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Abstract

Spectral estimators have been broadly applied to statistical network analysis but they do not incor-
porate the likelihood information of the network sampling model. This paper proposes a novel surrogate
likelihood function for statistical inference of a class of popular network models referred to as random
dot product graphs. In contrast to the structurally complicated exact likelihood function, the surrogate
likelihood function has a separable structure and is log-concave yet approximates the exact likelihood
function well. From the frequentist perspective, we study the maximum surrogate likelihood estimator
and establish the accompanying theory. We show its existence, uniqueness, large sample properties,
and that it improves upon the baseline spectral estimator with a smaller sum of squared errors. A
computationally convenient stochastic gradient descent algorithm is designed for finding the maximum
surrogate likelihood estimator in practice. From the Bayesian perspective, we establish the Bernstein—
von Mises theorem of the posterior distribution with the surrogate likelihood function and show that the
resulting credible sets have the correct frequentist coverage. The empirical performance of the proposed
surrogate-likelihood-based methods is validated through the analyses of simulation examples and a real-
world Wikipedia graph dataset. An R package implementing the proposed computation algorithms is
publicly available at https://fangzheng-xie.github.io./materials/lgraph_0.1.0.tar.gz.

Keywords: Bernstein—von Mises theorem; Maximum surrogate likelihood estimation; Random dot product

graph; Stochastic gradient descent.

1 Introduction

In the contemporary world of data science, network data are pervasive in a broad range of applications such
as sociology (Lacetera et al., 2016; Young and Scheinerman, 2007), econometrics (Mele, 2017; Mele et al.,
2022), and neuroscience (Tang et al., 2019). Statistical network analysis is also an interdisciplinary area
of research connected with many other fields, including computer science, machine learning, combinatorics,

applied mathematics, and physics. To model and analyze network data, various random graph models have
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been proposed in the literature, including the Erdés-Rényi graph (Erdés et al., 1960), the stochastic block
model (Holland et al., 1983), and the latent space model (Hoff et al., 2002).

In this paper, we focus on random dot product graphs (Young and Scheinerman, 2007), a class of random
graph models that are popular due its simple architecture and flexibility. On one hand, the edge probability
matrix of a random dot product graph has a low-rank structure, which motivates, among others, the use of
spectral methods in statistical network analysis. On the other hand, the random dot product graph model
is quite flexible because it not only encompasses the popularly used stochastic block models (Holland et al.,
1983; Abbe et al., 2016) and their offspring (Airoldi et al., 2008; Binkiewicz et al., 2017; Lyzinski et al., 2017;
Sengupta and Chen, 2018), but can also approximate general latent position graphs when the rank of the
edge probability matrix grows with the number of vertices at a certain rate (Gao et al., 2015; Tang et al.,
2013).

Because the adjacency matrix has a low expected rank, spectral quantities such as the leading eigenvectors
of the adjacency matrix and those of the normalized Laplacian matrix, have been extensively used for low-
rank random graph inference. In particular, it is well known that the rows of these eigenvectors encode
the cluster membership information when the underlying graph is generated from a stochastic block model
(Abbe et al., 2020; Lyzinski et al., 2014; Lei and Rinaldo, 2015; Rohe et al., 2011; Sussman et al., 2012).
There has been substantial recent development on the theory for spectral methods and the corresponding
subsequent inference tasks in random dot product graphs. For an incomplete list of reference, see Athreya
et al. (2016); Sussman et al. (2014); Sarkar and Bickel (2015); Tang and Priebe (2018); Tang et al. (2013,
2017a,b). The readers are also referred to the survey paper Athreya et al. (2017) for a review of the recent
advances in this topic.

It has been pointed out (Xie and Xu, 2020, 2021; Xie, 2022) that, although the spectral methods for
random dot product graphs have gained marvelous success and been broadly applied, the Bernoulli likelihood
information contained in the graph distribution has been neglected. This observation has motivated the
development of likelihood-based inference for random dot product graphs. Xie and Xu (2020) proposed a
fully Bayesian approach for estimating the latent positions in random dot product graphs, referred to as
posterior spectral embedding, and established its global minimax optimality. Xie and Xu (2021) proposed a
novel one-step procedure, which lead to a one-step estimator that took advantage of the Bernoulli likelihood
information of the sampling model through the score function and the Fisher information matrix, to estimate
random dot product graphs from the frequentist perspective. There, the authors further established the
asymptotic efficiency of the one-step estimator and its smaller asymptotic sum of squared errors compared
to that of the spectral estimators. Later, Tang et al. (2022) applied the idea of the one-step refinement of
spectral methods to stochastic block models when the block probability matrix is rank deficient.

Despite the success of the one-step estimator, a central question regarding likelihood-based inference for
random dot product graphs remains open: What is the behavior of the frequentist maximum likelihood
estimator? Also, a related question is: What is the behavior of the Bayes estimator? Efforts attempting
to address these two questions aim to gain deeper insight into the likelihood-based inference for random
dot product graphs from the frequentist and the Bayesian perspective, respectively. These two questions
are also closely related through the Bernstein—von Mises phenomenon (see, for example, Section 10.2 in

Van der Vaart, 2000). Here, the major technical barrier is the complicated structure of the parameter space



for the latent positions. In this paper, we partially answer the aforementioned two questions by resorting
to a cleverly-designed surrogate likelihood function that simplifies the parameter space enormously. Our
work features the following novel contributions: Firstly, the surrogate likelihood function has a separable
structure, is log-concave, and the associated parameter space for the latent positions is a convex relaxation
of the original latent space. These features greatly facilitate both the theoretical analyses and the related
practical computations. Secondly, we establish the existence, uniqueness, and the asymptotic efficiency of
the frequentist maximum surrogate likelihood estimator under the minimal sparsity condition. In particular,
similar to the one-step estimator, the maximum surrogate likelihood estimator improves upon the baseline
spectral estimators with a smaller sum of squared errors. Thirdly, we design a computationally efficient
stochastic gradient descent algorithm for the maximum surrogate likelihood estimator with adaptive step
sizes. Fourthly, regarding the Bayes procedure, we establish the Bernstein—von Mises theorem for the pos-
terior distribution with the surrogate likelihood function and show that the resulting credible sets have the
correct frequentist coverage probabilities.

The remaining part of the article is structured as follows. In Section 2, we review the background of
random dot product graphs and introduce the surrogate likelihood function. Section 3 elaborates on the
theoretical properties and the computational algorithm of the maximum surrogate likelihood estimation. In
Section 4, we establish the large sample properties of the Bayes procedure with the surrogate likelihood
function. Section 5 demonstrates the empirical performance of the proposed methods through simulation ex-
amples and the analysis of a real-world Wikipedia network dataset. We conclude the paper with a discussion
in Section 6.

