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Abstract

Although the asymptotic properties of the parameter estimator have been de-

rived in the p0 model for directed graphs with the differentially private bi-degree

sequence, asymptotic theory in general models is still lacking. In this paper, we

release the bi-degree sequence of directed graphs via the discrete Laplace mecha-

nism, which satisfies differential privacy. We use the moment method to estimate

the unknown parameter. We establish a unified asymptotic result, in which con-

sistency and asymptotic normality of the differentially private estimator hold. We

apply the unified theoretical result to the Probit model. Simulations and the real

data demonstrate our theoretical findings.

Key words: Asymptotic normality; Consistency; Differential privacy; Directed

networks; Moment estimation.

1 Introduction

As more and more network data are being made public, data privacy has received wide

attention because data may contain sensitive information about individuals and their

relationships (e.g., sexual relationships, e-mail exchanges). Using anonymous or non-

anonymous nodes to publish these sensitive data may cause serious privacy problems and

even lead to legal proceedings. For example, Jernigan and Mistree (2009) successfully
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predicted the sexual orientation of Facebook users by using their friendships’ public in-

formation. It has been proven that this anonymous method can expose privacy through

re-identification technology [e.g., Hay et al. (2008); Narayanan and Shmatikov (2009)].

Dwork et al. (2006) developed a rigorous privacy standard, called differential privacy,

to achieve privacy protection. It guarantees that changes to one person’s data will not

significantly affect the output distribution. The differential privacy is a good framework

for privacy protection, which reduces the leakage of privacy risks and ensures the utility

of the data, and has been widely used as a privacy standard when releasing network data

[e.g., Hay et al. (2009); Lu and Miklau (2014); Karwa and Slavković (2016)].

In many cases, the degree sequence is the only information available and many other

important properties are constrained by it. However, the degree may carry confidential

and sensitive information, such as the sexually transmitted disease [Helleringer and Kohler

(2007)]. To solve it, we can add noises into degrees. For example, Hay et al. (2009) used

the Laplace mechanism to release the degree partition, and proposed an efficient algorithm

to find the solution. Karwa and Slavković (2016) used a discrete Laplace mechanism to

release the degree sequence, derived differentially private estimators of parameters in the

β-model, and proved that they are consistent and asymptotically normally distributed.

These works are concerned with undirected graphs. In directed graphs, Yan (2021) proved

that differentially private estimators of parameters in the p0 model are consistent and

asymptotically normally distributed.

In this paper, we aim to establish the unified asymptotic theory in a class of directed

random graph models with the differentially private bi-degree sequence. We release bi-

degree sequences by adding discrete Laplacian noises and using the moment estimation

to estimate the unknown parameters. This is inspired by Yan (2021). In a general class

of directed random graph models, we establish the consistency and asymptotic normal

distribution of the differentially private estimator as the number of nodes goes to infinity.

In the case of nondifferential private, Fan (2023) established the unified theoretical frame-

work for directed graphs with bi-degree sequence. Our work is about differential private,

which is different from Fan (2023).

The rest of this article is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the necessary

background of differential privacy and presents the estimation of noisy bi-degree sequence

based on the moment equation, and obtains unified asymptotic properties for the differ-

entially private estimation as the number of nodes goes to infinity. Section 3 illustrates

our theoretical result by the Probit model. Section 4 carries out the simulations and real

data under the Probit model. Some further discussion is given in Section 5. All proofs

are deferred to the appendix section.
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2 Main results

Consider a simple directed graph Gn with no multiple edges and no self-loops on n nodes

labeled by “1, . . . , n”. Let A = (ai,j)n×n be the adjacency matrix of Gn, where ai,j is a

variable of the directed edge from node i to node j. Define d+i =
∑

j ̸=i ai,j as the out-

degree of node i and d+ = (d+1 , . . . , d
+
n )

⊤ as the out-degree sequence of the graph Gn.

Similarly, define d−j =
∑

j ̸=i ai,j as the in-degree of node j and d− = (d−1 , . . . , d
−
n )

⊤ as the

in-degree sequence. The pair (d+,d−) or {(d+1 , d−1 ), . . . , (d+n , d−n )} is called the bi-degree

sequence.

Assume that the probability mass function of the edge weights ai,j (i ̸= j) have the

following general form [Fan (2023)]:

ai,j = a|αi, βj ∼ f((αi + βj)a), (2.1)

where f(·) is a probability mass function, αi denotes the strength parameter of node i

from an outgoing edge and βj denotes the strength parameter of node j from an incoming

edge. We note that the value of f(·) in Equation (2.1) is invariant under the transforms

(α,β) to (α − c,β + c) for a constant c. For the model identification, we set βn = 0

hereafter.

2.1 Differential privacy

Consider two databases D and D′, which differ only in a single element. In addition,

we consider a randomized mechanism Q that takes D as input and outputs a sanitized

database S = (S1, . . . , Sk) for public use. In general, the size of S may not be the

same as D. The mechanism Q(·|D) defines a conditional probability distribution of the

output S given D. Let ϵ be a positive real number and S denote the sample space of Q.

This mechanism is differentially private if the results of Q(·|D) and Q(·|D′) are almost

indistinguishable for every choice of D and D′.

More formally, the data releasing mechanism Q is ϵ-differentially private if for all

subsets of output B ⊂ S and databases D and D′ [Dwork et al. (2006)],

Q(S ∈ B|D) ≤ eϵ ×Q(S ∈ B|D′),

where ϵ is the privacy level that denotes the level of privacy guarantees such that a smaller

value means more privacy protection.

Differential privacy requires that the distribution of the output is almost the same

whether or not an individual’s record appears in database. Within network data, de-

pending on the definition of the graph neighbor, differential privacy is divided into node
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differential privacy [Kasiviswanathan et al. (2013)] and edge differential privacy [Nissim

et al. (2007)]. Difference privacy is edge difference privacy if two graphs are called neigh-

bors when they differ in exactly one edge. Analogously, we can define node differential

privacy by letting graphs be neighbors if one can be obtained from the other by removing

a node and its adjacent edges. In this paper, we focus on edge differential privacy [Hay

et al. (2009)]. Let δ(G,G′) denote the number of different edges of graphs G and G′. The

formal definition of edge differential privacy is as follows.

Definition 1. (Edge Differential Privacy). Let ϵ > 0 be a privacy parameter. A random-

ized mechanism Q(·|G) is ϵ-edge differentially private if

sup
G,G′∈G,δ(G,G′)=1

sup
S∈S

Q(S|G)

Q(S|G′)
≤ eϵ,

where G is the set of all directed graphs of interest on n nodes and S is the set of all

possible outputs.

Let f : G → Rk be a function, ∆f represents the global sensitivity of the function

f . The magnitude of the noise added in the differentially private algorithm Q mainly

depends on the global sensitivity. If the outputs are the network statistics, then a simple

algorithm to guarantee edge difference privacy is the Laplace mechanism [Dwork et al.

