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Abstract Local dependence random graph models are a class of block models for network data
which allow for dependence among edges under a local dependence assumption defined around
the block structure of the network. Since being introduced by Schweinberger and Handcock [33],
research in the statistical network analysis and network science literatures have demonstrated
the potential and utility of this class of models. In this work, we provide the first statistical
disclaimers which provide conditions under which estimation and inference procedures can be
expected to provide accurate and valid inferences. This is accomplished by deriving convergence
rates of inference procedures for local dependence random graph models based on a single
observation of the graph, allowing both the number of model parameters and the sizes of blocks
to tend to infinity. First, we derive the first non-asymptotic bounds on the #2-error of maximum
likelihood estimators, along with convergence rates. Second, and more importantly, we derive
the first non-asymptotic bounds on the error of the multivariate normal approximation. In so
doing, we introduce the first principled approach to providing statistical disclaimers through
quantifying the uncertainty about statistical conclusions based on data.

Keywords: statistical network analysis, network data, local dependence random graph model,
multivariate normal approximation.

1. Introduction

Local dependence random graph models, introduced by Schweinberger and Handcock
[33], are a class of statistical models for network data built around block structure, where
a population of nodes N, which we take without loss to be N :={1,...,N} (N > 3), is
partitioned into K > 1 subsets A1, ..., Ag called blocks (also referred to as communities
or subpopulations within the literature). The class owes its name to the fundamental
assumption that dependence among edges is constrained to block-based subgraphs. We
formally review local dependence random graph models in Section 1.1.

There are two key aspects to local dependence random graph models that help explain
the research interest received in both the statistical network analysis and network science
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literatures [38, 34, 2, 42, 24, 8, 1, 9, 40]. First, block structure (or community structure)
is a well-established structural phenomena relevant to many applications and networks
encountered in our world [e.g., 11, 25, 38]. Second, local dependence random graph models
possess desirable properties and behavior that circumvent early difficulties in constructing
models of edge dependence, which include producing non-degenerate models of edge
dependence (including transitivity) and consistency results for estimators [33, 34].

In this work, we advance the literature on local dependence random graph models by
providing the first statistical disclaimers which elaborate conditions under which estima-
tion and inference procedures based on a single observation of the graph can be expected
to produce accurate and valid inferences of local dependence random graph models. All
results are non-asymptotic and cover settings where the number of model parameters
and the sizes of the blocks tend to infinity. The main contributions of this work include:

1. Establishing the first non-asymptotic bounds on the /s-error of maximum likeli-
hood estimators of local dependence random graph models which hold with high
probability, and

2. Deriving the first non-asymptotic bound on the error of the multivariate normal
approximation of a standardization of the maximum likelihood estimator.

All results are stated in terms of interpretable quantities, allowing us to quantify the
effect key aspects of the statistical model and network structure hold with respect to the
convergence rates of the aforementioned errors. In so doing, we introduce the first prin-
cipled approach to providing statistical disclaimers through quantifying the uncertainty
about statistical conclusions based on data.

1.1. Local dependence random graph models

We consider simple, undirected random graphs X € X := {0, 1}(1;) defined on the set of
nodes N :={1,..., N} (N > 3). Edge variables between nodes {3, j} C N are given by

)

1 Nodes i and j are connected in the graph
Xij = .
0 Otherwise

assuming throughout that X; ; = X, ; ({¢,j} C N) and X;,;, =0 (: € N).

A local dependence random graph [33] is a random graph X where the set of nodes N
is partitioned into K blocks A1, ..., Ax with joint probability distributions P of the form

PX=xz) = ][] PuuXpi=z1), zeX, (1.1)
1<k<I<K
where the subgraphs Xj; (1 <k <[ < K) are defined to be
(Xij ricAv<jed) € Xpp={0,13("F)  ifp =1

Xk = .
(Xij : €Ay, JEA) € Xy = {0, 1} MAR AL Gf g £
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Sampson's monastery network School classes network Bali terrorist network

Figure 1. Three real data examples of networks for which local dependence random graph models would
be applicable, including Sampson’s monastery network, the school classes data set from Stewart et al.
[38], and the Bali terrorist network studied in Schweinberger and Handcock [33]. Node colors correspond
to block memberships.

We refer to the subgraphs X, (kK = 1,...,K) as the within-block subgraphs and to
the subgraphs Xj; (1 < k <! < K) as the between-block subgraphs. The probability
distribution Py ; is the marginal distribution of the subgraph X;,; (1 <k <[ < K). A
local dependence random graph model is any probability distribution P for X of the form
(1.1). Figure 1 visualizes three networks which can be studied using local dependence
random graph models. While the block-based subgraphs X;; (1 < k <1 < K) are
independent, edges within the same block-based subgraph can be dependent. The joint
distribution PP can be specified by specifying the marginal probability distributions Py ;
for the block-based subgraphs X, (1 <k << K).

Exponential families account for the most prevalent specifications of local dependence
random graph models [e.g., 38, 8, 42, 31], indeed having been the statistical foundations
for the class in the seminal work by Schweinberger and Handcock [33]. Moreover, ex-
ponential families provide a flexible statistical platform for constructing models of edge
dependence in network data applications [23, 35], and have been shown to be possess
desirable statistical properties in local dependence random graph models, including the
consistency of maximum likelihood estimators of canonical and curved exponential fam-
ilies [34]. An exponential-family local dependence random graph model can be specified
via the marginal probability distributions of the block-based subgraphs:

Prio,,(Xki=v) = hipi(v) exp Ok, sk1(V)) — Yri(Ok1)) , veXy, (1.2

where
® 5;1: Xp, — RPxis a vector of sufficient statistics;
o 0, ; € RP+! is the natural parameter vector;
o hyy: Xg > [0,00) is the reference function of the exponential family; and

o Uy 1(0k,1) = log ZvEXk,z hii(v) exp((Ok,i, k,1(v))) is the log-normalizing constant.
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It is straightforward to show that exponential family specifications of the marginal prob-
ability distributions of the within-block and between-block subgraphs will lead to a joint
distribution which is also an exponential family.

A diverse range of models can be constructed with the local dependence property in
(1.1) through different definitions of the sufficient statistics and reference functions. It
is convenient to assume that the sufficient statistic vectors are homogeneous across the
within-block subgraph and the between-block subgraph models, in the sense that the
sufficient statistics essentially quantify the same effects in either case. In this approach,
the natural parameter vectors are likewise assumed to be homogeneous, or in the case
of size-based adjustments to the parameterizations, admit an affine transformation of a
homogeneous parameter vector; see Krivitsky, Handcock and Morris [17], Stewart et al.
[38], and Schweinberger and Stewart [34] for examples and further discussions of size-
based parameterizations, with the latter two focusing specifically on local dependence
random graphs. Throughout, we assume that 6y = Oy for some Oy, € RP and all
k=1,...,K, and that 0, ; = 0p for some g € R? and all 1 <k <! < K. As a result,
we can write the joint distribution of X as

Po(X ==) = h(z)exp((6, s(x)) —1(0)), (1.3)

where 6 = (0y,05) € RPTY and s(x) = (sw(x), sp(x)) € RPTY, with the definitions

K
sw(x) = Zskk(azkk) and sp(x) = Z Ski(Tr,1),
k=1

1<k<I<K

ha) = ] (e,

1<k<I<K

and

K
P(O) = Zwk,k(ew)‘i‘ Z Yr,1(0B).
k=1

1<k<I<K

The exponential family is then the set of probability distributions {Pg : 8 € RPT7}, where
we note that the natural parameter space is equal to RP19, a fact which follows trivially
due to the fact that the support X of X is a finite set.

As the scope of possible models that can be constructed is large, we refer readers to
works by Schweinberger and Handcock [33], Stewart et al. [38], and Schweinberger and
Stewart [34], for concrete examples of exponential-family local dependence random graph
models. We proceed assuming familiarity with specifications of this class in the literature.

2. Rates of convergence

In this section, we present our main results in Theorems 1 and 2, which establish rates of
convergence for our consistency theory and normality theory, respectively. Together, these
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two theorems represent the first statistical disclaimers for estimation and inference of
local dependence random graph models which elaborate conditions under which accurate
estimation and valid inferences can be expected to be obtained.

We first review exponential family theory for local dependence random graph models
in Section 2.1. We then turn to establishing rates of convergence of maximum likelihood
and pseudolikelihood estimators in Section 2.2, and rates of convergence of the error of
the multivariate normal approximation in Section 2.3.