Notations: Let [n] denote the set of consecutive integers from 1 to n: [n] = {1,...,n}. The symbol <s
means an inequality up to a constant depending on d, that is, a <5 b if a < Csb for some constant Cs > 0
depending on §; a similar definition also applies to the symbol 2s. The notation ||x|| denotes the Euclidean
norm of a vector x = [z1,. .., 24)T € R% that is, [|x| = (32¢_, 22)'/2. The d x d identity matrix is denoted
as I;. The notation O(n,d) = {U € R™*? : UTU = 1} denotes the set of all orthonormal d-frames in
R™, where d < n, and we write Q(d) = O(d,d). For a matrix X = [Z;k]nxd, 0k(X) denotes its kth largest
singular value, and when X is square and symmetric, Ax(X) denotes its kth largest eigenvalue in magnitude.
Matrix norms with following definitions are used: the spectral norm || X||2 = 01(X), the Frobenius norm
1X|r =20, Zzzl 2% )12 the matrix infinity norm || X|oo = MaX;e |y ZZ:1 |zik|, and the two-to-infinity
norm || X||2 500 = max;epy (Zzzl x%)Y/2. In particular, these norm notations apply to any Euclidean vector
x € R? viewed as a d x 1 matrix. Given two symmetric positive semidefinite matrices A, B of the same

dimension, we write A < B (A = B, respectively) if B — A (A — B, respectively) is positive semidefinite.

2 Background and the Surrogate Likelihood

2.1 Background on random dot product graphs

We begin by briefly reviewing the background on random dot product graphs and adjacency spectral em-
bedding. Consider a graph with n vertices labeled as [n] = {1,...,n}. Let X be a subset of R? such that
x1xy € (0,1) for all x;,%s € X, where d is fixed and d < n, and let p,, € (0, 1] be a sparsity factor. Each ver-



tex i € [n] is associated with a vector x; € X, referred to as the latent position for vertex i. We say that a sym-
metric random matrix A = [A;;]pxn € {0,1}"*™ is an adjacency matrix generated by a random dot product
graph with latent position matrix X = [x,...,x,]" and sparsity factor p,, denoted by A ~ RDPG(p}lﬂX),
if the random variables A;; ~ Bernoulli(p,x}x;) independently for all 4,5 € [n], i < j, and A;; = Aj; for
all ¢ > j. The distribution of A can thus be written as px(A) = [[,; (pnxFx;j)4 (1 — ppxTx;)1 =4, The
sparsity factor p, fundamentally controls the overall average graph expected degree through np, when the

entries of XXT are bounded away from 0 and oo.

Remark 1 (Deterministic versus stochastic latent positions). In this work, we consider the setup where the
latent positions x1, . .., X, are deterministic parameters to be estimated. Another slightly different modeling
approach is to consider x1,...,X, as independent and identically distributed latent random variables (see,
for example, Athreya et al., 2016; Tang et al., 2017b; Tang and Priebe, 2018). This random formulation of
the latent positions introduces implicit homogeneity and is connected to the infinite exchangeable random
graphs (Janson and Diaconis, 2008). The same homogeneity condition was retained in Xie and Xu (2021)
using a Glivenko—Cantelli type condition when xi,...,x, are deterministic. The latter Glivenko—-Cantelli

type condition is also relaxed in the current work as we only require that o4(X) > 0 (see Remark 2 below).

Remark 2 (Nonidentifiability). The latent position matrix X is not uniquely identified in the following
two senses. Firstly, any low-rank positive semidefinite connection probability matrix P = XXT can have
different factorizations because for any orthogonal matrix W € O(d), XXT = (XW)(XW)T. Secondly,
for any d’ > d and any latent position matrix X € R? there exists another matrix X’ € R such that
XXT = X/(X")T. The latter source of non-identifiability can be removed by requiring that o4(X) > 0, while
the former source is inevitable without further constraints. Thus, any estimator of the latent position matrix

X can only recover it up to an orthogonal transformation.

Ezample 1 (Stochastic block model). Random dot product graphs have connections with the popular stochas-
tic block model (Holland et al., 1983). Counsider a graph with n vertices that are partitioned into K commu-
nities, where K is assumed to be much smaller than n. Let 7 : [n] — [K] be a cluster assignment function
that assigns each vertex to a unique community. Let B = [By|xxx € (0,1)%*¥ be a symmetric probability
matrix and A;; be the binary indicator of the existence of an edge between vertices ¢ and j. Then the
stochastic block model specifies that A;; ~ Bernoulli(B;;),(;)) independently for all 4,5 € [n], i < j, and
A;j = Aj; for all i > j. By converting the community assignment to a matrix Z = [1{7(i) = k}]nxx, we
see that the expected adjacency matrix ZBZ" is symmetric and of low rank. Furthermore, if B is positive
semidefinite with rank d < K and can be factorized as B = VVT for a K x d matrix V, then A can be seen
as an adjacency matrix generated by the random dot product graph with latent position matrix X = ZV,
that is, A ~ RDPG(ZV).

Motivated by the low-rank structure of random dot product graphs, Sussman et al. (2012) proposed to
estimate the latent position matrix X by solving the least squares problem X = arg miny cgnxa ||A—XXT||2.
The interpretation is that XXT can be viewed as the projection of the data matrix A onto the space of
all n x n rank-d positive semidefinite matrices with regard to the Frobenius norm distance. The solution
X is referred to as the adjacency spectral embedding of A into RY, and can be computed as the matrix

of eigenvectors associated with the top d eigenvalues of A, scaled by the square roots of the corresponding



eigenvalues (Eckart and Young, 1936). The asymptotic properties of X have been established in the literature
(Sussman et al., 2014; Athreya et al., 2016; Tang and Priebe, 2018). Notably, Athreya et al. (2016), Tang
and Priebe (2018), and Xie and Xu (2021) have shown that each row of the adjacency spectral embedding

converges to a mean-zero multivariate normal distribution after appropriate standardization.

2.2 The surrogate likelihood function

In this subsection, we derive the surrogate likelihood function for the random dot product graph model.
The motivation is that the exact likelihood function has a complicated structure, bringing challenges for
developing the theory of the maximum likelihood estimation. The difficulty partially comes from the fact
that the random dot product graph model belongs to a curved exponential family, and the theory of the
maximum likelihood estimation is much more difficult in curved exponential families than in the canonical
ones (see, for example, Section 2.3 in Bickel and Doksum, 2007).

To distinguish a generic latent position x; € R? and its true value associated with the data generating
distribution, let xq; denote the ground truth of x;, i € [n], and X = [X01, - .,Xon] . Let us begin by con-

sidering the log-likelihood function of a single x; when the remaining latent positions (xg;),; are accessible:

Coin(xi) = > _{Aijlog(pnx)x0;) + (1 — Aij) log(1 = pux; x0;)} o)
i :

+ {Ajilog(pnx; x;) + (1 — Aij) log(1 — pnx)x;)}.

