ e´β1cw for some

β 1 ą 0, recalling w1 “ c w. By Lemma SA.2.2, the second term on the right-hand side

of (SA.2.6) is Ope´β2w2q for some β2 ą 0, uniformly over all n sufficiently large. We

have therefore established that (SA.2.4) is Ope´γwq for some γ ą 0.

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

NJpm`kqpi, K, w1q defined in (A.9).

Lemma SA.2.4. Under Assumptions 1, 7, and 9, for any ǫ ą 0, k P t1, . . . , 4u,
k1 P t1, 2u, and K P N, there exist constants n0, c ą 0 such that for w,w1 Ñ 8 with
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w{w1 Ñ α P p0,8q,

max

#

sup
nąn0

sup
mPpp1´ǫqn,p1`ǫqnq

sup
xkPsupppfqk

P
`

max
iPNJpm`kqp1,K,w1q

r´1
n ‖X1 ´ Xi‖ ą w

ˇ

ˇXk “ xk
˘

,

sup
nąn0

sup
xk1 Psupppfqk1

P
`

max
iPN

JpNn`k1qp1,K,w1q
r´1
n ‖X1 ´ Xi‖ ą w

ˇ

ˇXk1 “ xk1

˘

+

“ Opwd`1expt´c wuq.

Proof. We prove the bound for the probability involving NJpNn`k1qp1, K, w1q for

k1 “ 1. The argument for the other terms is very similar. Abbreviate M “ MpNn`1q
with ijth entry Mij and D “ DpNn ` 1q with ijth entry Dij. Let N B

JpNn`1qp1, ℓ, ℓ1q
be the set of nodes at path distance ℓ1 from some node j in the network D such that

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

P

ˆ

max
iPNJpNn`1qp1,K,w1q

r´1
n ‖X1 ´ Xi‖ ą w

˙

ď
K
ÿ

ℓ“1

P

ˆ

max
iPN B

JpNn`1q
p1,ℓ,0q

r´1
n ‖X1 ´ Xi‖ ą w

˙

`
w1
ÿ

ℓ1“0

P

ˆ

max
iPN B

JpNn`1q
p1,0,ℓ1q

r´1
n ‖X1 ´ Xi‖ ą w

˙

`
K
ÿ

ℓ“1

w1
ÿ

ℓ1“1

P

ˆ

max
iPN B

JpNn`1q
p1,ℓ,ℓ1q

r´1
n ‖X1 ´ Xi‖ ą w

˙

. (SA.2.7)

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

maxiPN B
JpNn`1q

p1,ℓ,ℓ1q r
´1
n ‖X1 ´Xi‖ ą w, there must exist distinct nodes j0 ‰ ¨ ¨ ¨ ‰ jℓ`ℓ1

with j0 “ 1 such that (a) for all k “ 1, . . . , ℓ, we have Mjk´1jk “ 1; (b) for all

k1 “ ℓ ` 1, . . . , ℓ ` ℓ1, we have Djk1´1
jk1 “ 1; and (c) for some m “ 1, . . . , ℓ ` ℓ1, we

have r´1
n ‖Xjm´1

´ Xjm‖ ą w{pℓ ` ℓ1q. By Assumption 1, since Dij ď Mij for all i, j,

we have ζjm´1jm ą V̄ ´1pw{pℓ ` ℓ1q, 0q for w sufficiently large and the m in part (c).
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Using these facts,

P

ˆ

max
iPN B

JpNn`1q
p1,ℓ,ℓ1q

r´1
n ‖X1 ´ Xi‖ ą w

˙

ď P

ˆ

ď

j0‰¨¨¨‰jℓ`ℓ1PNNn`1,j0“1

Yℓ`ℓ1

m“1

 

ζjm´1jm ą V̄ ´1pw{pℓ` ℓ1q, 0q
(

X
" ℓ
ź

k“1

ℓ`ℓ1
ź

k1“ℓ`1

Mjk1´1
jk1Djk1´1

jk1 “ 1

*˙

ď E

„

ÿ

j0‰¨¨¨‰jℓPNNn`1,j0“1

ℓ`ℓ1
ÿ

m“1

ρnpXjm´1
, Xjm, w{pℓ` ℓ1qq

ˆ
ℓ
ź

k“1
k‰m

p̄rnpXjk´1
, Xjkq

ℓ`ℓ1
ź

k1“ℓ`1
k1‰m

prnpXjk1´1
, Zjk1´1

, Xjk1 , Zjk1 q


,

where p̄rnp¨q is defined in (A.4), prnp¨q is defined in (15), and

ρnpXjm´1
, Xjm, w{pℓ` ℓ1qq ”

P
`

ζjm´1jm ą maxtV̄ ´1pw{pℓ` ℓ1q, 0q, V̄ ´1pr´1
n ‖Xjm´1

´ Xjm‖, 0qu | Xjm´1
, Xjm

˘

.