2.1. Preliminaries for exponential families

The log-likelihood of an exponential-family local dependence random graph model is

K
(6,2) = logPe(X =x) = Y liOw,mrr)+ Y, lei(0,@r),
k=1 1<k<I<K
where
Uek(Ow, i) = (Ow, spr(Trk)) — Vi k(Ow) + log by p(Tr k)
U0, k1) = (OB, ski(xk))) — Ye1(0B) + log hy i (xk,1)-

The gradient Vg £(0,x) = (Vo,, ¢(0,x), Vg, ¢(6,x)) is given by

K

Vo, £(0,z) = [5k,6(Tkk) — Ex k0w ki (Xkk)]
k=1

Vo, £(0,x) = Z (sk,1(Zk1) — Ex 1,05 561(Xk1)]
1<k<I<K

which follows from Lemma 8 in the supplementary materials, where Ej 1 g,, is the ex-
pectation operator with respect to the marginal distribution Py, x ¢, of X 1 and Ej 6,
is the expectation operator with respect to the marginal distribution Py ; ¢, of X} ;. We
denote the set of maximum likelihood estimators for a given observation = € X by

® = O = {0’6RP+‘1 . 00, ) = sup 4(0,3,-)}.
€Rpr+a

For minimal and regular exponential families, the maximum likelihood estimator exists
uniquely when it is exists, i.e., |®| € {0,1} (Proposition 3.13 of [39]).

2.2. Convergence rates of the maximum likelihood estimator

We derive non-asymptotic bounds on the ¢;-error of the maximum likelihood estima-
tor which hold with high probability. Our results extend the results of Schweinberger
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and Stewart [34], who derived consistency results for maximum likelihood estimators of
canonical and curved exponential-family local dependence random graph models, but did
not report rates of convergence. Additionally, Schweinberger and Stewart [34] focused on
estimation of only the parameter vectors of within-block probability distributions. In
contrast, we establish consistency theory with rates of convergence for entire parame-
ter vectors of exponential-family local dependence random graph models in this work,
covering settings where the number of model parameters p + ¢ and the sizes of blocks
|[A1l,. .., |Ax| may tend to infinity, at appropriate rates.

The consistency theory in this work is related to—but distinct from—the results in
Stewart and Schweinberger [37], who prove a general theorem for establishing consistency
and rates of convergence of maximum likelihood and pseudolikelihood-based estimators
of random graph models with dependent edges with respect to the ¢,.,-norm under a
more general weak dependence assumption. First, we focus specifically on local depen-
dence random graph models and quantify rates of convergence in the fs-norm for this
class of models in terms of interpretable quantities related to local dependence random
graphs, e.g., properties of the block structure, graph, and model. Second, our method of
proof is fundamentally different from that of both Schweinberger and Stewart [34] and
Stewart and Schweinberger [37], and as such the consistency theory in this work cannot
be proved as a corollary to an existing result. As a final point of contrast, we establish
the first non-asymptotic bound on the error of the multivariate normal approximation of
a standardization of the maximum likelihood estimator, which in turn provides the first
rigorous derivation of a statistical inference procedure for estimators of local dependence
random graph models. Our normality theory is presented in Section 2.3.

The following notational definitions and two regularity assumptions will be utilized
in Theorem 1. Define An.x = max{|A4|,...,|Axk|} to be the size of the largest block
and By(v,7) == {v/ € RI™®) : o' — v|y < 7} to be the open ball with respect to the
ly-norm in RI™(®) with center v and radius r > 0. Let d : Y™ x Y™ + {0,1,...,m}
be the Hamming distance which is defined by du(y,y’) = Yiv, L(y; # y}) for all
(y,9') € Y™ x Y™, and Apin(A) the smallest eigenvalue of the matrix A.

Assumption A.1l. Assume there exist constants e > 0, &y« > 0, and € ex > 0,
independent of N, p, and ¢, such that

inf inf Amin(—Exx Vil (0w, X > s > 0
ke{}?..,K} GWEBIQD(O‘*,V,E*) (e Ow ek (O, Xew)) 2 &w,

inf inf Amin(—Fri V2 41105, X > fper 0.
[} ) 936931;?(9;;,5*) (TEkt Vou bh1(On, Xit)) 2 Lo >

Assumption A.2. Assume there exist constants Ly € (0,00) and L € (0,00), inde-
pendent of N, p, and ¢, such that, for all k € {1,..., K} and {k,l} C{1,..., K},

sup Ik 4(0) = st p (@)l < L (V3
('U,'Ul)exkykxxk’k:dH(’U,’U,):l

IN

sup Isk1(v) = sk.1(v") oo Lp [Ag| Al

(’U,’U/)GX)CJ XX}«,Z :dH(U,’U’):l
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Assumption (A.1) requires that the smallest eigenvalue of negative expected Hes-
sians of estimating functions in a neighborhood of the data-generating parameter vector
6* are bounded away from 0. When the estimating function is the log-likelihood, this
corresponds to Fisher information matrices. Minimum eigenvalue restrictions of Fisher
information matrices are standard in settings where the number of model parameters
may tend to infinity [e.g., 27, 29, 14]. Our theory relates deviations of the gradient of the
log-likelihood Vg £(8, X) from its expectation E Vg £(0, X) to deviations of maximum
likelihood estimators @ € © from the data-generating parameter vector 8* € RPT9. As
such, we require concentration inequalities for the both |Vg,, ¢(6,x) —E Vg, £(0, X)|2
and Vg, £(0,2) —E Vg, £(0, X)|2 Concentration inequalities for functions of dependent
random variables with countable support often quantify bounds on probabilities of de-
viations of functions from expected values in terms of the sensitivity of the function to
changes in values of its arguments [e.g., 6, 16]. To this end, Assumption (A.2) assumes
the block-based sufficient statistics are Lipschitz with respect to the Hamming distance,
where Ly, (lé’cl) > 0 and Lg |Ak||Ai] > 0 are the respective Lipschitz coefficients. As a
result, the block-based sufficient statistics s (z) (1 < k <1 < K) are allowed to scale
with the number of edge variables in the block, which we will allow to grow with N.

Theorem 1. Consider a minimal exponential-family local dependence random graph
model satisfying both Assumptions (A.1) and (A.2). Then there exist constants Cy > 0,
C2 > 0, and Ny > 3, independent of N, p, and q, such that, for all N > Ny _and with
probability at least 1 — 2 N2, the mazimum likelihood estimator 8 = (Oy,0p) evists
uniquely and satisfies

p log N

IN

Cy AS

max

N
~ N [q log N
"03 - 0B ”2 < 02 max TV

provided each upper bound tends to 0 as N — oo.

|Ow — 65y |2

Theorem 1 is proved in Section 3.1. Theorem 1 provides the foundation for establishing
convergence rates in the £o-norm of maximum likelihood estimators of exponential-family
local dependence random graph models. Observe that the assumption that the exponen-
tial family is minimal is not restrictive, as any non-minimal exponential family can be
reduced to a minimal exponential family (Proposition 1.5 of [3]). The rates of conver-
gence in Theorem 1 depend on the number of model parameters p + q as well as the size
of the largest block Ap,.x, and the scaling of these quantities with respect to the number
of nodes in the network N. We discuss the results of Theorem 1 further in Section 2.4.

We lastly discuss the requirement that the exhibited upper bounds on the /s-error
tend to 0 in the limit as N — oo. Recall that Assumption (A.1) is a local assumption
about the smallest eigenvalue of the negative expected Hessians of the log-likelihood. The
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proof of Theorem 1 establishes that the event e cC Bo(0*, €*) occurs with probability
at least 1 — 2 N2, ensuring that it is legitimate to restrict focus to the subset of the
parameter space Bo(0*,€*). The assumption that the exhibited upper bounds on the
{y-error tend to 0 in the limit as N — oo are central to establishing this fact. Note that
if this assumption were not satisfied, Theorem 1 would not establish consistency in the
fo-norm. As a result, the assumptions of Theorem 1 ensure that we consider sequences
of random graphs for which our theory will establish consistency in the f3-norm.

2.3. Convergence rates of the multivariate normal approximation

A key challenge to any statistical analysis of network data is finding rigorous justification
for statistical inference methodology. The main contributing factor to this challenge lies
in the fact that statistical analyses of network data are typically in the setting of a single
collection of dependent random variables without the benefit of replication. In other
words, any statistical inference will be based on a single observation of a collection of
dependent binary random variables. It is common for inference of model parameters in
exponential-family random graph models to utilize the normal approximation for carrying
out inference about estimated coefficients [e.g., 18, 23, 38]. Except in select cases, these
inferences are performed without rigorous theoretical justification, owing to the difficulty
of obtaining theoretical results establishing the validity of the normal approximation in
scenarios with a single observations of a collection of dependent binary random variables.

The dependence structure of local dependence random graph models facilitates proof
of rigorous theoretical results justifying the normal approximation for estimators, and in
this section, we obtain rates of convergence of the multivariate normal approximation in
scenarios of increasing model dimension. It is worth noting that our results imply the
univariate normal approximation, as multiple univariate tests are frequently utilized in
applications [e.g., 38]. Similarly to our consistency results presented in Theorem 1, the
quality of the multivariate normal approximation will depend on key quantities related
to the block structure, graph, and model specification.