We refer to £oin(x;) in (2.1) as the oracle log-likelihood function because it requires the true values of the
remaining x;’s with j # ¢. Theorem 2 in Xie and Xu (2021) established the consistency and asymptotic
normality of the maximizer of the oracle log-likelihood function £y;,,(x;) in (2.1). Nevertheless, the oracle
log-likelihood is not computable because (xo;) are not accessible in practice. Following the idea in Xie and
Xu (2021), we consider replacing the unknown latent positions by the corresponding rows of the adjacency
spectral embedding. Formally, let X; be the jth row of the adjacency spectral embedding X, je€ [n]. Then

we obtain the following approximation to the oracle log-likelihood:

Coin(xi) = > _{Aijlog(py/*x]%;) + (1 — Aij) log(1 — py/*x[%;)}. (2.2)

Jj=1

Note that the last term in £y;, is replaced by A;; log(p;ﬂx?ii) +(1—A;)log(1— p}/zx?%) for convenience,
which is immaterial. This approximation step is motivated by the uniform consistency of the adjacency
spectral embedding: There exists a d x d orthogonal W such that | XW — p}«/2XO||2 = 0{/(logn)/n} with
high probability (Lyzinski et al., 2014; Xie, 2022).

With the approximation in (2.2), the constraints for the latent position x; become a system of linear
inequalities: 0 < p}/ QX;r;(j < 1 for all j € [n]. Geometrically, these constraints correspond to a convex
polyhedron. Namely, given any vector x; € R%, checking whether x; is in such a convex polyhedron requires
O(n) operations, so that the relevant computation could be cumbersome. We now resolve this issue by

1/2_T

applying a quadratic Taylor approximation to the terms log(pr 2xi X;) and relax the parameter space for x;.



Here we can drop the sparsity factor p,, without loss of generality. Formally, write g;;(x;) = A;; log(x} ;).

Then a quadratic Taylor approximation to g;; at x; = X; leads to

AT (%) Ay(x — %) %% (x - %)

95 (xi) = g5 (Xi) + 1%, 2(§T§j); + remainder. (2.3)
Meanwhile, it is also conceivable that
> A, - %)% (i —X) ~ Y 1 (i — %) TR 7 (i — %) (2.4)
2 3575, TR 2 5 J

because Eo(A;;) = pnXa;X0; ~ X; X;. Hence, ignoring the constant terms that are free of x;, combining the

approximations in (2.2), (2.3), and (2.4) leads to the following surrogate log-likelihood function

~ n AijiTXi . 1 o .
in(x:) = {;(T;(] + X)X — mxngx;rxi + (1= Ayj)log(1 —x{%5) ¢ - (2.5)
j=1 i i

Therefore, by Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, the the parameter space for x; associated with the surrogate
likelihood of vertex i can be taken as the unit ball {x; € R? : [|x;|| < 1} for alli € [n] when max e, [|X;]l2 < 1
(which holds with high probability). Consequently, we relax the original complicated parameter space
{x; € R?: 0 < xfx; < 1,5 € [n]} to a simple unit ball, which is much more tractable to work with.
Moreover, the surrogate likelihood function has a separable structure because Zm(xi) does not involve x;
for j # 4. This convenience enables parallelization when related computation is requested. In addition, a
simple algebra shows that the surrogate likelihood function is log-concave, a highly desired feature when

optimization and Monte Carlo sampling are needed.

2.3 Comparison with the one-step estimator

Recently, Xie and Xu (2021) proposed a one-step estimator XO08 = X985, ..., X95]T for random dot product
graphs that improves upon the adjacency spectral embedding:
- -1
1 — X;X] 1<~ (Aij — XT%)%,
$0s _ ) J i J ) ;
X, =X;+< — T~ . ~7< — = =r~ . (, € [n] (26)
' B 2 X7 x;(1 - x{%;) n ; X7 x;(1 - x{%;)

The one-step estimator originates from a one-step updating scheme of the Newton-Raphson method for
maximizing the log-likelihood function with the initial guess being the adjacency spectral embedding (see,
e.g., Section 5.7 in Van der Vaart, 2000). It is clear from the construction that the one-step estimator takes
advantage of the likelihood information of the sampling distribution through the Fisher information matrix
and the score function.

In Section 2.2, we have shown the derivation of the surrogate log-likelihood function by applying a
quadratic Taylor approximation to the logarithm function log(xfX;). We now show that the same approx-

imation treatment applied to the entire function in (2.2) results in an approximate log-likelihood function



whose maximizer is exactly the one-step estimator. Formally, applying a second-order Taylor expansion to

the term log(1 — xFx;) at x; = X; yields

(1-x7%;) X[ (x = %) (% — X)X (% — %) .
1 L = — — — e der. 2.7
BRI x| o .

Following the idea in (2.4), we can also conceive the following approximation:

~T ~ n

(1 — Alj)(X7 — ii)Tin» (Xi — Xi) (X,j — il
2 J ~2

(1- 7%,

(2.8)

J

n
=1

We thus obtain the following quadratic approximation to (2.2) modulus a constant term from (2.5), (2.7),
and (2.8):
7109 (x,) = i (Aij — XI%)%] (% — %) Zn: (% — %) "X %) (%3 — %))

X! %;(1-x/%;) 2X71%;(1 - XI'%;)

(2.9)

j=1 j=1

Then a simple algebra shows that the one-step estimator QEOS) maximizes ZESS) defined in (2.9).

Clearly, the surrogate log-likelihood function in (2.5) is constructed by applying a Taylor expansion to the
term log(xyX;), whereas the one-step estimator is obtained by applying the Taylor expansion to the entire
function. Thus, intuitively, the surrogate likelihood retains more likelihood information than the one-step

procedure does. Below, we visualize this heuristic using a toy numerical example.

Ezample 2. Consider the following random dot product graph model. Let n = 300, (¢;)7; be equidistant
points over [0, 1], zo; = 0.2+0.6 sin(rt;), i € [n], and Xy = [z01, ..., 20n]" € R**1. Suppose A ~ RDPG(Xj)
and we focus on the likelihood function for x; with ¢ = 100. Figure 1 visualizes the comparison among
the oracle log-likelihood £g;n,(%;), the surrogate log-likelihood En(xi), and the approximate log-likelihood
7(08)

i (x;) associated with the one-step estimator. The constant terms of these functions have been added
to make them comparable. The vertical lines mark the maximizers of the three functions, respectively. It
is visually clear that the maximizer of the surrogate log-likelihood estimate is closer to that of the oracle
log-likelihood than the one-step estimate is, suggesting that the maximum surrogate likelihood estimator

may outperform the one-step estimator in some practical finite sample problems.

3 Maximum Surrogate Likelihood Estimation

3.1 Theoretical properties

This subsection elaborates on the theoretical properties of the frequentist inference with the surrogate like-
lihood. Below, Theorem 3.1 establishes the existence and uniqueness of the maximum surrogate likelihood

estimator.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose A ~ RDPG(p}/zxo) and (logn)/(np,) — 0 as n — co. Assume \g(XgXo/n) >

A for some constant A > 0 for all n > d, and min; jey (xg:X0j, 1 — Xd;X0;) > & for some constant
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Figure 1: Comparison among the oracle log-likelihood function £, (x;), the surrogate log-likelihood function

lin(x;), and the approximate log-likelihood function ZE,? S)(xi) associated with the one-step estimator. The
three vertical lines mark the one-step estimate, the maximum surrogate likelihood estimate, and the oracle
maximum likelihood estimate, respectively.