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

pℓ ` ℓ1q
ż

Rd

¨ ¨ ¨
ż

Rd

ℓ
ź

k“1

p̄rnpxjk´1
, xjkqnfpxjk´1

q dxjk´1

ˆ E

„ ℓ`ℓ1´1
ź

k1“ℓ`1

prnpxjk1´1
, Zjk1´1

, xjk1 , Zjk1 q
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

F

 ℓ`ℓ1´1
ź

k1“ℓ`1

nfpxjk1´1
q dxjk1´1

ˆ ρn
`

xjℓ`ℓ1´1
, xℓ`ℓ1, w{pℓ ` ℓ1q

˘

nfpxℓ`ℓ1´1q dxℓ`ℓ1´1 fpxℓ`ℓ1q dxℓ`ℓ1,

where F “ tXjℓ “ xjℓ , . . . , Xjℓ`ℓ´1
“ xjℓ`ℓ1´1

u. This is bounded above by

pℓ ` ℓ1q
ˆ

sup
x

n

ż

Rd

p̄rnpx, yqfpyq dy

˙ℓ
`

‖hD‖m
˘ℓ1´1

nE
“

ρn
`

X1, X2, w{pℓ ` ℓ1q
˘‰

,

where ‖hD‖m ă 1 by Assumption 7. Then using Assumption 1, there exist c1, c2 ą 0
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such that this is bounded above by

pℓ ` ℓ1q ¨ cℓ1 ¨ c´ℓ1`1
2 ¨ κf̄

ˆ
ż 8

w{pℓ`ℓ1q

ud´1Φ̄ζpV̄ ´1pu, 0qqdu

` pw{pℓ ` ℓ1qqd
d

Φ̄ζpV̄ ´1pw{pℓ ` ℓ1q, 0qq
˙

,

by a change of variables to polar coordinates. Since Φ̄ζpV̄ ´1pu, 0qq ď c3e
´c4u for some

c3, c4 ą 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

pℓ ` ℓ1q ¨ cℓ1 ¨ c´ℓ1`1
2 ¨ κf̄pw{pℓ` ℓ1qqdc3 expt´c4w{pℓ` ℓ1qu

ă Cpℓ ` ℓ1qpw{pℓ ` ℓ1qqd expt´cpw{pℓ ` ℓ1q ´ ℓ ` ℓ1 ´ 1qu

for w sufficiently large and some C, c ą 0 that do not depend on w, ℓ, ℓ1.

Therefore, the third term on the right-hand side of (SA.2.7) is bounded above by

C

K
ÿ

ℓ“1

w1
ÿ

ℓ1“1

pℓ ` ℓ1qpw{pℓ` ℓ1qqd expt´cpw{pℓ ` ℓ1q ´ ℓ ` ℓ1 ´ 1qu

ă CKpw1 ` Kqwd
w1
ÿ

ℓ1“1

expt´cpw{pK ` ℓ1q ` ℓ1 ´ K ´ 1qu

ď C 1w1wd

˜

ż w1

0

expt´cpw{pK ` ℓ1q ` ℓ1qu dℓ1 ´ e´cpw{Kq ` e´cpw{pw1`Kq`w1q

¸

.

(SA.2.8)

for some C 1 ą 0 that depends on K. For w sufficiently large, the integral is bounded

above by

ż w1

0

ˆ

w

pK ` ℓ1q2 ´ 1

˙

exp

"

´c
ˆ

w

K ` ℓ1
` ℓ1

˙*

dℓ1

“ ´1

c

`

exp
 

´ cpw{pK ` w1q ` w1q
(

´ exp
 

´ c w{K
(˘

.

Hence, (SA.2.8) “ Opwd`1expt´c wuq for some c ą 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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