Throughout, Z will denote a d-dimensional multivariate normal random vector with
mean vector 04 (the d-dimensional vector of all zeros) and covariance matrix I; (the
d-dimensional identity matrix) and ® will denote the corresponding probability distri-
bution. We establish our multivariate normal approximation theory in Theorem 2 un-
der essentially the same assumptions as our consistency theory in Theorem 1, with the
addition of a single assumption regarding the scaling of the sufficient statistics of the
exponential family.

Assumption A.3. Assume that there exist constants Cy > 0 and Cg > 0, independent
of N, p, and ¢, such that

A
sup o lsstaol < cw (V)
ke{l,...,K} Tp kEXk k
sup sup Iski(@r)leo < Cp [Ak| Al

{kJ1}C{1,....K} ,1EXp,
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Assumption (A.3) places a restriction on the scaling of the block-based sufficient statis-
tic vectors with respect to the sizes of the blocks. The need for this arises out of a need
to control third-order derivatives of the log-likelihood function in our method of proof for
deriving bounds on the error of the multivariate normal approximation. The assumption
is natural, as it essentially requires that the values of the sufficient statistics possess an
upper-bound which is proportional to the number of edge variables in each of the respec-
tive block-based subgraphs. An example of interest is the transitive edge count statistic
of a within-block subgraph Xy, 5, which is given by

Z z;; 1 Z zipxjp > 1| < Z v < <|f;k|>’

{i,4}CAk heAr\{i,5} {i,4}C Ak

which can be viewed as a special case of the geometrically-weighted edgewise shared
partner statistic [12, 38]. To further contextualize this assumption, it is helpful to note
that Assumption (A.3), and also in fact Assumption (A.2), is related to the issue of
instability of exponential-families of random graph models [32]. The maximal changes
in the sufficient statistic vectors sg p(x) (kK = 1,...,K) and si (x) (1 < k <1 < K)
due to changing the value of a single edge in @ are defining characteristics of instability
in exponential-family random graph models, in the sense of Schweinberger [32]. Both
Assumptions (A.2) and (A.3) control the sensitivity of the sufficient statistic vectors to
changes in the edges in the graph. Understanding this connection helps to explain why
local dependence random graph models achieve statistical behavior and properties not
achieved in early—but flawed—models of edge dependence in network data [13, 15, 32, 5].

In order to establish our multivariate normal approximation theory, we leverage a
multivariate Berry-Essen theorem provided in Rai¢ [28] together with a Taylor expansion
of the log-likelihood equation. Utilizing properties of exponential families, we are able to
derive non-asymptotic bounds on the error of the multivariate normal approximation for
a standardization of the maximum likelihood estimator, providing the first results which
explain when the normal approximation is expected to produce valid inferences in local
dependence random graph models. We prove Theorem 2 in Section 3.2.

Theorem 2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1 and Assumption (A.3), there exist
constants Cy > 0, Cy > 0, and Ny > 3, independent of N, p, and q, and a random vector
R € RPTY such that, for all N > Ny and measurable convex sets A C RPTY,

(p+q)7/% A%

Q) 2@ < G e

where Q is the probability distribution of I1(0*)/? (5— 6*) — R and

max

R, < 22
P(uan_czA Ntwe ) 2

5 5
log N p+q> > 1-2N°2
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The standardization 1(6*)/2 (5 — 6%) is of a familiar form in multivariate normal ap-
proximation settings. While our result is stated for 1(6*)1/2 (8 — 6*) + R, a key aspect
of Theorem 2 lies in establishing that the remainder term R is small (in the f3-norm)
with high probability, justifying basing inferences on I(6*)'/? (5 — 6*) in applications.
Typically, the quantities IW(0§V)1/ 2 and I5(0%)"/? will be unknown, but can be approx-
imated. Both Iy (63,) and I5(07%) can be approximated through Monte-Carlo methods,
as Fisher information matrices of canonical exponential families are the covariance ma-
trices of the sufficient statistics. This is a common approach to estimating the Fisher
information matrix in the exponential-family random graph model literature, owing to
the fact that models are frequently estimated via Monte-Carlo maximum likelihood es-
timation which requires simulating sufficient statistic vectors of the exponential family
le.g., 12, 18].

2.4. Implications of Theorems 1 and 2

We end the section with a discussion comparing the results of Theorems 1 and 2. For
simplicity, assume that p = ¢, or less restrictively that p oc g, where we may absorb the
scaling factor into the constants of our results. In this setting, Theorem 1 establishes
consistency of the maximum likelihood estimator @ of 8* in the ¢5-norm provided

i 4 /P Amax log N

0
N—o00 N ’

whereas our multivariate normal approximation theory in Theorem 2 requires

5 A44 2
hm p Amax (log N) — 0.
N—o00 N

The latter limit places more stringent requirements on the growth rate of both Ay, ., and
p. To obtain the results of both Theorems 1 and 2, the following suffices:

e The size of the largest block Ay satisfies (ignoring logarithmic terms):

N1/45
Amax = 0( pl/g ) .

e The model dimension p (for both the within- and between-block probability distri-
butions) has a conservative growth rate of at most (ignoring logarithmic terms):

N1/5>
p = ol —1.
(i

In the above, we bounded A% by A5 for ease of presentation. We illustrate the

potential scaling of Amax and p with N further with an example. Assume that p oc N/10.
In this case, Anax must satisfy Apax = 0(N1/90). While our results are applicable to
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scenarios where the sizes of blocks must grow slowly with the size of the network N, it
has been observed that larger networks do not possess significantly larger blocks, with
empirical evidence suggesting many communities are not larger than 100 nodes (see work
by Leskovec et al. [21] and the discussion of Rohe, Chatterjee and Yu [30]). Our results
therefore cover scenarios where the sizes of the blocks |A4],..., |Ak| and the dimension
of models p+ ¢ may grow unbounded as N — oo, provided quantities grow at appropriate
rates.

Finally, we note that our results are framed in terms of the ¢>-norm, which places
certain restrictions on the scaling of the model dimension. Notably, this would exclude
models where the number of model parameters grows at a rate of IV, namely the -
model [4, 37]. However, it is worth observing that in the case of the S-model, consistency
results have only been obtained with respect to the ¢,.-norm (see the discussions following
Corollary 1 of Stewart and Schweinberger [37]), and the best known normality results
are for a fixed subset of the estimated parameters [e.g., 7], or in some modern cases
for a growing but smaller subset of the estimated parameters [36]. In contrast, we are
interested here in establishing the multivariate normal approximation for entire vectors
of estimated parameters, and not solely for a proper subset of estimated parameters.

3. Proofs of Theorems

We prove Theorem 1 in Section 3.1 and prove Theorem 2 in Section 3.2. Auxiliary results
used to prove each theorem are provided in the supplementary materials.

3.1. Proof of Theorem 1

Our method of proof utilizes a general M-estimation argument. For ease of presentation,
we first introduce the general argument and then apply various technical results presented
as lemmas in the supplementary material to obtain the results of Theorem 1.

General M-estimation framework for rates of convergence. Consider a random
estimating function m : R? x X + R and define M(0) := Em(0, X) for 8 € R%. We
make the following assumptions concerning m(6,x) and M (0):

1. Assume that m(0,x) is concave in @ € R? and continuously differentiable at all
0 c R? and for all € X.

2. Assume that M (@) is strictly concave in @ € R? and that 8* € R? is the unique
global maximizer of M (6).

3. Assume that M (6) is twice continuously differentiable and that the negative Hes-
sian H(0) := —V3 M(0) of M(0) is positive definite for all 8 € Bo(6*,€*).

When m(0, x) is the log-likelihood corresponding to a minimal exponential family, stan-
dard exponential family theory establishes that the above conditions (1) and (2) hold



12 Jonathan R. Stewart

(e.g., Proposition 3.10 of [39]). As a result, Vg M (6*) = 04, where 0y is the d-dimensional
zero vector. By Theorem 6.3.4 of Ortega and Rheinboldt [26], if the event

: e -
st o (6 ~07) Vom(6, X)) = 0 (3.1)

occurs, where 9B, (6*, ¢) denotes the boundary of Bo(8*, ¢) == {0 € R?: |0 — 0* |2 < €},
then a root of Vg m(8, X) exists in Bo(0*,€) := Bo(0*, €) U IB2(0*, €), in which case a
global maximizer 6y = arg maxg e m(0, X) exists and satisfies |@p — 0*|2 < e.