§ > 0. Leti € [n] be a fized vertex and consider the mazimum surrogate likelihood estimator X; =

arg MaxXy . x,|l,<1 Lin(Xi). Then for any ¢ > 0, there exists some constant Ne s € Ny depending on c, 6, A

such that Po(X; exists and is unique) > 1 —n~¢ for all n > N5 .

Let Goin = (1/n) 327, X0;X0;{X0;:%0j (1 — Xg;%0;)} " be the Fisher information matrix with regard to
the latent position x;. Theorem 3.2 below, which is one of the main results in this article, establishes the

large sample properties of the maximum surrogate likelihood estimator.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 5.1 hold and the embedding dimension d is fized. For
each i € [n], let X; = argmaxy | x, |,<1 lin(x;) be the mazimum surrogate likelihood estimator. Then there
exists an orthogonal matric W € Q(d) that depends on n, such that for each i € [n],

\/ﬁGl/z(WTﬁi — p,ll/QXOi) — Nd(Od,Id)

On

in distribution. Furthermore, if (logn)*/(np,) — 0, then
- 1 < _
IXW — p/* Xl — o Z;tr(GOiiz) —0

in probability, where X = [X1,..., %"
Remark 3 (Sparsity condition). The sparsity condition that (logn)/(np,) — 0 required in Theorem 3.1 and in
the asymptotic normality of Theorem 3.2 is minimal in the following sense. It is well known that the random

adjacency matrix A no longer concentrates around its expected value Eg(A) when (logn)/(np,) — oo



(Tang and Priebe, 2018). Furthermore, Abbe et al. (2020) and Xie (2022) showed that in order to have
lon 2XwW - Xoll2—s0o = 0(1) with high probability, which is an indispensable ingredient in our employed

proof, it is necessary that (logn)/(np,) — 0.

Remark 4 (Comparison with the adjacency spectral embedding and the one-step estimator). Athreya et al.
(2016), Tang and Priebe (2018), and Xie and Xu (2021) have establish the large sample properties of the

adjacency spectral embedding and the one-step estimator as the following. Let X = [X1,...,%,|T and
X(08) — [ggos)’ .. ,ﬁ%os)]T. Under appropriate conditions, for each vertex i € [n],

\/EE;LI/Q(WTE‘ — Pt ?x0;) = Ng(04, 1), \/ﬁGl/Q(WT;CEOS) — pi?x0;) = Na(04,14)

Oin n

in distribution. Also,

- 1 - 1 _
IXW =/ XKolle = 2 32t (B) = 0, [XOVW =Kol = T3 tr(Giip) 0

Oin
i=1
in probability, where the covariance matrix 3, satisfies 3;, = G&L. Theorem 3.2 thus suggests that the
maximum surrogate likelihood estimator improves upon the adjacency spectral embedding and is (first-order)
asymptotically equivalent to the one-step estimator. This phenomenon is also known as the local efficiency
(Xie and Xu, 2021) because the asymptotic covariance matrix for a single latent position x; is the same as

that of the oracle maximum likelihood estimator.

3.2 Computation details

This subsection discusses the detailed algorithm for computing the maximum surrogate likelihood estimator.
For a given vertex i € [n], the estimator X; = arg max, lin(x;) can be computed separately for each vertex i €
[n]. Thus, it is sufficient to design an algorithm for solving the optimization problem max|x, |, <1 (1/n)lin ().
Observe that the objective function (1/n);,(x;) is concave and can be written in a sample average fashion,
which motivates us to adopt the stochastic gradient descent algorithm (Robbins and Monro, 1951). Let
Jis--+,Js be independent Unif(1,...,n) random variables, where s € {1,...,n} is the so-called batch size,

and for any j € [n], let

T
Aijxj X;

’ﬁij

~ 1 o~ ~
m;i(x;,j) = XIx; — ﬁx?xjxfxi + (1 — A;j)log(1 — X;FXj).
i

It is clear that for each ji, k € [s], m;(x;, jx) can be viewed as a noisy measurement of the objective function

(1/n) i (%) because (1/n)li,(x;) = E;, {m;(x;,jr)}. Then given a sequence of step sizes {a;}:>1 and a
(0)

initial guess X; ’, the stochastic gradient descent algorithm generates a sequence of iterates {ﬁgt)}tzl using

the updating scheme

R — &0+ 25 SRR ), (3.)

T 2 o K
k=1



where {(]1 gt )}t>1 are independent copies of (j1,...,7s). The advantage of the stochastic gradient
descent method over the classical gradient descent algorithm is that, with a comparatively small batch size s,
one only needs to compute s gradient measurements of m;(x;, j) rather than all the gradient measurements
of {m;(x;, j)}?:l. This computational convenience is especially desired when the network contains large
number of vertices. To implement the algorithm with adaptive step sizes, we follow the suggestion given by
Duchi et al. (2011) and Li and Orabona (2019) and take

2 —(e+1/2)

om; .
Z &,

¢ = Qg bo-i-z
=1

2

where ag,by > 0 and 0 < € < 1/2 are constants.
The key difference between our algorithm and the standard stochastic gradient descent algorithm is that

the feasible region {x; € R? : |x;|| < 1} is compact. Therefore, whenever an updated value X( 1)

stays
outside the feasible region, one repeats step-halving procedures until ngtﬂ | < 1. Below, Theorem 3.3

shows the convergence of such a step-halving stochastic gradient descent with adaptive step sizes.

Theorem 3.3. Let the vertez i € [n] be fived and suppose (1/n)li,(x;) is well-defined. Assume that X; =
arg maXxi;Hxngl(l/n)En(Xi) lies in the interior of {x; € R : ||x;| < 1}. Then the sequence of iterates
{Qgt)}tzl generated by (3.1) with step sizes {at}t>1 given by (3.2) and step-halving converges to X; almost

surely with regard to the distribution of {(]Y)7 . ,js )}t>1

Remark 5. The surrogate log-likelihood function lin (x;) is well-defined only when xTx; < 1 for all j € [n]
because of the logarithm terms {log(1 — x?ij)}?zl. For sufficiently large n, the constraint is satisfied by
requiring that ||x; |2 < 1 since the adjacency spectral embedding X = [X1,...,X,]" satisfies max;c, [|X;]l2 <
1 with high probability. However, this requirement may not hold in certain finite sample problems, in which
case the surrogate log-likelihood function En(xi) is no longer well-defined. This numerical issue can be
practically addressed by the following smooth concatenation technique. Roughly speaking, for a fixed j € [n],
when 1 —x!X; drops below a small threshold, we replace the objective function (1/ n)zm (x;) by a quadratic
function such that the two pieces of functions are concatenated smoothly. Formally, let 7 > 0 be a small
threshold and define

mi (X, 7), if1— X;F;(j >,

hi(xi,j) = (3.3)

Q5 (x x]) + Bij (x;rx]) + Vij if1— xiT?(j <,

for each j € [n], where oy, Bi;,7:; are coefficients such that h;(-,j) is twice continuously differentiable.
Then the objective function (1/n)f;,(x;) can be replaced by (1/n) 27:1 hi(xi,7) and the aforementioned
stochastic gradient descent algorithm applies with dm;(x;, j)/0x; replaced by dh;(x;,j)/0%;.