(2006)], which adds the Laplace noise proportional to the global sensitivity of f . When

f(G) is integer, we can use a discrete Laplace random variables as the noise as in Karwa

and Slavković (2016).

Lemma 1. (Discrete Laplace Mechanism). Let f : G → Rk. The discrete Laplace

mechanism works by adding noise to f :

Q(·|G) = f(G) + (e1, . . . , ek),

where e1, . . . , ek be independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) discrete Laplace random

variables with probability mass function defined as follows:

P(X = x) =
1− λ

1 + λ
λ|x|, x ∈ {0,±1, . . .}, λ ∈ (0, 1).

The discrete Laplace mechanism is ϵ-edge differentially private, where ϵ = −∆(f) log λ,

and ∆(f) is the L1 sensitivity of f and is defined as:

∆(f) = max
δ(G,G′)=1

∥f(G)− f(G′)∥1,

where ∥ · ∥1 is the L1-norm.
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Post-Processing: Differentially private mechanisms are immune to post-processing.

This means that any function with a differentially private mechanism will remain differ-

entially private. More formally, if a mechanism f is ϵ-differentially private and g is any

function. Then g(f(G)) is also ϵ-differentially private. This result indicates that any post-

processing done on the noisy bi-degree sequences obtained as an output of a differentially

private mechanism is also differentially private.

2.2 Differential privacy in directed random graph models

We use the discrete Laplace mechanism in Lemma 1 to release the bi-degree sequence d =

(d+,d−) to guarantee edge differential privacy. Since adding or removing a directed edge

will increase or decrease the degrees of two corresponding nodes by one each. Therefore,

the global sensitivity of the bi-degree sequence is two.

Algorithm 1 Input: A graph Gn and privacy parameter ϵ. Output: Differentially private
answer to the sequence of Gn.

1: Let (d+,d−) be the bi-degree sequence of Gn

2: for i = 1 → n do
for j = 1 → n do
3: Generate two independent e+i and e−j from discrete Laplace with λ = exp(−ϵ/2)
4: Let z+i = d+i + e+i and z−j = d−j + e−j
5: end for

The random variables {e+i }ni=1 and {e−j }nj=1 are independently generated from sym-

metric discrete Laplace distribution with the same parameter λ. So E(e+i ) = E(e−j ) = 0.

Let µ(·) denote the expectation of f(·) and θ = (α1, . . . , αn, β1, . . . , βn−1)
⊤. Define the

following system of functions:

Fi(θ) = z+i −
n∑

k=1;k ̸=i

µ(αi + βk), i = 1, . . . , n,

Fn+j(θ) = z−j −
n∑

k=1;k ̸=j

µ(αk + βj), j = 1, . . . , n,

F (θ) = (F1(θ), . . . , F2n−1(θ))
⊤.

(2.2)

Obviously, the solution to F (θ) = 0 is the differentially private estimator of θ, which is
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induced by the following moment equations:

z+i =
n∑

k=1;k ̸=i

µ(α̂i + β̂k), i = 1, . . . , n,

z−j =
n∑

k=1;k ̸=j

µ(α̂k + β̂j), j = 1, . . . , n− 1,

(2.3)

where θ̂ = (α̂1, . . . , α̂n, β̂1, . . . , β̂n−1)
⊤ and β̂n = 0. Since z+ and z− satisfy edge differen-

tially privacy, θ̂ is edge differentially private estimator of θ according to post-processing.

In the following, we will conduct a rigorous analysis of the asymptotic properties of θ̂.

2.3 Asymptotic properties of the differentially private estimator

We first state the parameter space and some technical conditions. Let θ∗ be the true

parameter vector satisfying −Qn ≤ α∗
i + β∗

j ≤ Qn (1 ≤ i ̸= j ≤ n) for variable Qn. We

consider the parameter space

Θ = {θ : −Qn − 2r ≤ αi + βj ≤ Qn + 2r, for all 1 ≤ i ̸= j ≤ n}, (2.4)

where r = ∥[F ′(θ∗)]−1F (θ∗)∥∞. Let g = (d+1 , . . . , d
+
n , d

−
1 , . . . , d

−
n−1)

⊤, g2n = d−n and g̃ =

(z+1 , . . . , z
+
n , z

−
1 , . . . , z

−
n−1)

⊤, g̃2n = z−n . By Fan (2023), the following condition is given.

When θ ∈ Θ, for i = 1, . . . , n, j = 1, . . . , n− 1, j ̸= i, the derivatives of µ(·) satisfy

m ≤
∣∣∣∂µ(αi + βj)

∂αi

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∂µ(αi + βj)

∂βj

∣∣∣ ≤ M, (2.5)

max
i,j

{
∣∣∣∂2µ(αi + βj)

∂α2
i

∣∣∣, ∣∣∣∂2µ(αi + βj)

∂βj∂αi

∣∣∣, ∣∣∣∂2µ(αi + βj)

∂β2
j

∣∣∣} ≤ η1, (2.6)

where M , m and η1 are functions on variable Qn. Moreover, we give the following lemma,

whose proof is given in the Appendix.

Lemma 2. With probability approaching one,

max{ max
i=1,...,n

|z+i − E(z+i )|, max
j=1,...,n

|z−j − E(z−j )|} ≤
√

n log n+ κ
√
log n, (2.7)

where κ = 2(− log λ)−1 = 4/ϵ.

Now, we present the existence and consistency of θ̂ under some mild conditions. This

is proved by constructing a Newton iterative sequence: θ(k+1) = θ(k)− [F ′(θ(k))]−1F (θ(k)).

If the true value θ∗ is chosen as the initial value, we derive the error between θ∗ and θ̂.

We state the consistency of θ̂, whose proof is given in the Appendix.
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Theorem 1. If inequalities (2.5) and (2.6) hold, and

M2

nm3
(
√

n log n+ κ
√
log n) = o(1), (2.8)

M4η1
nm6

(
√

n log n+ κ
√

log n) = o(1), (2.9)

then with probability approaching one as n goes to infinity, the differentially private esti-

mator θ̂ exists and satisfies

∥ θ̂ − θ∗ ∥∞= Op

(
M2

nm3
(
√

n log n+ κ
√
log n)

)
= op(1). (2.10)

Next we state the asymptotic normality of θ̂. Before introducing our main theorem, we

need to provide some preliminary results on the covariance matrix of bi-degree sequences.

Let U = ui,j = Cov{g − E(g)}. It follows that Var(ai,j) = ui,j for i = 1, . . . , n and

j = 1, . . . , n− 1. Obviously, if

mu ≤ min
i,j

Var(ai,j) ≤ max
i,j

Var(ai,j) ≤ Mu, (2.11)

then U ∈ Ln(mu,Mu), u2n,2n = Var(d−n ) and (n− 1)mu ≤ ui,i ≤ (n− 1)Mu. If Mu/mu =

o(n), then nmu → ∞. So we have ui,i → ∞ as n → ∞. Then we give the following

lemma.