The key to our approach lies in demonstrating that condition (3.1) holds with high
probability for a chosen € € (0,€¢*) which helps to establish rates of convergence of
estimators. In order to do so, we leverage the multivariate mean value theorem to establish
that there exists, for each 8 € 9B2(0*, €), a parameter vector

0 = t0+(1—-1)0* € By(6*,¢) C By(6*, ¢), forsomete (0,1),
such that
(6—6%), Vo M(0)) = ((6—6%), Vo M(0%))+((6—6%), H(6)(0—6%))

= ((0-67), H(6) (6 -6)),

recalling that Vg M (6*) = 04. Observe that

(60, HO) 00 — (OO 1o o

Z AInin(1¥(0.)) €2a

recognizing that the Rayleigh quotient of H(8) is bounded below by the smallest eigen-

value Apin(H (0)) of H(0) and that |@ — 8%y = € for all @ € 9B2(6*,¢€). As a result,

inf ((0—0%), Vg M(0)) > inf Amin (H (0)) €2, (3.2)

0B (0%,¢) 0B (6%,¢*)
as 0Bo(0*,€) C Bo(6*,€*). Assumption (A.2) will ensure that

inf Amin (H (0 0.
penilge ery i (H(O)) > (33)

As a result of (3.2) and (3.3), the event

sup  |((6 —6%), Vom(0,X) — Vg M(8))| <

inf Amin (H (0)) €2
0cB,(0%,e*) 0B, (0*,¢*) ( ( )) (34)

implies the event (3.1). Thus, demonstrating that event (3.4) occurs with probability at
least 1 —2 N2 demonstrates that event (3.1) occurs with probability at least 1 —2 N 2.
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Rates of convergence for maximum likelihood estimators. The log-likelihood
equation of an exponential-family local dependence random graph model has the form

K
(8,2) = Y bxOw,mrr)+ Y, ki, @),

k=1 1<k<I<K

which implies that the maximum likelihood estimator 6 = (§W, (/9\3) is given by

K

Oy = argmax Z Uik (Ow s T 1)
Ow ek k=1 (3.5)

05 = argmax Z Lo (0B, Tk 1),

OBERT <k

owing to the fact that the subgraphs Xj; (1 < k <[ < K) are independent and that
the parameter vectors Oy, and @ partition the parameters in 8. Hence, each optimizer
in (3.5) can be found separately and independently. Define

K
mw(Ow,zw) = Y ler(Ow, @)
k=1
mp(0p,x5) = > Ui (0B, Tk 1),
1<k<I<K

My (0w) =Emw (0w, Xw), and Mg(0p) :=Emp(0p, Xp), where
XW:(X}C’]C:[SICSK) and XB:(Xk,llgk<l§K)

Due to the above considerations,

HW(GW) Op,q
H@O) = -EV300,X) = o Hoon))

where 0g4,, is the (d x r)-dimensional matrix of all zeros, and where
K
Hw(ew) = Z Hk,k(ew) and HB(GB) = Z th(aB),
k=1 1<k<I<K
defining
Hk’k(ew) = -—-E ngfk,k(ew,Xk’k), forallk=1,..., K
Hk’l(eg) = 7Ev33 ékyl(OB,Xk,l), forall 1<k <I<K.
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Note that the interchange of differentiation and integration in this setting is trivial as
the expectations are finite sums.

We demonstrate that event (3.4) occurs with probability at least 1 — 2 N~2 for the
within-block and between-block cases separately. For all @ € B (6*,¢*), an application
of Weyl’s inequality and Assumption (A.1) shows that

K
Awin(Hw(0w)) > > Auin(Her(Ow)) > we K
= (3.6)
)\min(HB(aB)) > Z )\min(Hkyl(HB)) > fB,e* <I2<)
1<k<I<K

Let e € (0,6*/v/2) and ep € (0,¢"/v/2) and assume that Oy € 9B2(65,, ew) and
0p € 0B3(0%,ep). By construction, (Bw,05) € Ba(0*,€¢*) and event (3.4) becomes

(Ow — 63, Vo, mw (0w, Xw) — Ve, Mw(Ow))| < € éwe K

s (3,

using the lower bound in (3.6). By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
[(Ow — 0%y, Vo, mw (0w, Xw) — Ve, My (0w))]
10w — 6312 |Vey, mw (0w, Xw) — Ve, Mw (0w )|2

= ew |[Veu mw (8w, Xw) — Ve, Mw (8w)]2

< ew PIVey mw (0w, Xw) — Vo, Mw (0w )|,
additionally using the inequality |v]s < Vd |v|s (v € RY). Similarly,

(05 — 6%, Vo, mp(05, XB) — Ve, Mp(05))|
< €8q|Ve, mp(05, Xp) — Vo, Mp(0p)|s-

It suffices to demonstrate, for all Oy € 0B2 (05, ew) and Op € 0B2(07%, €p), that events

|(0p — 0%, Vo, mp(0p,Xp) — Ve, Mp(6p))|

IN

IA

€ €*
Yoy, mw (0w, Xw) — Vo, M (O )l < VW e
VP
¢ K (3.7
€B CBe*
[0, m5(05. X5) = Vo, MoOp)ls < P2 (2)
occur with probability at least 1 — 2 N 2. Define, for all t > 0, the events
DW(t) = {33 eX: sup ”VGW mW(HWa XW) - VGW MW(HW)HOO > t}
Gw€3r32(9"}v,ew)

Dp(t) = reX: sup Vo, mp(05,X5) — Vo, Mp(0p)|ec >t¢.
036632(0%763)
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Applying Lemma 1 in the supplementary material, for all ¢t > 0,

. 2¢2, 62, N
]P’(DW (WK)) < 2exp <—m+logp>
W # max

o (K 2¢% €% . N?
(on (25 (5)) = 2ow (TS +vea),

q LQBAmax
using the inequality K > N / Apax. As a result, choosing

Lw V3 6 p log N
fw = P~ Amax
SW,E* \/§ N

L3 6 [q log N
€EB = Amax o
53,5*\/5 N

and assuming max{p, ¢} < N establishes the bound

(o (2550)
(22 (1)) < o

As a result, event (3.7) occurs with probability at least 1 — 2 N~2, implying there exist
constants Cy = (L /&w.e+)1/3/2 > 0 and Cy == (Lp/p,e+)/3/2 > 0, independent of
N, p, and ¢, such that, with probability at least 1 — 2N 2. the maximum likelihood
estimator @ = (O, 0p) exists uniquely and satisfies

~ log N

Bw — B le < 1A |22
N

~ q log N

|05 —0%]. < Cy A, VTN

Uniqueness follows from the assumption that the exponential-family local dependence
random graph model is minimal along with Proposition 3.13 of Sundberg [39].
Finally, we show the restriction to Bo(6*,€*) to be legitimate. Having assumed that

IN

2N—2

IN

. 6 plogN
M A \f = = 0

. 6 qlogN
Jmn A [T =0

there exists an Ny > 3 such that, for all N > Ny, max{ew,ep} < e*/\/i. Thus, for all
N > Ny and with probability at least 1 — 2 N2, the unique vector 8 € © satisfies

160> = \/IIHAW—%H%H\@B—@*BH% < Veytep < €
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which implies, for all N > Ny, that
P(|6— 6%, <€) > 1-2N"2

justifying the restriction to the subset of the parameter space Bo(0*,¢*) C RPFY. O

3.2. Proof of Theorem 2

For ease of presentation, we first present a general argument for bounding the error of the
multivariate normal approximation, and then show how it can be applied to maximum
likelihood estimators of exponential-families of local dependence random graph models
in order to establish the desired result.

Bounding the error of the multivariate normal approximation. Consider a gen-
eral estimating function m : R? x X + R which admits the following form:

K
m6,2) = > mixOw,zir)+ Y, mri(Op @),
=1 1<k<I<K

and assume that m(@,x) is thrice continuously differentiable in elements of 8 € RPTY.
By assumption, the subgraphs X ; (1 < k <[ < K) are mutually independent, implying
that for a fixed 8 € ©, the collection of random variables my 1 (Ow, Xk k) (k=1,..., K)
and my (05, X)) (1 <k <! < K) are likewise mutually independent. Observe that

K
Vem(0,x) = Zvamk,k(HWawk,k)+ Z Vka,l(BB,wk’l), (3.9)
=1 1<k<I<K

noting that the collection of random vectors Vg my (0w, Xk r) (K = 1,...,K) and
Vom0, Xr1) (1 <k <l<K) are also mutually independent. Assume that

Evﬂmk’,k(e* 7Xk,k) = Opyq, kil,,K
v e (3.10)
EngkJ(g};,Xk,l) = 0piqgs 1<k<I<K.
As a result, EVgm(0*, X) = 0,1,
Let 8 € RPT and x € X be fixed. By a multivariate Taylor expansion,
Vem(0,X) = Vem(6*,X)+Vam(6*,X)(0—0*)+R, (3.11)

where R € RPT is a vector of remainders in the Lagrange form. The remainder terms
R; (i=1,...,p+q) are given by

p+q 1 82 @ )

(3.12)

K2

+ X3 [awa [Tom@tx)