4 Bayesian Estimation With Surrogate Likelihood

This section explores Bayesian estimation of random dot product graphs with the proposed surrogate like-

lihood. Although Xie and Xu (2020) has established the minimax optimality of the Bayesian random dot
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product graph model with the exact likelihood, the asymptotic shape of the posterior distribution is yet to
be characterized because of the complicated structure of the exact likelihood function. In contrast, thanks to
the separable and log-concave properties of the surrogate likelihood, we are able to completely characterize
the asymptotic posterior distribution of the latent positions with the exact likelihood replaced by the surro-
gate. Formally, for any fixed vertex i € [n] and a prior distribution 7(-) supported on {x € R?: ||x||2 < 1},

the posterior distribution of x; given A with the surrogate log-likelihood function Zm(xi) can be written as

~ Zzn i 7

(x| A) = —SPUin(i)im(xi) (4.1)
Jexp{lin(x;) }(x;)dx;

Then the joint posterior density of the entire latent position matrix X = [xi,...,%,|T is taken as the

product 7, (X | A) = [, Tin(x; | A) because the surrogate log-likelihood function is separable across
different vertices.

When the exact likelihood function is not available or intractable for analysis or computation, the idea of
using a general statistical criterion function to replace the likelihood in the Bayes formula is not entirely new,
among which an influential work is Chernozhukov and Hong (2003). There have also been several recent
works addressing the large sample properties of the so-called quasi-posterior or Gibbs posterior distributions
(Kleijn and van der Vaart, 2012; Miller, 2021; Syring and Martin, 2018, 2022). One key difference is that
unlike the well-specified exact posterior distributions, the frequentist coverage of the credible sets of the
quasi-posterior distributions may not agree with their credibility level (Kleijn and van der Vaart, 2012).
Below, we show that, with the surrogate likelihood, the posterior distribution produces credible sets that

have the correct frequentist coverage. This is achieved through the following Bernstein—von Mises theorem.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 3.1 hold and the embedding dimension d is fived. Let 7(-)
be a prior density satisfying ¢ < w(x;) < C and |7(x) —7(y)| < C'||x —y||2 for any x,y with ||x]|2, ||yl <1
for some constants 0 < ¢,C,C’ < oo. Let W be the d x d orthogonal matriz in Theorem 3.2. For any fized
verter i € [n], let X; = argmax, |, |,<1 lin(x:), t = VaWT(x; — X;), and 75, (t | A) be the density of t
induced from (4.1). Then for any o > 0,

7 (6| A) — det(2rGg;L ) 71 /2et Goint/2| g0 (4.2)

ma [ (1+[¢]5)

1€(n

in probability.

Below, Corollary 4.1 discusses the effect of Theorem 4.1 on subsequent inference. In particular, it shows
that for each vertex ¢ € [n], the posterior mean has the same asymptotic distribution as the maximum
surrogate likelihood estimator, and the asymptotic level-a credible set has the correct frequentist coverage

probability.

Corollary 4.1. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 4.1 hold. For any vertez i € [n], write X} = [ X;Tin(X; |
A)dx; and 3, = [(x; — x7)(x; — x)T7in(x; | A)dx; as the posterior mean and the posterior covariance
matriz of x;, respectively. Let qi_o be the (1 — «) quantile of the X3 distribution and Ci,(a) = {x; :
(xi —x)T(Zr,) " H(xi — x7) < q1_a) be the asymptotic (1 — «)-credible set for x;, where W € Q(d) is given
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in Theorem 3.2. Then
VRGA(WTxr — pl/2x0) = Ny(04,1,)

0in

i distribution, and
Po{pi/ZWXOi S Cm(a)} —1—a.

Furthermore, if (logn)*/(np,) — 0, then

n

1 n
X*W — o 2Xo 12 = = tr(GZl) =0
|| P OHF Tl; I‘( Ozn)

in probability, where X* = [x},...,x%

In practice, the posterior distribution based on the surrogate likelihood can be computed using a standard
Metropolis—Hastings algorithm with parallelization over the vertices ¢ € [n]. The detailed algorithm is
provided in the Supplementary Material. Note that in practice, we can also apply the smooth concatenation
technique discussed in Remark 5 to the posterior computation by simply replacing the surrogate log-likelihood
function £;,(x;) in the Bayes formula (4.1) by > j=1 hi(xi,j) defined in (3.3).

5 Numerical Examples

5.1 A latent curve example

In this subsection, we study the empirical performance of the proposed estimation procedures through
a simulated random dot product graph example, where the latent positions are generated from a one-
dimensional curve. Consider a random dot product graph with n vertices and latent dimension d = 1.
For each vertex ¢ € [n], the latent position xo; for the ith vertex is set to xg; = 0.8sin{mw(i — 1)/(n —
D} +0.1. Let Xg = [%01,--.,Zon]T, n = 1000. Given A ~ RDPG(Xy), we consider the following four
estimation procedures for Xg: the adjacency spectral embedding, the one-step estimate, the maximum
surrogate likelihood estimate obtained using the step-halving stochastic gradient descent algorithm, and the
Bayes estimate with the surrogate likelihood. For the Bayes estimate, the Metropolis—Hastings sampler is
implemented with parallelization over vertices i € [n], and each Markov chain contains 1000 burn-in iterations
and 200 post-burn-in samples with a thinning of 5. The posterior mean is taken as the point estimate. The
convergence diagnostics of the Markov chains are provided in the Supplementary Material, showing no signs
of non-convergence.

The performance of the above estimates is investigated via the following two objectives: The recovery of
the latent position matrix Xg; The empirical coverage probabilities of the vertex-wise confidence intervals
based on the maximum surrogate likelihood estimate and credible intervals based on the Bayes estimate.
Specifically, for the first objective, given a generic estimate X for X, we use the sum of squared errors
infweqi1y [|[XW — X% as the evaluation metric. For the second objective, we compute the vertex-wise
asymptotic 95% frequentist confidence intervals and Bayesian credible intervals. The vertex-wise 95% con-

fidence intervals based on the maximum surrogate likelihood estimate are computed as follows: Denote the
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1 — /2 quantile of the standard normal distribution by z;_,/2. Then by Theorem 3.2, for each i € [n],
the (1 — «) confidence interval for xg; is (|Z;] — {né(@)}‘lmzl,a/g, |z;| + {né(i‘\i)}_l/zzl,aﬂ), where
Gin(Z) = (1/n) > i1 Zi{Ti(1 = 2,@;)} 7" is the plug-in estimate of the asymptotic variance. The vertex-
wise 95% credible intervals based on the posterior distribution with the surrogate likelihood function can
be obtained directly from the Metropolis—Hastings samples. The same numerical experiment is repeated for
1000 Monte Carlo replicates.

Table 1: The average sum of squared errors and their standard errors for Section 5.1. ASE, adjacency
spectral embedding; OSE, one-step estimate; MSLE, maximum surrogate likelihood estimate computed by
stochastic gradient descent; BE, Bayes estimate computed by Markov chain Monte Carlo sampling.