Lemma 3. Let κ = 2(− log λ)−1, where λ = exp(−ϵ/2). (i) If κ(logn)1/2

mu
= o(1) and

Mu/mu = o(n), then for any fixed k ≥ 1, as n → ∞, the vector consisting of the first k

elements of S(g̃−Eg) is asymptotically multivariate normal with mean zero and covariance

matrix Z, where Z is given as follows:

diag(
u1,1

v21,1
, . . . ,

uk,k

v2k,k
) + (

u2n,2n

v22n,2n
)1k1

⊤
k , (2.12)

where 1k is a k-dimensional column vector with all entries 1.

(ii) Let

s2n = Var(
n∑

i=1

e+i −
n−1∑
j=1

e−j ) = (2n− 1)
2λ

(1− λ)2
.

Assume that sn/v
1/2
2n,2n → c for some constant c. For any fixed k ≥ 1, the vector consisting

of the first k elements of S(g̃ − Eg) is asymptotically k-dimensional multivariate normal

distribution with mean zero and covariance matrix B = (bi,j)k×k, where B is given as

follows:

diag(
u1,1

v21,1
, . . . ,

uk,k

v2k,k
) + (

u2n,2n

v22n,2n
+

s2n
v22n,2n

)1k1
⊤
k , (2.13)
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where 1k is a k-dimensional column vector with all entries 1.

We prove Lemma 3 in the Appendix. Finally, we state the asymptotic normality of

the differentially private estimator θ̂, as shown below.

Theorem 2. If inequalities (2.6), (2.10) hold and

(n+ 2κn1/2 + κ2)M6η1 log n

m9n3/2
= o(1), (2.14)

(i) if κ(logn)1/2

mu
= o(1), then for any fixed k ≥ 1, as n → ∞, the vector consisting of the

first k elements of (θ̂ − θ∗) is asymptotically multivariate normal with mean zero and

covariance matrix Z, defined in (2.12).

(ii) then for any fixed k ≥ 1, the vector consisting of the first k elements of (θ̂ − θ∗) is

asymptotically k-dimensional multivariate normal distribution with mean zero and covari-

ance matrix B, defined in (2.13).

Remark 1. It is meaningful to compare the above theorem with Theorem 2.2 in Fan

(2023). The key differences in that the asymptotic variance of θ̂i has an additional variance

factor s2n/v
2
2n,2n. This is due to the fact that they only consider nondifferential private

case. The asymptotic expression of θ̂i contains a term
∑n

i=1 e
+
i −

∑n−1
j=1 e

−
j . Its variance is

in the magnitude of ne−ϵ/2. When ϵ becomes small, the variance increases quickly, such

that its impact on θ̂i cannot be ignored when it increases to a certain level. This leads to

the appearance of the additional variance factor.

3 Application

In this section, we provide application of the unified theoretical result to the Probit

model satisfying (2.1). The Probit model can be formulated using an array of mutually

independent Bernoulli random variables ai,j (1 ≤ i ̸= j ≤ n), with probability mass

function:

P (ai,j = 1) =

∫ αi+βj

−∞

1√
2π

e−
x2

2 dx = Φ(αi + βj), (3.1)

where Φ(·) is the cumulative distribution function of the standard normal distribution.

In this case, we get

µ(αi + βj) =

∫ αi+βj

−∞

1√
2π

e−
x2

2 dx.

By direct calculations, we have

∂µ(αi + βj)

∂αi

=
∂µ(αi + βj)

∂βj

=
1√
2π

e−
(αi+βj)

2

2 .
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The function h(x) = exp(−x2/2) is symmetric on x and is a decreasing function when

x ≥ 0. So we have the following inequalities,

1√
2π

e−
(Qn+2r)2

2 ≤
∣∣∣∂µ(αi + βj)

∂αi

∣∣∣ ≤ 1√
2π

,
1√
2π

e−
Q2
n
2 ≤

∣∣∣∂µ(αi + βj)

∂α∗
i

∣∣∣ ≤ 1√
2π

.

Thus F ′(θ∗) ∈ Ln(m
∗,M∗), where M∗ = 1√

2π
,m∗ = 1√

2π
e−

Q2
n
2 . Following Yan (2021) and

Wang et al. (2020), we gain the following inequality holds,

max{max
i

|z+i − E(z+i )|,max
j

|z−j − E(z−j )|} ≤
√
n log n+ κ

√
log n. (3.2)

Again, by (3.2) and Lemma 5 in the Appendix, if κ = op(n
1/2), we obtain

r = O

(
e3Q

2
n/2

√
log n

n

)
.

If e3Q
2
n/2 = o((n/ log n)1/2), then r → 0 as n goes to infinity. Thus r can be small enough

to ignore, for any θ ∈ Ω(θ∗, 2r), we obtain F ′(θ) ∈ Ln(m,M), where

M =
1√
2π

,m =
1√
2π

e−
Q2
n
2 . (3.3)

On the other hand, for any i = 1, . . . , n, j = 1, . . . , n− 1, j ̸= i,

∂2µ(αi + βj)

∂α2
i

=
∂2µ(αi + βj)

∂β2
j

=
∂2µ(αi + βj)

∂αi∂βj

=
∂2µ(αi + βj)

∂βj∂αi

= −
(αi + βj)e

−
(αi+βj)

2

2

√
2π

.

The function g(x) = −x exp(−x2/2) is decreasing function when −1 < x < 1; otherwise,

it is the increasing function. Moreover, the function value is negative when x > 0 and the

function value is positive when x < 0. So, the function value reaches the maximum e−1/2

when x = −1. Then, we have

∣∣∣− αi + βj√
2π

e−
(αi+βj)

2

2

∣∣∣ ≤ 1√
2πe

.

Thus, η1 =
1√
2πe

. If eQ
2
n = o((n/ log n)1/6) and κ = op(n

1/2),

M4η1
nm6

(
√

n log n+ κ
√
log n) = O

(
e3Q

2
n

√
log n

n

)
= o(1),
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where M and m are given in (3.3), then (2.10) is satisfied. By Theorem 1, the consistency

of θ̂ is as follows.

Corollary 1. If eQ
2
n = o((n/ log n)1/6) and κ = op(n

1/2), then with probability approaching

one as n goes to infinity, the differentially private estimator θ̂ exists and satisfies

∥ θ̂ − θ∗ ∥∞= Op

(
e3Q

2
n/2

√
log n

n

)
= op(1). (3.4)

Again, note that both d+i =
∑

j ̸=i ai,j and d−j =
∑

j ̸=i ai,j are sums of n−1 independent

random variables, respectively. It can be shown that U = Cov{g − E(g)} ∈ Ln(mu,Mu),

where

mu = Φ(−Qn)(1− Φ(−Qn)),Mu = 1/4.