— 0; —07) (0, — o
‘ aej aer :| ( J j)( T)?
1<j<r<p+q
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where ) = t;0 + (1 — t;)8* (for some t; € [0,1], i = 1,...,p + q). Assume that
C =V Vgm(6*, X) is non-singular and that Vg m(0, ) has a root given by 8y € RPT1.
Taking 6 = 0, we re-arrange (3.11) with the observation X = & in order to obtain

Vem(0*,z) = Vim(6*,z)(6*—0)) — R.
From the form of (3.9), Vo m(6*,x) is a sum of independent random vectors. Define

C V2 Vomy (0, Xix), ifk=1
Yk,l =

CV2 Vom0 Xpa), kA1

and S = 37, ;< Y. Denote the distribution of S by Ps. Observe that, by (3.10),

ES = 0,1, and that, by the definition of C, VS = I, ,. Applying Lemma 3 in the
supplementary materials, for all measurable convex sets A C RPTY,

Ps(SeA)-®(ZeA)| < 2@+ +16) Y E[Yil}
1<k<I<K
< B8(p+qtt Z E | Y 3-
1<k<I<K
Normality results for S can be extended to a standardization of (6* — ) via:
S 2 cV2[Vim(6*,x) (6" —6,) — R]. (3.13)

Multivariate normal approximation for maximum likelihood estimators. Define
mk(Ow, k) = lox(Ow,zrr), k=1,... K,
me1(0p, k1) = Li1(0B, k), 1<k<I<K.

We verify that the assumptions placed on m(€,x) in the general argument presented
above are met in the case of maximum likelihood estimation.
By Lemma 8 in the supplementary material,

Vomir(Ow,xrr) = (Skr(@rr) —Eoskr(Xik), 0g),
Vom0, zr;) = (0p, ski(Tri) — Eospi( X)),
noting that @ = (0w, 0p) € RPT, implying Vo m(0,z) = s(x) — Eg s(x). Observe that
E[Vomi (0%, Xkr) = Optqs k=1,....K,
E[Vom (0%, Xk1)] = Opig, 1<k<I<K,
implying EVg m(6*, X) = 0,44. Lemma 8 additionally establishes that

Vim(0*,z) = Vs(X) = V(s(X)—Es(X)) = VVem(6*,X),
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implying C = Vs(X) = Viam(0,z) = —E V3 £(0, X ), non-singular for all @ € B,(0*, €*)
by Assumption (A.1). Restricting to 8 € Bo(6*¢*), we have verified all conditions placed
on m(0,x) in the general argument outlined above. In this case, (3.13) reduces to

S £ 1(67)/2(6* - 6)-1(6*)"\/2R,

where 1(6*) = V s(X) is the Fisher information matrix evaluated at the data-generating
parameter vector 8* € RPT4. The local dependence assumption and the partitioning of
$(X) = (sw(Xw),sp(Xp)) imply that

1(0*) _ (IW(Q%) 0p,q>
- 0g,p IB(OE) 7

where 0g4,, is the (d x r)-dimensional matrix consisting of all zeros, where

K

Iw(ef}v) = Z—Evgwgk’k(e%,Xkyk)
k=1

Ip(0%) = Z —E Vg, lei(0%, Xi).
1<k<I<K

The proof is completed by establishing the following two additional results.
I. Convergence rate of the multivariate normal approximation

We establish the convergence rate of the multivariate normal approximation by
bounding >, < <;<x E|Yi[3. In order to do so, we bound each term:

IYikle = 1Tw(05) Y2 [skn(xrk) — Eo sip(Xew)] |2
< 1 Iw (05) 72l sk (k) — Eo sk (X2
< Iser(@ir) —Eo s 1 (X2

\V gW,e* K ’

using the bound

1 1
su < ,
k;e{l,..?,K} Amin(EVE (0w, Xp 1) K 7 fwe K

which follows from Weyl’s inequality and Assumption (A.1):

K

)\min(IW (G;V)) Z Z Amin(*ﬂE V.ZQW Ek,k’(ea/; X)) Z £W,e* Ka
k=1
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noting that Iy (65,) = Z,I::l —E V35, (ki (05, X). By the definition of Ly,

Isk (@i k) — Eo sk p(Xek)loo < sup  [sku(@r,k) — skk (@ 1) oo
z), 1, EXp
A
< sup Ly < 9 ) du (Tk,k, T )
m;“,cexk,k
A 2

which in turn implies the inequality

IN

VD skk(Tk k) — Eo sk k(X k) oo

N (IA”)Q < VPLw A
) <

I8,k (@h,k) — Eo sk (X)) 2

4

IN

Collecting the above bounds,
3
L A% 3/2 L3, Al2
HYkk”g) S \/Z3 w max _ p %% max7
’ 4\/Cwe K 6402, K3/2

which implies

K 3/2 73 412
P e Ly Affax

> E[Yirld < St s

— 64650 K

A similar argument will reveal, by the definition of Lp,

Iski(xr1) — Eo sk,1(Xk.1) oo

IN

sup  swi (@) = sk(®) ) oo
m;c,LGXkJ

< sup  Lpl|Akl|Ail du (kg ) ))

m;CYLEXk,L
< Lp (Ml [Al)?,
for 1 <k < < K, which will instead yield the bound

3 q3/2 L?é Arln2ax \/éq3/2 L% A11n2ax
Z E HYk,lH2 = 3/2 (K\1/2 = 3/2 ’
1<k<I<K B (2) pe K

noting that there are (12<) between-block subgraphs X5,; (1 < k <! < K), as
opposed to K within-block subgraphs X (k = 1,..., K). Collecting terms and
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using the inequality K > N / Anax,

3/2 13 V232 I3
Yo EIWll < Al l 5/2 V1V/2 3q/2 .
1<k<I<K Woer K Bt IS
L} L3
< V2ARL (0 + ) T
TR
< Liy Ly

V2AE. (p+q)?? l

3/2 3/2
W,e* N1/2 fB,e* N
Thus, there exists a constant C' = 58v/2 max{L%V,L%}/min{f%i*, ?3/3,} > 0,
independent of N, p, and ¢, such that, for all measurable convex sets A C RP'Y,
the error of the multivariate normal approximation is bounded above by

QUA) - ®(A)] < B8+t D E[Vil3
1<k<I<K

(p+q)7/% A%

<
< C N ;

where Q is the probability distribution of I(6*)'/? (§, 6*) — R.

II. Demonstrating that |I(6*)~'/? R|, is small with high probability.

1) - (IW(%) o )
Oq,p 13(073>

Recall that

where
K
Iy (0%,) = Z —E V3, ler(05y, Xik)
k=1
Ip(03) = Y —EVj, (0% Xp),
1<k<I<K

which implies that

1(0*)_1 _ IW(O%)_l 0p7q
Oq,p 13(91*3)_1 .

Applying Weyl’s inequality together with Assumption (A.1), we obtain the bounds

K

Amin(Tw (0%)) = > Amin(“E V5, ler(0fy, Xik)) > &we K (3.14)
k=1



Rates of convergence for local dependence random graph models 21

and

K
Amin(1B(03)) > Z Amin(“E V5, €k 1(05, X11)) = £per <2> (3.15)

1<k<ISK
Using (3.14) and (3.15), we can bound |1(6*)~'/2 R|, by
|1(6*)"'2RI3 = |Iw(6")"/* Rwl3 + |15(6")"'/* Rpl3
1w (0%) "' 2lI5 | Rw (13 + 115(6*)~*/*11” | R& 3

Rwl3  IRsl:
€W,e* K fB,e* (I;) ’

where Ry = (R1,...,Rp,) and R = (Rp+1,..., Rptq). As a result,

IN

Rwl;  |Rsl3
1(6*) -2 R < H w2 2
O = e K e ()

Applying Lemma 4 in the supplementary materials,

|Rw(3 < 4pC3 AX,, (Lw +2)* K? |0 — 6y |1

max

IR53

IN

K\2 .
1008 43 15+ 2 () 105 - 0311

Using the inequality N > K, |[I(68*)~/2 R|; is bounded above by

2 o~
o a0 | POl (Lw +2)' K2 8w — 03y} | aCE (Ls+2)* (5) 105 — O3t

max SW,E* K 5376* (I;)

< Gy A DN |G — 034 + g N |85 — 03],

where C5 == 2 max{C%, (Lw +2)*, Cp (Lp+2)*} /min{\/Ew.c+, \/Ep,e+} > 0 is a
constant independent of N, p, and g. By Theorem 1, there exist constants C7 > 0,
Cy > 0, and Ny > 3, independent of N, p, and ¢, such that, for all N > Np, the
following hold with probability at least 1 —2 N~2: 10 = (BW, 0 B) exists and satisfies

log N
10w — il < Oy A8, (/P2
N
and
q log N

"03 - 0% ”2 < G A?nax N2
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provided each upper bound tends to 0 as N — oo. As a result,