Estimate ASE OSE MSLE BE
Sum of squared errors 0.4707 0.4592 0.4596 0.4608
Standard errors for sum of squared errors  0.0216 0.0209 0.0209 0.0210

For the first objective, the sum of squared errors of the estimates are shown in Table 1. We can see
that the sum of squared errors of the adjacency spectral embedding is comparatively larger than those of
the remaining competitors, while the likelihood-based estimates have smaller sum of squared errors. This
phenomenon empirically validate the conclusion that the likelihood-based estimates, namely, the one-step
estimate, the maximum surrogate likelihood estimate, and the Bayes estimate, improve upon the the spectral-

based adjacency spectral embedding.

1.004 1.00
0.904 0.90
0.854 0.85
0 250 500 750 1000 0 250 500 750 1000
Vertex index Vertex index
(a) Coverage probabilities of confidence intervals (b) Coverage probabilities of credible intervals

Figure 2: Numerical results for Section 5.1: Panels (a) and (b) present the empirical coverage probabilities of
the 95% confidence intervals constructed based on the maximum surrogate likelihood estimate and the 95%
credible intervals constructed from the Metropolis—Hastings samples, respectively, where the red horizontal
lines mark the 95% nominal coverage probability.

For the second objective, Fig. 2 (a) and (b) visualize the empirical coverage probabilities of the vertex-
wise 95% confidence intervals based on the maximum surrogate likelihood estimate and the vertex-wise 95%
Bayesian credible intervals across the 1000 Monte Carlo replicates, respectively. It is clear that the empirical
coverage probabilities of these confidence intervals and credible intervals are close to the nominal 95% level,

validating the theory developed in Section 3 and Section 4.
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5.2 A stochastic block model example

We now consider a stochastic block model in the context of a random dot product graph. The latent

dimension is d = 2, the number of communities is K = 5, and the unique latent positions are v; =
[0.3,0.3]T, vy = [0.5,0.5]T,v3 = [0.7,0.7]T, v, = [0.3,0.7]T, and v5 = [0.7,0.3]T. The cluster assignments
of the vertices (2;)"_; are drawn from a categorical distribution with probability vector [1/K,...,1/K]T

and we set xg; = v,,, i € [n]. Note that vs is very close to the boundary of the parameter space. Let
Xo = [Xo1,---,%on)T and suppose an adjacency matrix A is generated from RDPG(Xg). The number of
vertices n is 2000.

We consider the performance of the same estimates as in Section 5.1 given a realization A ~ RDPG(Xj):
the adjacency spectral embedding, the one-step estimate, the maximum surrogate likelihood estimate and
the Bayesian estimation with the surrogate likelihood. For the maximum surrogate likelihood estimate, we
implement the step-halving stochastic gradient descent algorithm with the batch size set to s = 500 and
s = n (giving rise to the classical gradient descent algorithm) to compare the computational costs. The
setup of the Metropolis—Hastings sampler for the Bayesian estimation is the same as in Section 5.1, and the
convergence diagnostics are provided in the Supplementary Material. We take the posterior mean as the
point estimate as before. The same experiment is repeated for 1000 independent Monte Carlo replicates.

Similar to Section 5.1, given a generic estimate X, we compute the sum of squared errors of the estimates
infweo(2) [ XW —X,||% to measure the estimation accuracy. These results are summarized in Table 2. We see
that the one-step estimate is numerically unstable because v3 is close to the boundary of the parameter space.
Overall, the Bayes estimate outperforms the other competitors with the least errors, while the adjacency
spectral embedding and the maximum surrogate likelihood estimate have similar performance in terms of
the estimation error. This phenomenon suggests that, when some latent positions are close to the boundary
of the parameter space, the Bayesian estimation method based on the Markov chain Monte Carlo sampler
is numerically more stable than the optimization-based frequentist adjacency spectral embedding and the
maximum surrogate likelihood estimate.

The computation times of a single experiment for different estimation procedures are reported in Table
2. We see that the adjacency spectral embedding and the one-step estimate are faster to compute, whereas
the maximum surrogate likelihood estimate obtained through the classical gradient descent algorithm and
the Bayes estimate are more computationally expensive. We also observe that the stochastic gradient de-
scent algorithm is significantly faster than the classical gradient descent algorithm for finding the maximum
surrogate likelihood estimate and it well balances between the computational efficiency and the estimation

accuracy.

5.3 Analysis of Wikipedia Graph Dataset

In this section, we apply the proposed surrogate likelihood estimation methods to a real-world Wikipedia
graph dataset. The network data is structured as follows: The vertices represent 1382 Wikipedia articles
that are connected to the article named Algebraic Geometry within two hyperlinks, and an edge is assigned
to link two articles if they are connected by a hyperlink. Besides the network itself, each Wikipedia article

is also assigned with one of the following six class labels: people, places, dates, things, math and category.
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Table 2: Numerical results for Section 5.2: The average sum of squared errors, their standard errors, the
computation time of a single experiment (in seconds), and their standard errors. ASE, adjacency spectral
embedding; OSE, one-step estimate; MSLE-SGD, mazimum surrogate likelihood estimate computed by the
stochastic gradient descent with batch size being 500; MSLE-GD, mazimum surrogate likelihood estimate
computed by the classical gradient descent; BE, Bayes estimate computed by Markov chain Monte Carlo
sampling.

Estimate ASE  OSE MSLE-SGD MSLE-GD BE
Sum of squared errors 8.570 31.646 8.510 8.513 7.970
Standard errors for the sum of squared errors 0.250 18.242 0.250 0.250 0.378
Computation time (seconds) 0.240  0.425 9.920 18.028 98.524
Standard errors for the computation time 0.044 0.058 1.611 1.405 0.947

Table 3: Numerical results of Wikipedia graph data: Rand indices between the class labels and the clustering
results based on the four estimates, across embedding dimensions d from 1 to 10, respectively. ASE, adjacency
spectral embedding; OSE, one-step estimate; MSLE, mazimum surrogate likelihood estimate; BE, Bayes
estimate with the surrogate likelihood function.

d 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
ASE  0.7446 0.7201 0.7213 0.7228 0.7313 0.7348 0.7364 0.7209 0.7231 0.7147
OSE  0.6973 0.7056 0.7236 0.7278 0.7353 0.7385 0.7391 0.7409 0.7435 0.7399

MSLE 0.7234 0.7114 0.7262 0.7357 0.7388 0.7441 0.7415 0.7444 0.7424 0.7468
BE 0.7175 0.7146 0.7239 0.7349 0.7352 0.7423 0.7432 0.7435 0.7438 0.7453

The dataset is publicly available at at http://www.cis. jhu.edu/~parky/Data/data.html.