Since Φ(x)(1−Φ(x)) is an increasing function on x when x ≤ Φ−1(1/2) and a decreasing

function when x ≥ Φ−1(1/2), we have

(n− 1)Φ(−Qn)(1− Φ(−Qn)) ≤ ui,i ≤
n− 1

4
, i = 1, · · · , 2n.

If eQ
2
n/2 = o(n1/18/(log n)1/9) and κ = op(n

1/2), then

M6η1 log n(n+ 2κn1/2 + κ2)

m9n3/2
= O

(
e9Q

2
n/2 log n

n1/2

)
= o(1).

By Theorem 2 and Lemma 3, the asymptotic normality of θ̂ is as below.

Corollary 2. Assume that eQ
2
n/2 = o(n1/18/(log n)1/9) and κ = op(n

1/2).

(i) If κ(logn)1/2

mu
= o(1), then for any fixed k ≥ 1, as n → ∞, the vector consisting of the

first k elements of (θ̂ − θ∗) is asymptotically multivariate normal with mean zero and

covariance matrix Z.

(ii) Let

s2n = Var(
n∑

i=1

e+i −
n−1∑
j=1

e−j ) = (2n− 1)
2λ

(1− λ)2
.

Assume that sn/v
1/2
2n,2n → c for some constant c. For any fixed k ≥ 1, the vector consisting

of the first k elements of (θ̂ − θ∗) is asymptotically k-dimensional multivariate normal

distribution with mean 0 and covariance matrix B.
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4 Simulations

In this section, we evaluate the asymptotic results for Probit model (3.1) of directed graph

model (2.1) through numerical simulations. Similar to Yan et al. (2016), we determine

the parameter values using a linear form. In particular, we set α∗
i+1 = (n−1− i)L/(n−1)

for i = 0, . . . , n− 1; let β∗
i = α∗

i for i = 1, . . . , n− 1 for simplicity and β∗
n = 0 by default.

We consider three different values for L, L = 0, log(log n) and (log n)1/2, respectively. We

simulate two different values for ϵ, ϵ = 2 and log(n)/n1/4. We carry out simulations under

two different sizes of networks: n = 100 and n = 200. Under each simulation setting,

10, 000 datasets are generated.

By Corollary 2,

ξ̂i,j = [α̂i − α̂j − (α∗
i − α∗

j )]/(ẑi,i + ẑj,j)
1/2,

ζ̂i,j = [α̂i + β̂j − (α∗
i + β∗

j )]/(ẑi,i + ẑn+j,n+j)
1/2,

η̂i,j = [β̂i − β̂j − (β∗
i − β∗

j )]/(ẑn+i,n+i + ẑn+j,n+j)
1/2

are all asymptotically distributed as standard normal random variables, where ẑi,i is the

estimate of zi,i by replacing θ∗i with θ̂i. Three special pairs (1, 2), (n/2, n/2 + 1) and

(n− 1, n) for (i, j) are discussed.

We apply the quantile-quantile (QQ) plot to demonstrate the asymptotic normality of

ξ̂i,j, ζ̂i,j, η̂i,j and the results are similar, thus we here only show the QQ-plot for ξ̂i,j under

the case of n = 100 and ϵ = 2 in Figure 1 to save space. From this Figure, we see that the

empirical quantiles coincide well with the ones of the standard normality for estimate.
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Figure 1: The QQ plot of ξ̂i,j. The horizontal and vertical axes are the theoretical and
empirical quantiles, respectively, and the red lines correspond to the reference lines y = x.
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Table 1 reports the coverage frequencies of the 95% confidence interval for αi − αj,

the length of the confidence interval, and the frequency that the estimate does not exist.

As expected, the length of the confidence interval increases as L increases and decreases

as n increases.

Table 1: Estimated coverage probabilities (×100%) of αi−αj for pair (i, j) as well as the
length of confidence intervals (in square brackets), and the probabilities (×100%) that
the estimates do not exist (in parentheses).

n (i, j) L = 0 L = log(log n) L = (log n)1/2

ϵ=2

100 (1, 2) 93.80[0.36](0) 93.61[0.41](0.06) 92.63[0.46](1.13)
(50, 51) 93.49[0.36](0) 92.78[0.48](0.06) 91.28[0.57](1.13)
(99, 100) 93.96[0.36](0) 92.73[0.54](0.06) 91.14[0.64](1.13)

200 (1, 2) 94.32[0.25](0) 94.00[0.29](0) 94.29[0.33](0)
(100, 101) 94.64[0.25](0) 93.61[0.35](0) 92.97[0.41](0)
(199, 200) 94.66[0.25](0) 93.94[0.39](0) 93.02[0.46](0)

ϵ = log n/n1/4

100 (1, 2) 92.37[0.36](0) 92.40[0.41](0.49) 90.07[0.46](4.46)
(50, 51) 92.43[0.36](0) 90.37[0.48](0.49) 87.70[0.57](4.46)
(99, 100) 92.58[0.36](0) 89.92[0.54](0.49) 88.06[0.65](4.46)

200 (1, 2) 94.19[0.25](0) 93.31[0.30](0) 93.16[0.33](0.07)
(100, 101) 93.92[0.25](0) 92.47[0.35](0) 90.18[0.41](0.07)
(199, 200) 93.71[0.25](0) 91.56[0.39](0) 91.14[0.46](0.07)

A data example. We evaluate the use of the proposed estimator on the Lazega’s

friendship network data [Lazega et al. (2001); Snijders et al. (2006)]. This dataset contains

71 nodes, and each node represents an attorney. A directed edge from one attorney to

another exists if the former considers the later a friend outside of work. In total, there

are 575 edges. In-degrees and out-degrees vary from 0 to 22 and 25, respectively. The

data set contains 71 nodes with 575 directed edges.

We chose the privacy parameter ϵ as 1. Table 2 reports the estimators of αi and

βj with their estimated standard errors, and their corresponding in bi-degree sequences.

The estimators of parameters for out-degrees range from the minimum −9.41 to maxi-

mum −0.45 while those of parameters for in-degrees range from the minimum −7.96 to

maximum 0.97.

5 Discussion

We have established the asymptotic theory in a class of directed random graph model

parameterized by the differentially private bi-sequence and illustrated application to the

Probit model. The result shows that statistical inference can be made using the noisy

bi-sequence. We assume that the edges are mutually independent in this work. We
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Table 2: Lazega’s friendship network dataset: the differentially private estimator of αi

and βj with their standard errors and their corresponding bi-degree sequence.