~ ~ log N
[Bw —0ili < VBIOw —Oiple < CipAS /==
~ . ~ . log N
65 =05l < Valfs =05l £ CogAb

which leads to the bound

[1(6") 2 R|; < C3 AN \/pN 8w — 051 + g N? |85 — O34

< O Al \/ Clp® Aflx (log N)?  Ciq° AR, (Iog N)?
3 max N N?
S
S 03 maX{C%, 022} A?I?ax IOgN N + m

Thus, there exists a constant C' = C3 max{C?, C2} > 0, independent of N, p, and
¢, and a random vector R := I(6*)~'/2 R, such that

5

5
PIR], < CA2 1logN (/2 4+ L) > 1-_2N-2
(u < caz 0N B D) >

Conclusion of proof. We have thus shown—recycling notation of constants—that there
exist C1 > 0, C2 > 0, and Ny > 3, independent of N, p, and ¢, and a random vector
R € RPTY guch that, for all NV > Ny and all measurable convex sets A C RPTY,

7/2 A26
Q) - o) < 0P A
where Q is the probability distribution of I(6*)'/2 (8 — 6*) — R and

5

5
R, < 22 LA > _ -2
P <"R”2 = CQ Amax IOgN N + N2 > > 1-2N
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We establish a number of auxiliary results in the supplementary materials which are
used in the proofs of Theorems 1 and 2, as well as various basic properties of exponential
families which are used throughout the main manuscript and this supplement.

Appendix A: Auxiliary results for Theorem 1

Lemma 1. Consider an exponential-family local dependence random graph. Then,

242
P sup Vo, £(0,X)—EVeg, (0, X)]|cc >0 §26Xp(+logp>
<9W€632(9€V,6W) " v ( ) v ( )” ) KArlnoax LYQ/V
262
P sup "vng(e,X) - EVOBE(O,X)"OO Z 0 S 2 exp —m + log q
9368'32(9}‘3,63) (2) Amax LB

for all 6 > 0 and all (ew,ep) € (0,00) x (0,00).

PRrOOF OF LEMMA 1. We utilize a general concentration result for dependent random
variables due to Chazottes et al. [6] given in Theorem 1 of the cited work. We restate
their result in notation and form more useful to our purposes. Let

e {L..., ()} = {{i,j}ieN, jeN\{i}}

be a bijective map between the set of dyad indices {{¢,j} : 4 € N, j € N\ {¢}} and the
set {1,..., ()} Define, for all v € {1,..., (})}, a € {0, 1}(2’])_”_17 and y € {0,1},

Pry(@) = P(X, () = el Xettr, o1 = Zor,o-1)) Xow) = ¥),
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N N
and the upper-triangular matrix D € R(2)x(%) by defining elements D, ,, of D by
0 v<w

91),111 = 1 v=w )

sup QF (X7, w) V> w
wEX ( sa()7'é sa( )

where Q7 is the probability distribution of a coupling (X*, X**) € {0, 1}(N) x {0, 1}(N) of
the conditional probability distributions Py ; and Py ;. Some background on coupling can
be found in Lindvall [22]. Observe that couphng the conditional probability distributions
P¥, and Py ; implies that the following events occur with probability 1:

o X»=0,
o X’* =1, and

* X¢({1, Sv—1}) _Xw({l, =1} = To({1,...,0—1})-

At this stage of the proof, any coupling will do. When we bound || D]z in Lemma 2, we
will make use of a specific coupling that will provide the desired bound.
Consider a function g : X — R and define Ay = (Agy1,.. ., Ag (];I)), where

Dyy = sup l9(@) —g(@),  r=1....(3)
(z,2") XXXz, j=x] ;, {i,j}Fo(r)

With these definitions, we state Theorem 1 of Chazottes et al. [6]: For all § > 0,

242
P(lg(X) -Eg(X)| = ) < 26Xp<_IIIDIIIQIIA|2>’
2 gl2

where
1Dl = sup |D uls

uE]R( 2 ) Yul2=1

is the spectral norm of D. By Lemma 2, |D]ls < A2, which implies

20°
P9(X) - Bg(X) = 6) < 2o (- 15 ). (A1)
Al 1813
recalling Apax = max{|A1],...,|Ax|}. To prove the desired result, we manipulate the

events of interest into forms amenable to (A.1). We are interested in events of the form

g(X) —Eg(X)|w > 9,
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for multivariable functions g : X +— R™. We use a union bound (over the m components
of g) and apply the inequality in (A.1):

P(lg(X) ~Eg(X)le 2 0) < Y P(a(X)-Egq(X)| > 9)
l

> 2o (-5t p)
X - - @
1=1 Afnax "Agl ”%

. ( 262 1 )
exp [ — ogm | .
- P Al maxj<i<m ||A9l ”% ®

max

Il
—

IN

The last remaining task is to bound each A, |3 for each of the cases of interest.

Concentrating gradients of the log-likelihood. First, we recall the following
formulas from Section 2.1:

K

Vo, 0(0,x) = Z Sk, (Thk) — Bk, k00 Sk,k (X k)]
k=1

Vo, l(0,x) = Z [sk1(xk1) — Bk 05580 (Xk1)] -
1<h<I<K

Fix 0 € RP1? and take

— k=1

K
Vo U8, T) D k(@i k) = Ergeow sk (X))
g(x) = Vg l(0,x) = ( "o )
Vos £6,2) Z [8k,0(®k1) — Bk 1,055k, (Xk,1)]

1<k<I<K

Forallt € {1,...,p}, wehave Ay, , =0if p(r) ¢ Ay forall k € {1,..., K}, in which case
X is a between-block edge existing in one of the subgraphs X;; (1 < k <! < K).

w(r)
Hence, for all t € {1,...,p},
(%) K
‘A Amax
L(Ag, #20) < Y (' 2’“') < K ( ; )
r=1 k=1

Assumption (A.2) assumes that there exists Ly > 0, independent of N, p, and ¢, such
that, for all k € {1,..., K},

‘A Amax
sup o) = sa e < (V) < e (M),

(‘U,v’)exk,k Xxk,k : dH(‘U,'U/)zl

which implies Ay, » < Lw (A‘;‘“‘) (forallt=1,...,p;r=1,..., (g)) As a result,

A A 2
2 max max < 6 2
max |A,J3 < K( . ){Lw( : )} < KAS,L
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Thus, we obtain, for all § > 0 and 6 € RP1Y,

252

max

By Lemma 9,

sup |Vey £(0,X) —EVe, 00, X)]|e =

)

K
Z Stk (Tkk) — Ex k05, Stok (Xii)]
k=1

Oy ERP e’}
where notably the right-hand side is constant in 8y, € RP. Thus, for all ey € (0, 00),
P sup Vo, ¢(0,X)—EVe, (0, X)|cc >0] < 2exp ( __ 207 o + log p>
[ ’ - (4 ) oo = > X .
Ow €0B2 (03, ,ew) v v KArlr?ax L2

By a similar argument, we have, for all § > 0 and 6 € RP*Y,

LQ Al0

max

247
P(|Ve, £(0,X) —EVe, (0, X)|oc = &) < 2€Xp< ()7+10g q>7

where in the application of Assumption (A.2) above, we replace L,, > 0 by Lg > 0,
recalling, for all {k,l} C {1,..., K}, that

sup Iski(v) = sri(v)lo < LplArl Al < LpA?

— max*
('v,'u’)EXkJ xxk,l : dH(’v,'U/):l
A key difference in proving this case lies in the fact that in considering
gi(x) = Z [skpt(®k) — EBrpopsee(Xed)],  t=p+1....p+q
1<k<I<K

the quantity Ay, , = 0forallt € {p+1,...,p+q}if ¢(r) = {c, d} satisfies (¢, d) & Ap XA,
for all possible pairs {k,I} C {1,...,K}, in which case X,y is a within-block edge
existing in the one of the subgraphs Xy, (k=1,..., K). Hence,

)

oz

1Agr £0) < S AWM < ( )Am

1 1<k<I<K

T

forallt € {p+1,...,p+ ¢}. This results in the bound

2 2 2 6 2
s 180 < () At Eoatnl® < (5) Atz

By Lemma 9,

sup Ve, £(60,X) —EVg, (0, X)|ec = > [skalars) = Ervoysea(Xed)]|

05 €RP 1<k<I<K
o0
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where notably the right-hand side is constant in 8 € RP. Thus,

2452
P sup Ve t(0,X) —EVe,l(60, X)|oc 26| < 2exp |75 tlogaq].
01 E€0B2 (0} cn) (2) Al L
for all eg € (0, 00). O

2

max -

Lemma 2. The coupling matriz D defined in Lemma 1 satisfies || D2 < A

PROOF OF LEMMA 2. We construct a coupling (X*, X**) € {0,1}(1;) X {0,1}(1;)
of the conditional probability distributions Py, and Py ; defined in Lemma 1 for each

vedl,..., (g)} The proof is divided into two parts:
L. Constructing a coupling (X*, X**) of Py 5 and P ;.
I1. Bounding ||D2.