The goal is to study the clustering accuracy using different estimates when the embedding dimension
varies. Given a selected embedding dimension d > 1, we consider the following four estimates: the adjacency
spectral embedding, the one-step estimate, the maximum surrogate likelihood estimate computed using the
step-halving stochastic gradient descent algorithm, and the Bayes estimate based on the surrogate likelihood
(we consider the posterior mean as the point estimate). Unlike the scenarios in the simulated examples in
Sections 5.1 and 5.2, for this real dataset, the underlying ground truth of the latent positions is unknown.
Rather, only the class labels of the vertices are available to us. To this end, we follow the suggestion in
Tang and Priebe (2018) and apply the Gaussian-mixture-model-based clustering to the aforementioned four
estimates. Namely, these estimates are regarded as the input for learning the clustering structure of the
Wikipedia article network. We report the clustering accuracy using the Rand index (Rand, 1971) as the
evaluation metric.

The Rand indices of the clustering results using different estimates across different embedding dimensions
d e {1,2,...,10} are shown in Table 3. On one hand, we can see that when d < 2, the adjacency spectral
embedding yields better clustering accuracy with a higher Rand index value than the remaining competitors.
On the other hand, as the embedding dimension d increases from 2 to 10, the maximum surrogate likelihood
estimate and the Bayes estimate with the surrogate likelihood outperform the other two competitors. A
plausible explanation of this phenomenon could be that the eigenvectors of the adjacency matrix with
smaller eigenvalues are noisier than the top two eigenvectors, but this source of noise is reduced through the

additional information introduced by the surrogate likelihood function.
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6 Discussion

In Section 2.3, we have seen that the one-step estimator also corresponds to the maximizer of an approximate
likelihood function, but it has a worse approximation quality than the proposed surrogate likelihood near the
oracle maximum likelihood estimator. Surprisingly, under a framework of generalized estimating equations
proposed by Xie and Wu (2022), the gradients of both the surrogate log-likelihood function and the ap-
proximate log-likelihood function associated with the one-step estimator can be viewed as some generalized
estimating equations that take advantage of the likelihood function information. This intuition conforms
to the fact that the estimators based on approximation of likelihood are asymptotically equivalent up to
the first order. However, we have also found in some finite sample problems that the maximum surrogate
likelihood estimator outperforms the one-step estimator. This difference may be caused by the difference in

higher order terms, which is an interesting topic that we defer to future research.

Supplementary material

This supplementary material contains the proofs of the main results of the manuscript, the proof of the
convergence of the step-halving stochastic gradient descent algorithm, additional implementation details
including the algorithm details, an additional simulation example, and the convergence diagnostics of the

Metropolis—Hastings sampler.
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Supplementary Material for “Statistical inference of random graphs with a
surrogate likelihood”

Abstract

This supplementary material contains the proofs of the main results of the manuscript, the proof of
the convergence of the stochastic gradient descent, and additional implementation details, including the
algorithm details, an additional simulation example, and the convergence diagnostics of the Metropolis—

Hastings sampler.

A Preliminary Results

Lemma A.1. Let A ~ RDPG(p}LmXO) with np, > logn. Denote A,, = (1/n)XEXg. Assume M\g(A,) > A

for some constant A\ > 0 for all sufficiently large n, and min; jc[y (xg:%0j, 1 — x&;%0;) > & for some constant

0 > 0. Then for all ¢ > 0, there exists some constant N, x € Ny depending on c, A, such that for alln > Ny,

- logn
IXW = p/?Xolla o0 Sen |/ —.

n

c

with probability at least 1 — n~°.

Proof. Denote k(A,) = A (An)/Aa(Ay). By Corollary 4.1 in Xie (2022), for all ¢ > 0, we can pick a
constant N, € N such that for all n > N,, with probability at least 1 — n™¢,

< Up 200 (logn)'/?  k(A,)
KW — p!/?Xo om0 So —OF 1
|| pn 0||2~> ~ (npn)l/QAd(An)Q max Ad(An)2 b Ad(An)Qv Ogn

(logn)"/2|[Up |20
/\d(An)l/Q '

Observe that A\g(A,) is lower bounded by a constant A > 0 for sufficiently large n, and A;(A,) <
(1/n)||Xo|% < 1. Also note that

Pn 1

—1/2 <
npn)\d(An> o V ni '

[Up 2500 < llp3/*Xollz—00lISp 2 <

Therefore, by the fact that (logn)/(np,) is bounded, we can pick a constant N, » € N} depending on ¢, A,
such that for all n > NN, x, with probability at least 1 —n~¢,

logn

(logn)*/? < logn
Gpnone T IOl =5 Sen {27

This completes the proof. O

IXW — /2 X0 200 Se [[Upl200

Lemma A.2 (Some frequently used results). Suppose A ~ RDPG(/)&L/QXO) and assume the conditions of
Theorem 3.1 hold. Denote p;; = iiTij, i,j € [n]. Then for any c > 0, there exists a constant N. 5 € Ny
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C.

depending on c, 0, A such that for all n > Ng s 5, the following hold with probability at least 1 —n~

~ 1)
max [z < pu(1 - 5),

JEIn]

max |plj anO'LX0]| INTDY p}/Q \/ loﬂa
i,j€[n] n
Pnd

§
— < min _p;; < max p;; < pu(l— 2
2 " ijel 1p i.j€n 1p] pull=35):

W% % logn
jein) IWTRZTW = puxo;xglla Sex o3 \ rgz '
J

Proof. For the first result, by Lemma A.1 and the condition that I;ii: — 0, we can pick a constant N, 5 € Ny

c

depending on ¢, d, A such that for all n > N, ;5 x, with probability at leat 1 —n™¢,

]

IXW — p1/2X ;200 = max IWTX; — p3/x05ll2 < py/? (1 —5 - Vi- 5) :

This is because (1 —§/2)2=1—0+§2/4 > 1— 5. Then

max || X2 < me W) — py/*x0l2 + me s/ * 05112
J€[n] Jj€ln j€ln

)
< pi/? (1 -5 V1 6) + p/2/1=%.
For the second result, over the same event as above, we have

1/2 _p711/2 )T 1/2

max [pij - prXoiXoj| < max [X; W(WTK; — p/?x05)] + max [(W X,
i,5€[n] i,j€[n] €[n]
logn
< (max %2 + o}/ )XW = 9 Xollasoe Ser 0}/ =
J

For the third result, over the same event as above, we have
[logn
max ng < maX |p1j pnanOﬂ + max anOTiXOj < CYc )\p71—/2 — + pn(l - 6)
i,j€[n] i,j€[n i,j€[n] n
Since losn
n

Ccl/f log"<5/2 for all n > N, s x. Then

— 0 and max; jc[, ]xgixoj < 1 -4, we can pick a (possibly larger) constant N such that

0
max p;i < pp(l— =
,]E[n]pj P ( 2)

Similarly,

min > min XT X0 ma; XY Xg: > pnd — C., 1/2 —_.
Je[n]pz 2 min ]Ip” PnXgiXoj] — DX, pnXoXoj = P APn - 5
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For the fourth one, over the same event as above, we have

max ||W XX, w — anOng‘jHQ

J€[n]
< %%HW X (x; W — Piz/QXoTJ)||2 +§2%§||(WT§J‘ — pL/?x0;)pL/? x0j||2
logn
< (52 + o1/ 2) KW = 32Xl S o225