Vertex α̂i

√
σ̂i,i β̂j

√
σ̂j,j d

+
i d−j Vertex α̂i

√
σ̂i,i β̂j

√
σ̂j,j d

+
i d−j Vertex α̂i

√
σ̂i,i β̂j

√
σ̂j,j d

+
i d−j

1 −1.61 0.07 0.10 0.06 4 5 25 −1.21 0.04 0.35 0.04 11 10 49 −1.85 0.08 0.00 0.06 4 6
2 −1.84 0.07 0.34 0.04 4 10 26 −1.42 0.04 0.97 0.03 9 22 50 −1.43 0.07 0.19 0.07 8 8
3 −9.41 0.43 −0.24 0.07 0 4 27 −1.08 0.04 0.78 0.03 13 17 51 −1.52 0.05 0.19 0.05 6 7
4 −0.97 0.03 0.61 0.03 15 14 28 −1.09 0.04 0.35 0.04 12 9 52 −1.20 0.04 0.61 0.03 11 14
5 −1.85 0.08 0.00 0.06 3 5 29 −1.28 0.05 0.35 0.05 10 10 53 −2.00 0.08 −7.96 0.44 3 0
6 −9.41 0.43 −0.60 0.11 0 2 30 −1.62 0.05 −0.11 0.06 6 5 54 −1.51 0.05 0.42 0.04 7 11
7 −2.20 0.11 −0.60 0.11 2 2 31 −0.45 0.03 0.74 0.03 25 15 55 −9.41 0.43 −0.39 0.08 0 3
8 −2.19 0.43 0.18 0.05 1 7 32 −1.72 0.07 0.19 0.05 4 7 56 −1.43 0.04 0.35 0.04 8 10
9 −1.71 0.06 0.54 0.03 6 14 33 −1.22 0.04 −0.59 0.08 12 3 57 −1.35 0.04 0.48 0.04 9 12
10 −1.04) 0.03 −0.22 0.07 14 4 34 −1.84 0.05 0.27 0.04 6 11 58 −1.03 0.03 0.55 0.04 13 12
11 −1.71 0.05 0.60 0.03 5 14 35 −1.35 0.04 0.35 0.04 9 10 59 −1.85 0.06 −0.39 0.07 5 4
12 −0.73 0.03 0.02 0.04 22 8 36 −1.28 0.04 0.48 0.04 9 11 60 −1.84 0.07 0.19 0.05 4 8
13 −1.08 0.03 0.88 0.03 14 20 37 −2.20 0.03 −0.39 0.05 0 1 61 −1.85 0.08 −0.24 0.08 3 3
14 −1.43 0.04 0.01 0.05 8 6 38 −1.61 0.05 0.41 0.04 8 13 62 −2.00 0.07 −0.24 0.06 4 5
15 −1.73 0.08 −0.39 0.17 4 2 39 −1.43 0.04 0.54 0.03 8 13 63 −2.20 0.17 −7.96 0.08 2 0
16 −1.43 0.04 0.35 0.04 8 10 40 −1.28 0.04 0.19 0.05 10 8 64 −0.71 0.03 0.73 0.03 19 15
17 −0.56 0.03 0.84 0.03 23 18 41 −1.20 0.04 0.72 0.03 12 17 65 −0.54 0.03 0.37 0.05 22 8
18 −1.44 0.04 −0.23 0.05 9 5 42 −0.92 0.03 0.36 0.04 15 9 66 −0.98 0.03 −0.58 0.17 16 3
19 −2.00 0.07 −0.39 0.07 4 4 43 −0.86 0.03 0.67 0.03 15 13 67 −2.20 0.07 −0.92 0.08 4 3
20 −1.09 0.03 0.20 0.05 12 7 44 −9.41 0.04 −7.96 0.04 0 0 68 −1.52 0.05 0.01 0.06 6 5
21 −1.27 0.05 0.77 0.03 8 15 45 −1.62 0.05 −0.23 0.07 6 4 69 −1.72 0.07 −0.23 0.08 5 4
22 −1.44 0.05 0.01 0.06 8 6 46 −1.85 0.08 0.00 0.06 3 5 70 −1.52 0.04 −0.10 0.05 7 5
23 −2.51 0.11 0.10 0.05 1 7 47 −9.40 0.04 −7.96 0.05 0 0 71 −2.51 0.11 0.00 0.05 1 6
24 −0.58 0.03 0.79 0.03 23 17 48 −1.62 0.05 −0.39 0.07 7 4

should be able to obtain consistent conclusion if the edges are dependent, provided that

the conditions stated in Theorem 1 are met. However, the asymptotic normality of the

estimator is not clear. To avoid this problem, we need appropriately select a probability

distribution for directed random graphs when using the existing method. In the further,

we may relax our theoretical conditions to ignore the independence of edges.

Appendix

We start with some notations. Let R+ = (0,∞), R0 = [0,∞), N = {1, 2, . . .}, N0 =

{0, 1, 2, . . .}. For a vector x = (x1, . . . , xn)
⊤ ∈ Rn, denote by ∥x∥∞ = max1≤i≤n |xi| the

ℓ∞-norm of x. For an n × n matrix J = (Ji,j), ∥J∥∞ denotes the matrix norm induced

by the ∥ · ∥∞-norm on vectors in Rn:

∥J∥∞ = max
x̸=0

∥Jx∥∞
∥x∥∞

= max
1≤i≤n

n∑
j=1

|Ji,j|.

Define the matrix maximum norm ∥ · ∥ for a matrix A = (ai,j) by ∥A∥ := maxi,j |ai,j|.
Given m,M > 0, we say a (2n− 1)× (2n− 1) matrix V = (vi,j) belongs to the matrix

13



class Ln(m,M) if V satisfies the following conditions:

m ≤ vi,i −
∑2n−1

j=n+1 vi,j ≤ M, i = 1, . . . , n− 1; vn,n =
∑2n−1

j=n+1 vn,j,

vi,j = 0, i, j = 1, . . . , n, i ̸= j,

vi,j = 0, i, j = n+ 1, . . . , 2n− 1, i ̸= j,

m ≤ vi,j = vj,i ≤ M, i = 1, . . . , n, j = n+ 1, . . . , 2n− 1, j ̸= n+ i,

vi,n+i = vn+i,i = 0, i = 1, . . . , n− 1,

vi,i =
∑n

k=1 vk,i =
∑n

k=1 vi,k, i = n+ 1, . . . , 2n− 1.

Obviously, if V ∈ Ln(m,M), then V is a (2n−1)×(2n−1) diagonally dominant, symmetric

nonnegative matrix and V has the following structure:

V =

(
V11 V12

V ⊤
12 V22

)
,

where n× n matrix V11 and (n− 1)× (n− 1) matrix V22 are diagonal matrices, V12 is a

nonnegative matrix whose nondiagonal elements are positive and diagonal elements equal

to zero.

Define v2n,i = vi,2n := vi,i−
∑2n−1

j=1;j ̸=i vi,j, for i = 1, . . . , 2n− 1 and v2n,2n =
∑2n−1

i=1 v2n,i.