I. Constructing a coupling (X*, X**) of Py, and Py ;. Define § = (V,€) to
be conditional independence graph of the random graph X, i.e., the graph with set of
vertices V = {1,..., (];[ )}, where each vertex v € 'V corresponds to an edge variable
X, (), and the set of edges €, where there exists an edge {v,w} € & if and only if X,
and X, do not satisfy any conditional independence relationships with respect to the
edge variables implied by V\ {v, w}. Further background on undirected graphical models
can be found in Lauritzen [19], which have been applied to random graphs in a number
of works [e.g., 10, 20, 37].

Let v € {1,..., (})}. We construct a coupling (X*, X**) € {0, 1}(1;) x {0, 1}(1’;) due
to van den Berg and Maes [41]' of the conditional probability mass functions P¥ ; and

P, for a given x € X, which were defined, for all a € {0, 1}(1;,)_'”_1, to be

Pry(@) = BX,qn )y = el Xero-1)) = (1, 0-13) Xo) = ¥),
through the following algorithm:
1. Initialize S = {1,...,v} as a subset of the vertices in § and set X* =0, X;* = 1,
and X* = X =, for all w € {1,...,v — 1}, with probability 1.
2. Let w e {1,..., (g)} \ & be the smallest value for which there exists some z € S
satisfying {w, z} € € and X3y # X3(,); ifnosuch w € {1,..., (1;[)} \ S exists, let
w be the smallest value in {1,..., (})}\S.

3. Let (X, X ") be distributed according to an optimal coupling of the following

w? w

conditional probability distributions of X ,):
P(Xow) = - | Xos) = Xis) and  P(Xpw) = - | Xy = X s):

1This approach has also been applied elsewhere to random graphs [37].
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4. If{1,..., (];[)}\ (SU{w}) is not empty, replace S by SU{w} and return to step 2.

Denote the joint distribution of (X™*, X**) by Q, . It is straightforward to verify that
in the case of a random graph, the above algorithm constructs a valid coupling of Py
and Py, [37, Lemma 14 in the supplementary materials].

The above coupling has an important property for our purposes here. If there exists
no path between w € V and v € V\ {w} in G, then X, is independent of Xy, by the
graph separation property of undirected graphical models [19]. As a result, an optimal
coupling under this condition ensures that the total variation distance dr satisfies:

dov(P(Xpw) = - [ Xps) = Xi(5)), PEXpw) = - [ Xops) = X))
= Qua(X # X))

for all z € X, owing to the fact that X,(,) is independent of X, and that, with
probability 1, the coupling constructed above ensures that X;(t) = X;ft) = x; for all
te{l,...,v—1}, X* =0, and X;* = 1, which implies

P(Xpw) =a| Xpis) = X55) = PXpw) =a| Xpis)=Xs),  a€{0,1}
resulting in dTV(]P)(X@(w) = | Xga(S) = X;(S))7 P(ti(w) = - | Xgp(S) = X::((S))) = 0.

Hence, for all pairs w € V'\ {v} corresponding to an edge variable X, which is not in
the same block-based subgraph X ; (1 <k <[ < K) as edge variable X, (.,

Dv,w = SUPQU,w(X:;#X:/*) = 0
zeX

As a result, the number of non-zero elements in a given row of D is bounded above by the
number of edge variables in the block-based subgraph of the edge variable corresponding
to that row. We will make use of this fact in the next part of the proof.

II. Bounding | D|2. In order to bound ||D||2, we first symmetrize D by defining:

2

T = D+®T—I(N),

where DT is the matrix transpose of D and I () is the (g )—dimensional identity matrix.
2

1Pl < VIDI Dl

Recalling that D is an upper-triangular matrix, we have T, ,, > max{D, ,, Dy} for all
{v,w} C 'V, which implies that

By Holder’s inequality,

1Pl < 17Tl and [ Dllc < [T llee-

The symmetry of 7 implies that |7 |l = |7 " |li = |7 |loc, which in turn implies

1Pl < VITHIT e < [Tl



Rates of convergence for local dependence random graph models 7
Hence, it suffices to bound

Tow-

)

ITloe = 1+ max
S

(]

we{l,...,(5) I\ {v}

7:),111 = maX{Dv,wy Dw,v} = Inax {SUP Qv,m(XZL 7é qu;*)? sup @w;c(X: 7& X:*)} )
zeX xzeX

we have T, 4, = max{D, , Dy} = 0 for all pairs {v, w} C V which are not connected
by a path in G, per the discussion at the end of previous subsection of this proof. Under
a local dependence random graph model, this occurs when v and w correspond to pairs
of edge variables X, and X, belonging to distinct block-based subgraphs, as the
collection of subgraphs Xy ; (1 <k <[ < K) are mutually independent. Thus,

1+ max Z Tow < A?nax’
v€{1w~’(2)} we{l,...,(g)}\{v}

noting that the maximum number of edge variables in any subgraph Xy ; (1 <k <! < K)
is bounded above by A2 . We have thus shown that || Dz < A2 O

max* max-*

Appendix B: Auxiliary results for Theorem 2
We first recall a theorem due to Rai¢ [28], restated in Lemma 3.

Lemma 3 (Theorem 1.1, Rai¢ [28]). Consider a sequence of independent random vec-
tors Wi, Wa,... € R? with EW,; =0 for all i € {1,2,...}. Define

n

S, = ZW ne{l,2,...},

i=1
and assume that VS, = I,,. Then, for all measurable convex sets A C RP,
B(S, € A) = (Z € A)| < (42p/*+16) Y E|Wi3,
i=1

where Z is a multivariate normal random vector with mean vector 0, and covariance
matriz I, and ® is the corresponding probability distribution.

PRrROOF OF LEMMA 3. The lemma is proved as Theorem 1.1 of Rai¢ [28]. O
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B.1. Auxiliary results for Part 1I in the proof of Theorem 2

Lemma 4. Under the definitions and assumptions of Theorem 2, the remainder terms
|Rw |3 and |Rg|3 in the proof of Theorem 2 satisfy

P

[Rwl3 < > R < 4pCE AY, (Lw +2)* K2 |0w — 6} [}
=1
ptaq K 2

Roli < Y B < 400 A% o+ 2 () 100 - 6511
i=p+1

PrROOF OF LEMMA 4. We bound the remainder terms that arose out of the multivari-
ate Taylor approximation in the proof of Theorem 2 using derivatives. Recall that the

remainder terms R; (i =1,...,p+ q) are given by
pt+q 2
110 i
- i (@ L 9*)2
R ; : [895. [Vom(® ,X)u 0; — 07)

(B.1)

1 2 .

- —_— (7') . H* _n*

- ,Z 2 [aejaer [V"m(e ’X)u (6 —67) (6 — 67),
1<j<r<p+q

where ) =t,0 + (1 —t;) 6* (for some t; € (0,1),i=1,...,p+q). If

2
ap gocgr Wem@.X)l| < M. 1<j<r<p
96RP+q3HG—G*HISHé\_g*Hl (99] 607
for alli € {1,...,p} and
82
sup ‘W[Vem(H,X)L < M; I+psjsr=sp+gq
OcRP+a : |0—0% |, <|6—6% | g oo

for alli € {1+p,...,p+ q}, then the Lagrange remainder is bounded above by

M;  ~ . o
7\|9W*9W"%7 ifie{l,...,p}
|R;| <

M;  ~ o
7H93—91*3||% ifie{p+1,....p+4q}
on the set
{0 €R? : |0y — 05 |1 < |Ow — O3 ]1} x {05 €R? : |05 — O%]1 < |6 — 051}

For the remainder of the proof, assume that 6 belongs to the above set. Under the
assumption that there exists Cyy > 0 and Cp > 0, independent of N, p, and ¢, such that

A
sup  [skk(Trr)eo < Cw < k>, forall k=1,... K,

T L EXk 2
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and
sup  |ski(Tri)|o < Cw |Ag| Al forall1 <k <l <K,

xr,1€EXk 1

Lemmas 5 and 6 establish that

20w A (Lw + 2K, (i,5,h) € {1,...,p}?

max

02 10 2 (K o 3
s 90, 30l] = {200 Ak (L +2) (5) Gametoripray

0 otherwise

As a result, when m(6, X) = ¢(0, X) in the proof of Theorem 2,

Rl < 2Cw AL (Lw +2)2 K |0w — 0,3, 1<i<p
205 AR (Le+22 (5) 105 - 0513, p+1<i<p+q

which implies the bounds

P

IRwl3 < Y R} < 4pCh AY, (Lw +2)* K2 |0w — 6} |t
=1
p+q K 2 N

Roli < Y R < 40ChARL(La+2* () 10n - Ot
i=p+1

O

Lemma 5. Consider an exponential-family local dependence random graph model. As-
sume that there exists a constant Cy > 0 such that, for all k € {1,..., K},

A
swp  ser@ei)le < Cw ( ’“'>.

T L EXk 2
Then, for all (i,j,h) € {1,...,p}>,

’82 Vo l(0,x);

< 2 A0 ([, 2)2 K.
26;, 06 < 20w Apax (Lw +2)

max

PRrROOF OF LEMMA 5. By Lemma 8, the second derivatives of the log-likelihood taken
with respect to the natural parameters are equal to the variances and covariances of the
sufficient statistics of the exponential family, implying, for all (i, ) € {1,...,p}?, that

9200, ) d[Ve l(0,x)); K K
a0, 20, = 20, = GCo kzz:lsk,k,i(Xch)»’;Sk,k,j(xk,k) ,
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where Cg denotes the covariance operator corresponding to the probability distribution
Py. By the independence of the block-based subgraphs X, (k=1,...,K),

K K K
Co (Z kb (Xkk)s Y Sk,k,j(Xk,k)> = Y Colskni(Xer) skkj(Xik)):
k=1 k=1 k=1
Taking h € {1,...,p} and using the triangle inequality, we obtain the bound
82 [Vg 5(9 xr
’(W Z (X )y Skk,i (Xkk)) | - (B.2)

k=

To proceed from here, we apply Lemma 10. In order to do so, we verify that the assump-
tions of Lemma 10 are met. By Assumption (A.2), Ly > 0 satisfies

Ak
s (o) sl < 2w (1),
(v,v’)exk,k XX,k : dH('LJ7’l!,):1

which implies, for all k € {1,..., K}, that

Ak
s o) @l < s Ly () antww)
(v,0")EX kXX & (v,v")EXp, 1 XX
A\’
< Lw <|2) < Lw Aj .
As a result,

sup  sup [spk(v) —Eosp i (Xen)loo < L Apax:
1<k<K v€Xp

By assumption, the constant Cy, > 0 is such that, for all k € {1,..., K},
A Cw Afmx
sup  |skr(@rk)|e < Cw (' |> < < Cy A2

mk kGXk . —_ 2 2 —_ max*
Taking U; = Cy A2, > 0 and Uy = Ly AL > 0 verifies the assumptions of Lemma

10, and applying Lemma 10 provides the bound

0
aieh(ce(Sk,k,i(Xk,k)v Sk,k,j(Xk,k))‘ < 2 (Cw AZ.y) (Lw Apay) (Lw Af +2)

IN

2 A0 Cw (L + 2)>.

max

Hence, for all {i,j,h} C {1,...,p},

max

0? [VM(G :c
a0y, 00,

Z 20w A (Lw +2)> < 20w AN (Ly +2)? K.
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Lemma 6. Consider an exponential-family local dependence random graph model. As-
sume that there exists a constant Cg > 0 such that, for all1 <k <l < K,

sup  [ski(Tri)|oo < Cp [Ax| Al

Tk, 1 EXg 1
Then, for all (i,j,h) € {p+1,...,p+ q}3,

0% (Vo £(6; 2));
00, 00,

< 2Cp AL (Lp+2)? (5)

PROOF OF LEMMA 6. The lemma is proved similarly to Lemma 5, with the notable
exception that the sum in (B.2) is over the index set 1 < k < | < K, for the between-block
subgraphs. As a result, the factor of K in the bound in Lemma 5 is replaced with (% ).
Otherwise, using the bound |Ay| |A;| < A2, in place of (M¥) < A2 the rest of the

proof remains valid for the between-block case, making the appropriate adjustments to
indexing (i.e., using Cp > 0 and Lp > 0 in place of their within-block equivalents). [

Lemma 7. Let ay,as,b1,bo € R. Then
lai by —azby| < |ai]|by — ba| + |b2] a1 — aql.

PROOF OF LEMMA 7. Write

|a1 bl—a2b2| = |a1 bl—(ag—a1+a1)b2| |a1 bl—bz (ag—al)—al b2|

A

= a1 (b1 —b2) —ba(az —a1)| < |as|[by — b2| + [b2] a1 — azl.

Appendix C: Auxiliary results for exponential
families

We prove various auxiliary results which establish some properties of exponential families.
Lemma 8. Consider a random vector Y with finite support Y (i.e., |Y| < o) and

assume that the probability mass function fg : Y — (0,1) belongs to an m-dimensional
exponential family, i.e., fo(y) = h(y) exp ((0, s(y)) —¢(0)) (@ € R™). Then

Vev(0) = Ees(Y)
Vo l(0,y) = s(y)—Ees(Y)
V3(0) = ViL0,y) = Vgs(Y).

PrOOF OF LEMMA 8. All results follow from Propositions 3.8 and 3.10 of [39]. O
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Lemma 9. Consider a random vector Y with finite support Y (i.e., |Y| < o) and
assume that the probability mass function fg : Y — (0,1) belongs to an m-dimensional
exponential family, i.e.,

foly) = h(y) exp((0, s(y)) —4(0)), O<cR™

Then
Vel(0,Y)—EVel(0,Y) = s(Y)—Es(Y), 0 cR™,
and
Sup Ve £(0.Y) —EVel(0,Y)|sc = [s(Y)—Es(Y)|oo-
E m

PrOOF OF LEMMA 9. Applying Lemma &,

Ve l(0,y) = s(y) —Egs(Y).
As a result, for all 8 € R™,
Vel(0,Y)—EVel(0,Y) = s(Y)—Egs(Y)—Es(Y)+EEgs(Y)
= s(Y)-Es(Y).
Hence,
s [Vol(0.Y) ~EVolO.Y )| = sup [s(¥) - Es(¥)]

= [s(Y) —Es(Y)]o.
O
Lemma 10. LetY be an m-dimensional random vector with finite support Y. Assume

that the distribution of Y belongs to an exponential family with with probability mass
functions of the form

fo(y) = h(y) exp((0, y) —(8)), OcR™
Assume that there exist constants Uy > 0 and Uz > 0 such that, for allt € {1,...,m},
il < Uy and  [Y; —EeY:] < Us

hold with probability 1. Then, for all (i,j,h) € {1,...,m}3,

‘cg Y, V)| < 20, Us (Uy +2).

oo,
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PROOF OF LEMMA 10. Let (i,j,h) € {1,...,m}> and define y;(0) := Eg Y;. Then

o= Col)i, ¥i) = 8‘Zh o[ViY; — 115(8) 11;(0)]
- 89 > Wiy — 1i(0) 1;(0)] fo(y)
yeYyY
- 3 0000 5 0@+ s~ 0100 55 o)
By Lemma 8,
0 0
70, foly) = a0, h(y) exp((0, y) —¥(0)) = [yn — pn(0)] fo(y).
Hence,
S ColYie Vi) = Eol(¥3Y; — () 1y(6)) (Vi — mn(0))] — 5o [1s(6) 1,(0)).
We next compute
aieh (11 (0) 15 (8)] = pi(0) Ea[Y; Yn — 115(0) 11n(6)] + 115(0) Eg[Y; Yy — 11:(6) pun(6)].
By the triangle inequality
’aeh((jg Vi, Yy)| < Eo[l(YiY; — pi(0) 15 (0))] [(Yn — p1n(6))]]

+ 1i(0)Ee |Y; Yy — 115(0) 1 (0)]
+ 115(0) Eq [Y; Y — pi(0) pn(6)]

The assumption that there exist constants U; > 0 and Us > 0 such that |Y;| < U; for
allt € {1,...,m} and |Y; — pu:(0)| < Us (¢t € {1,...,m}) hold with probability 1 implies
that |u:(0)] < Uy for all ¢t € {1,...,m} and, through an application of Lemma 7, that

Y5 Y = 15(0) pn(0)] < V5[ [V — pn(0)] + | (0)] 1Y — p3(0)] < 2U1Ua.

Hence,

\cem, v))

90 < 2U1U22+4U1U2 = 2U1U2(U2+2).
h
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Lemma 11. Consider a random vector Y with finite support Y (i.e., |Y| < 00). Assume
that Y belongs to an exponential family:

Po(Y =y) = h(y) exp((0,s(y)) —¢(0)), wyeY,
with dim(0) = m. Then for all functions f: Y — R,
S Eaf(Y) = Ealf(¥)(s(¥) ~ Eosi(¥))]

forallie{l,...,m}.

PROOF OF LEMMA 11. Write

0
00;

Baf(Y) = 5o 3 ) h(y) e (0. s(u) — v(6)

yeY

= Y S hy) [(fe exp ({8, () — 1(8))

yey

= > fy)hy) exp (6, s(y)) — ¥(0)) (s:(y) — Eg5:(Y))

yeyY
= Eo[f(Y)(s:(Y) — Eo5:(Y))],
as applying Lemma 8 shows that

0
00;

Yv(O) = Egs;(X), i=1,...,m.
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