Then m ≤ v2n,i ≤ M for i = 1, . . . , n − 1, v2n,i = 0 for i = n, n + 1, . . . , 2n − 1 and

v2n,2n =
∑n

i=1 vi,2n =
∑n

i=1 v2n,i. Generally, the inverse of V , V −1, does not have a closed

form. Yan et al. (2016) proposed a matrix S = (si,j) to approximate V −1, where

si,j =



δi,j
vi,i

+
1

v2n,2n
, i, j = 1, . . . , n,

− 1

v2n,2n
, i = 1, . . . , n, j = n+ 1, . . . , 2n− 1,

− 1

v2n,2n
, i = n+ 1, . . . , 2n− 1, j = 1, . . . , n, ,

δi,j
vi,i

+
1

v2n,2n
, i, j = n+ 1, . . . , 2n− 1,

δi,j is the Kronecker delta function. Rewrite S as

S =

(
S11 S12

S⊤
12 S22

)
,

where n× n matrix S11 = 1/v2n,2n + diag(1/v1,1, 1/v2,2, . . . , 1/vn,n), S12 is an n× (n− 1)

matrix whose elements are all equal to −1/v2n,2n and (n − 1) × (n − 1) matrix S22 =

1/v2n,2n + diag(1/vn+1,n+1, 1/vn+2,n+2, . . . , 1/v2n−1,2n−1).
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A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

We apply a Newton iterative theorem of Yan et al. (2016) to prove the existence and

consistency of the differentially private estimator θ̂.

Proposition 1. [Yan et al. (2016)]. Define a system of equations

Fi(θ) = di −
n∑

k=1;k ̸=i

µ(αi + βk), i = 1, . . . , n,

Fj(θ) = bj −
n∑

k=1;k ̸=j

µ(αk + βj), j = 1, . . . , n− 1,

F (θ) = (F1(θ), · · · , Fn(θ), Fn+1(θ), . . . , F2n−1(θ))
⊤,

where µ(·) is a continuous function with the third derivative. Let Θ ⊂ R2n−1 be a convex

set and assume for any x,y, v ∈ Θ,

∥ [F ′(x)− F ′(y)]v ∥∞≤ K1 ∥ x− y ∥∞∥ v ∥∞,

max
i=1,··· ,2n−1

∥ F ′
i (x)− F ′

i (y) ∥∞≤ K2 ∥ x− y ∥∞,

where F ′(θ) is the Jacobin matrix of F on θ and F ′
i (θ) is the gradient function of Fi

on θ. Consider θ(0) ∈ Θ with Ω(θ(0), 2r) ⊂ Θ, where r = ∥[F (θ0)]−1F (θ0)∥∞. For any

θ ∈ Ω(θ(0), 2r), we assume

F ′(θ) ∈ Ln(m,M) or − F ′(θ) ∈ Ln(m,M).

For k = 1, 2, · · · , define the Newton iterates θ(k+1) = θ(k) − [F ′(θ(k))]−1F (θ(k)). let

ρ =
c1(2n− 1)M2K1

2m3n2
+

K2

(n− 1)m
.

If ρr < 1/2, then θ(k) ∈ Ω(θ(0), 2r), k = 1, 2, · · · , are well defined and satisfy

∥θ(k+1) − θ(0)∥∞ ≤ r/(1− ρr).

Further, limk→∞ θ(k) exists and the limiting point is precisely the solution of F (θ) = 0 in

the range of θ ∈ Ω(θ(0), 2r).

Besides, we need lemmas of Yan et al. (2016) about the upper bound of ∥V −1x∥∞,

which relies on the upper bound of ∥V −1 − S∥.
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Lemma 4. [Yan et al. (2016)]. If V ∈ Ln(m,M) with M/m = o(n), then for large enough

n,

∥V −1 − S∥ ≤ c1M
2

m3(n− 1)2
,

where c1 is a constant that does not depend on M , m and n.

Lemma 5. [Yan et al. (2016)]. If V ∈ Ln(m,M) with M/m = o(n), then for a vector

x ∈ R2n−1,

∥V −1x∥∞ ≤ ∥(V −1 − S)x∥∞ + ∥Sx∥∞

≤
2c1(2n− 1)M2∥x∥∞

m3(n− 1)2
+

|x2n|
v2n,2n

+ max
i=1,··· ,2n−1

|xi|
vi,i

,

where x2n :=
∑n

i=1 xi −
∑2n−1

i=n+1 xi.

Proof of Lemma 2. Note that {e+i }ni=1 and {e−j }nj=1 are independently discrete Laplace

random variables. Let [c] be the integer part of c(c = κ
√
log n). Then we have

P (|ei| ≤ c) =
1− λ

1 + λ
(1 + 2λ1 + . . .+ 2λ[c])

=
1 + λ− 2λ[c]+1

1 + λ
= 1− 2λ[c]+1

1 + λ
.

Therefore, we have

P (max
i

| ei |> c) = 1−
n∏

i=1

P (| ei |≤ c) = 1− (1− 2λ[c]+1

1 + λ
)n. (A.1)

Note that when ϵ(c+1) > 2log2, e−ϵ(c+1)/2 < 1/2. Since the function f(x) = 1− (1− x)n

is an increasing function on x when x ∈ (0, 1), we have

1− (1− 2e−ϵ(c+1)/2

1 + e−ϵ/2
)n ≤ 1− (1− 2e−ϵ(c+1)/2)n,

on the other hand, (1− x)n ≥ 1− nx when x ∈ (0, 1). So, we have

1− (1− 2e−ϵ(c+1)/2)n ≤ 1− (1− n× 2e−ϵ(c+1)/2) = 2ne−ϵ(c+1)/2.

Assume that ϵ(c+ 1) ≥ 4 log n, we have

P (max
i

| ei |> c) ≤ 2

n
. (A.2)
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By Hoeffding’s inequality [Hoeffding (1963)], we have

P (|d+i − E(d+i )| ≥
√

n log n) ≤ 2 exp {−2n log n

n− 1
} = O(

1

n2
).

Therefore,

P (max
i

|d+i − E(d+i )| ≥
√
n log n) ≤ n× 1

n2
=

1

n
.

Similarly, we have

P (max
j

|dj− − E(dj−)| ≥
√

n log n) ≤ n× 1

n2
=

1

n
.

So, with probability at least 1− 3/n, we have

max
i=1,...,n

|z+i − E(z+i )| ≤ max
i

|d+i − E(d+i )|+max
i

|e+i | ≤
√
n log n+ κ

√
log n.

Similarly, with probability at least 1− 3/n, we have

max
j=1,...,n

|z−j − E(z−j )| ≤
√

n log n+ κ
√
log n.

Let A and B be the events:

A = { max
i=1,...,n

|z+i − E(z+i )| ≤
√

n log n+ κ
√
log n},

B = { max
j=1,...,n

|z−j − E(z−j )| ≤
√

n log n+ κ
√
log n}.

Consequently, as n goes to infinity, we have

P(A
⋂

B) ≥ 1− P(Ac)− P(Bc) ≥ 1− 6/n → 1.

This completes the proof of Lemma 2.

Proof of Theorem 1. In the Newton’s iterative step, we set the initial value θ(0) :=
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θ∗ ∈ Θ. Let F (θ) = (F1(θ), . . . , Fn(θ), Fn+1(θ), . . . , F2n−1(θ))
⊤. By (2.2), for i = 1, . . . , n

∂Fi

∂αl

= 0, l = 1, . . . , n, l ̸= i,
∂Fi

∂αi

= −
n∑

k=1,k ̸=i

∂µ(αi + βk)

∂αi

,

∂Fi

∂βj

= −
∂µ(αi + βj)

∂βj

, j = 1, . . . , n− 1, j ̸= i,
∂Fi

∂βi

= 0,

and for j = 1, . . . , n− 1,

∂Fn+j

∂αl

= −
∂µ(αl + βj)

∂αl

, l = 1, . . . , n, l ̸= j,
∂Fn+j

∂αj

= 0.

∂Fn+j

∂βl

= 0, l = 1, . . . , n− 1, l ̸= j
∂Fn+j

∂βj

= −
n∑

k=1,k ̸=j

∂µ(αk + βj)

∂βj

.

By (2.5), we get −F ′(θ) ∈ Ln(m,M). To apply Proposition 1, we need to calculate r and

ρr in this proposition. By Lemma 5, we have

r = ∥[F ′(θ∗)]−1F (θ∗)∥∞

≤
2c1(2n− 1)M2

m3(n− 1)2
∥F (θ∗)∥∞ +

|F2n(θ
∗)|

v2n,2n
+ max

i=1,...,2n−1

|Fi(θ
∗)|

vi,i

≤

(
2c1(2n− 1)M2

m3(n− 1)2
+

1

(n− 1)m
+

1

m(n− 1)

)
(
√
n log n+ κ

√
log n)

=
M2

m3(n− 1)

(
2c1(2n− 1)

n− 1
+

2m2

M2

)
(
√
n log n+ κ

√
log n)

≤ c2M
2

nm3
(
√

n log n+ κ
√

log n),

where c2 is a constant that does not depend on M , m and n. Let

F ′
i (θ) = (F ′

i,1(θ), . . . , F
′
i,2n−1(θ))

⊤ :=

(
∂Fi

∂α1

, . . . ,
∂Fi

∂αn

,
∂Fi

∂β1

, . . . ,
∂Fi

∂βn−1

)⊤

.

Then, for i = 1, . . . , n, we have

∂2Fi

∂αs∂αl

= 0, s ̸= l,
∂2Fi

∂α2
i

=
∑
k ̸=i

∂2µ(αi + βk)

∂α2
i

,

∂2Fi

∂βs∂αi

=
∂2µ(αi + βs)

∂βs∂αi

, s = 1, . . . , n− 1, s ̸= i,
∂2Fi

∂βi∂αi

= 0,

∂2Fi

∂β2
j

=
∂2µ(αi + βj)

∂β2
j

, j = 1, . . . , n− 1,
∂2Fi

∂βs∂βl

= 0, s ̸= l.
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By the mean value theorem for vector-valued functions [Lang (1993), page 341], we have

F ′
i (x)− F ′

i (y) = J (i)(x− y), x,y ∈ Θ,

where J
(i)
s,l =

∫ 1

0

∂F ′
i,s

∂θl
(tx+ (1− t)y)dt, s, l = 1, . . . , 2n− 1. By (2.6), we get

max
s

∑
l

|J (i)
s,l | ≤ 2η1(n− 1),

∑
s,l

|J (i)
s,l | ≤ 4η1(n− 1).

Similarly, for i = n + 1, . . . , 2n − 1, we also have F ′
i (x) − F ′

i (y) = J (i)(x − y), and the

above inequalities. Correspondingly, for any i, we get

∥F ′
i (x)− F ′

i (y)∥∞ ≤ ∥J (i)∥∞∥x− y∥∞ ≤ 2η1(n− 1)∥x− y∥∞,

and for any vector v ∈ R2n−1,

∥[F ′(x)− F ′(y)]v∥∞ ≤ ∥x− y∥∞∥v∥∞
∑
s,l

|J (i)
s,l | ≤ 4η1(n− 1)∥x− y∥∞∥v∥∞.

Thus, we can choose K1 = 4η1(n− 1) and K2 = 2η1(n− 1). Again, we also

ρ =
4c1(2n− 1)M2

2m3n2
η1(n− 1) +

1

(n− 1)m
2η1(n− 1)

=
M2

m3

(
4c1(2n− 1)(n− 1)

2n2
+

2m2

M2

)
η1

≤ c3M
2η1

m3
,

where c3 is a constant that does not depend on M,m and η1. Combining with (2.9), we

get

ρr ≤ c3M
2η1

m3

(
c2M

2

nm3
(
√

n log n+ κ
√
log n)

)
≤ O

(
M4η1
nm6

(
√
n log n+ κ

√
log n)

)
= o(1).

Thus, all conditions in Proposition 1 are satisfied. By Lemma 2, inequality (2.7) holds

with probability approaching one such that (2.10) holds.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Before beginning to prove Lemma 3, we give the following Proposition.
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Proposition 2. [Fan (2023)]. If Mu/mu = o(n), then for any fixed k ≥ 1, as n → ∞,

the vector consisting of the first k elements of S{g−E(g)} is asymptotically multivariate

normal with mean zero and covariance matrix Z.

Proof of Lemma 3. There are two cases to consider.

(i) By Yan (2021), we have

|
n∑

i=1

e+i | = Op(κ(n log n)1/2), |
n∑

i=1

e−i | = Op(κ(n log n)1/2). (A.3)

Since g̃i − gi = e+i for i = 1, . . . , n, and g̃n+j − gn+j = e−j for j = 1, . . . , n− 1, we have

[S(g̃ − Eg)]i = [S(g − Eg)]i + [S(g̃ − g)]i

= [S(g − Eg)]i + (−1)1(i,j>n)

∑n
i=1 e

+
i −

∑n−1
j=1 e

−
j

u2n,2n

= [S(g − Eg)]i +Op(
κ(log n)1/2

n1/2mu

).

So if κ(logn)1/2

mu
= o(1), then we have

[S(g̃ − Eg)]i = [S(g − Eg)]i + op(n
−1/2).

Consequently, the first part of Lemma 3 immediately follows Proposition 2.

(ii) sn/v
1/2
2n,2n → c for some constant c. Let ẽ =

∑n
i=1 e

+
i −

∑n−1
j=1 e

−
j and ãi,j = ai,j −Eai,j.

Denote

H :=



g̃1−Eg1
u
1/2
1,1

...
g̃k−Egk
u
1/2
k,k

g̃2n−Eg2n
u
1/2
2n,2n

ẽ
sn


=



∑k
j=1 ã1,j

u
1/2
1,1

...∑k
j=1 ãk,j

u
1/2
k,k∑k

i=1 ãi,n

u
1/2
2n,2n

0


+



∑n
j=k+1 ã1,j

u
1/2
1,1

...∑n
j=k+1 ãk,j

u
1/2
k,k∑n

i=k+1 ãi,n

u
1/2
2n,2n

ẽ
sn


:= I1 + I2.

Since |ai,j| ≤ 1 and ui,i → ∞ as n → ∞, |
∑k

j=1 ãi,j|/ui,i = o(1) for i = 1, . . . , k with fixed

k. So I1 = o(1).

Next, we will consider I2. Recall that s2n = Var(ẽ). By the large sample theory,

(ẽ−Eẽ)/sn converges in distribution to the standard normal distribution if sn → ∞. By

the central limit theorem for the bounded case in Loéve (1977) (page 289),
∑n

j=k+1 ãi,j/u
1/2
i,i

converges in distribution to the standard normal distribution for any fixed i if M/mu =
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o(n). Since ãi,j’s (1 ≤ i ≤ k, j = k + 1, . . . , n), ãi,n’s and ẽ are mutually independent,

I2 converges in distribution to a k+2-dimensional standardized normal distribution with

covariance matrix Ik+2, where Ik+2 denotes the (k + 2) × (k + 2) dimensional identity

matrix. Let

C =


√
u1,1

v1,1
, 0, . . . , 0,

√
u2n,2n

v2n,2n
, sn

v2n,2n

0,
√
u2,2

v2,2
, . . . , 0,

√
u2n,2n

v2n,2n
, sn

v2n,2n

. . .

0, 0, . . . ,
√
uk,k

vk,k
,

√
u2n,2n

v2n,2n
, sn

v2n,2n

 .

Then

[S(g̃ − Eg)]i=1,...,k = CH.

Since s2n/v2n,2n → c2 for some constant c, all positive entries of C are in the same order n1/2.

So CM converges in distribution to the k-dimensional multivariate normal distribution

with mean (

k︷ ︸︸ ︷
0, . . . , 0) and covariance matrix

diag(
u1,1

v21,1
, . . . ,

uk,k

v2k,k
) + (

u2n,2n

v22n,2n
+

s2n
v22n,2n

)1k1
⊤
k ,

where 1k is a k-dimensional column vector with all entries 1. Before proving Theorem 2,

we first establish two lemmas.

Lemma 6. [Yan et al. (2016)]. Let W = V −1 − S and R = Cov[W (g − Eg)], then

∥R∥ ≤ ∥V −1 − S∥+ 3M

m2(n− 1)2
. (A.4)

Lemma 7. If (2.14) holds, then for any i,

θ̂i − θ∗
i = [V −1(g̃ − E(g))]i + op(n

−1/2). (A.5)

Proof. Let r̂i,j = α̂i + β̂j − α∗
i − β∗

j and assume

ρ̂n := max
i ̸=j

|r̂i,j| = Op

(
c2M

2

nm3
(
√

n log n+ κ
√

log n)

)
.

For any 1 ≤ i ̸= j ≤ n, by the Taylor’s expansion, we get

µ(α̂i + β̂j)− µ(α∗
i + β∗

j ) = µ′(α∗
i + β∗

j )r̂i,j + hi,j,

where hi,j =
1

2
µ′′(θ̂i,j)r̂

2
i,j and θ̂i,j = ti,j(α

∗
i + β∗

j ) + (1− ti,j)(α̂i + β̂j), ti,j ∈ (0, 1). By (2.3),
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we have

g̃ − E(g) = V (θ̂ − θ∗) + h.

Equivalently,

θ̂ − θ∗ = V −1(g̃ − E(g)) + V −1h. (A.6)

where h = (h1, . . . , h2n−1)
⊤ and

hi =
n∑

k=1,k ̸=i

hi,k, i = 1, . . . , n,

hn+i =
n∑

k=1,k ̸=i

hk,i, i = 1, . . . , n− 1.

By (2.6), we get

|hi,j| =
∣∣∣1
2
µ′′(θ̂i,j)r̂

2
i,j

∣∣∣ ≤ 1

2
η1r̂

2
i,j ≤

1

2
η1ρ̂

2
n,

|hi| ≤
∑
j ̸=i

∣∣∣hi,j

∣∣∣ ≤ 1

2
(n− 1)η1ρ̂

2
n.

Note that (Sh)i =
hi

vi,i
+ (−1)1(i>n)

h2n

v2n,2n
, h2n :=

∑n
i=1 hi −

∑2n−1
i=n+1 hi =

∑n
i=1,i ̸=k hi,n ≤

n− 1

2
η1ρ̂

2
n and (V −1h)i = (Sh)i + (Wh)i. By Lemma 4, we get

|(V −1h)i| ≤ |(Sh)i|+ |(Wh)i|

≤
|hi|
vi,i

+
|h2n|
v2n,2n

+ ∥W∥max ×
[
(2n− 1)max

i
|hi|
]

≤ O

(
η1ρ̂

2
n

m

)
+O

(
M2

m3(n− 1)2
× 1

2
(2n− 1)(n− 1)η1ρ̂

2
n

)
≤ O

(
m2 +M2

2m3
η1ρ̂

2
n

)
= O

(
M4(m2 +M2)

2m9n2
η1(n+ 2κn1/2 + κ2) log n

)
≤ O

(
(n+ 2κn1/2 + κ2)

M6η1 log n

m9n2

)
.

Again, by (2.14), we obtain

|(V −1h)i| ≤ |(Sh)i|+ |(Wh)i| = o(n−1/2). (A.7)
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Proof of Theorem 2. Note that V −1 = W + S, we have

(θ̂ − θ∗)i = [S{g̃ − E(g)}]i + [W{g̃ − E(g)}]i + op(n
−1/2).

By (A.2), ∥g̃ − g∥∞ = Op(κ
√
log n). So by Lemma 4, we have

[W (g̃ − g)]i = Op(n
M2

m3n2
κ
√
log n) = Op(

κM2
√
log n

nm3
).

If κM2

m3 = o((n/ log n)1/2), then [W{g̃ − g}]i = op(n
−1/2). Combing Lemma 6, it yields

[W (g̃ − Eg)]i = [W (g̃ − g)]i + [W (g − Eg)]i = op(n
−1/2).

Consequently,

(θ̂ − θ)i = [S(g̃ − Eg)]i + op(n
−1/2).

Theorem 2 immediately follows from Lemma 3.
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