O

Lemma A.3 (Concentration of Hessian matrices). Suppose A ~ RDPG(p}/ZXO) and assume the conditions
of Theorem 3.1 hold. Denote p;; = X X;, i,j € [n] and let € > 0 be sufficiently small. Then for any ¢ > 0,
there exists a constant N5 € Ny depending on c,d, X such that for all n > N, x, the following hold with

C.

probability at least 1 —n~

1 — 1— Ay
max sup - Z 7TU2 WTfijijTW
i€[n] 1 n = pzj 1 - X; XJ)
xi:|[WTx;—p2 %04 [|2<e -
n ~ T
1 0% Sonn phen + [ BT
T (1 T o ~edx P én ’
n = XOiXOJ( - pnxoixoj) 9 P

- A 1 — 1 logn
# %.xT — = I | I SA
2{1%; ij)2} " Zpu(l—pm e p”V n

2

Proof. For simplicity of notation, denote pg;; = anOT,;xoj. The large probability bounds below are with
regard to n > N, » for some large constant N, s depending on c, 4, A.
B We show the first conclusion first. Write

lzn:{l_‘_l_Aij}WTg.gTw_lzn: XOJXOTj
n = pij (11— X;FXJ-)2 I n = XoTiXOj(l — pnxg;XOj) ,
1 & 1 1
<= (1—Az~){ — — }WTsz»;cTw
" ]z:; Tl -xI%)2 0 (1= poij)? T )
IS Aij — poij T~ =T T - pow T
= 2 (W W anOJXOJ) Z 2anOjX0j
n j=1 (1 7p01g) 1 ,

n TS 3T _ T
Wix;x; W — pnXo;X,

I~ f1 1 T 1

+ |- — W x;x; Wi + || — E

n Pzg Poij n =1 pOij(l - pOij)
2

c

For the first term, with probability at least 1 — n™¢,

n

max sup 12_2(1 _Aij){(

) s W — pl ol <e || T 52

1 1
i%)? (1= poi)?

}wTijiTw
1—-x 7
2
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n T — poii (2 — XXX — pogs
< max sup l 2 |(Xz X pOlj)(2 Xi X pOZ])‘ HNJ”%

; xTEN2(1 — )2
i€n] x;:[WTx; —Pn XOzH <€ j=1 (1 X; x.’l) (1 pOz])
n
< 1 T~
edA HEH[D]( sup Png E |Xi X5 — pOij’
1
xi:[WTx; —pp/ *xoi |2 <e j=1
1
T 2 >
< max sup pnﬁ HW xi — py/*Xo; , I%ill2
€M) Wi —pY *xoillz<e " =1

1103 x| W5 =t/ x| }

logn
Ncé)\ pn€+pn n 5

where in the second inequality we use Lemma A.2; in the third inequality triangle inequality and Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality, and in the fourth inequality Lemma A.1 and Lemma A.2.

C

For the second term, with probability at least 1 — n~¢,

n

1 — Poij
J T T
max 75 W X; JW anOJXoJ)
[n] || T2 1 07,]
2

<5 — ||A anOXO H max HWTXJNTW pnxojxojH

_ /1
(||A||OO + HanOXTHOO) maX HWTXJ Tw — an(JJXOJH2 INERDY Pn Oin’

3\>—‘

by Lemma A.2 and the result that ||A || Se npn with probability at least 1 —n~¢ which follows from triangle
inequality and Bernstein’s inequality.

For the third term, for a typical (k,1)th entry, by Bernstein’s inequality and a union bound over i € [n], for
any t > 0,

RS Pr0jkT0jl
P { max |— Aij — poij) AL > ¢
: n Z( ) l]) (1 _pOij)2
—3n2t?
PR oo
6351 mej(l — Poig) + 2max;ep) g5t

nt?
S 2n exp 7K6 m s
n n

where Ks5 > 0 is a constant depending on §. Taking t = C'v/(p3 logn)/n for an appropriate constant C > 0,

we see that
e lz” (As; — o) Potomton | < [oilogn
i€[n) n * 0ij (1 — poi;)? ~% n

=1
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with probability at least 1 — n~°. Since d is fixed (it implicitly depends on ), we have

1 & anoJXOJ 3 [logn
el E < P
] || n & Z] pOz] (1 _pO”) ~c, 0, Pn n
- 2

max

—C

with probability at least 1 —n

c

For the fourth term, with probability at least 1 — n~¢,

1 1 1 e D — moisl logn
max || = { _ }WT X W| < max w” %13 Seon 2
€l || = (Pij  Poij wi€nl - PijPoij on

by Lemma A.2.
For the fifth term, with probability at least 1 — n=¢,

n Ty T _ 7T
1 ZW xejW PnX0;jX0;

-1 T~ =T T
max || — <Ss P, max [|[W x;jx; W — pnxojxong
i€ln] || = Poi; (1 — Doij) J€ln]

= 2
logn
Sedn
npn

by Lemma A.2. So the first conclusion is shown by combining the above five bounds.

B Next, we show the second conclusion. Write

T (1 (1—Aij)}~~T 1 < ;X7
N e

n -1 ng(]- pij)
2

2

T
Z pﬂXOZXOJ)pWXOJXO]
(1 = pnxg;Xo05)?

IN

2

_ L X05 o -
n = 1) n0:07 (1 _ anaXOj)Q (1 _pij)2

Wx]xW

1 ~ T
+|[= > (Pij — pXgiXoj) —— =g
nZ( J 0 OJ) (1_p”)

2

3
The first term is O(p2 4/ 10g") with probability at least 1 — n~¢ as previously shown.

—C

For the second term, with probability at least 1 — n™¢,

n anOngjj WTijf(JTW
Z o) e

= (1 — poij)
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T
PnX0jX(; W-x

( pOz_]) (1 _pOU

\ N

- Z |Az] p()1j| {

*HA *anOXOT”oo
n

WT~ ~TW WT§J~TW
_pOLJ) (1 _pw)

)

IN

« max lonX0;%0; — WTZ; %X W2 . ’ (Pij — Poij)(2 — Dij — poij) 1512
i,5€[n] (1 = poij)? (1 = poij)?(1 — pis)? e
/1o n /logn
gcék *pn ( 1/2 g 1/2 g )
< s [logn
~c,5,\ Pn n

by Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, Lemma A.2, and [|A — p,XoX{ [loe < [|[Allce + |onXoXT |loo Se npn with
probability at least 1 — n™°.
For the third term, with probability at least 1 — n™°,

LS s~ ooy o | < e (7~ g %13
— Pij = PuXoiX0j) —7— =3 || < max [Py — poyj| - max ——-—5 - max||x;
= (e T E igem 0 g (1—pig)? et 7
2
3 [logn
,5(3,5,)\ P% &
n
by Lemma A.2. So the second conclusion is shown by combining the above three bounds. O

Lemma A.4. Suppose A ~ RDPG(prl/QXO) and assume the conditions of Theorem 3.2 hold. Denote

2
n

1 (Aij — pnxgiX0;) Gk Xo;
Z:Z(A):Z 1/22 J 0i704) 0in "0

T (1 — T
= || R T 3 xg;X0; (1 = pnxg;%0;)

Then Z = EQZ + OP0(1>'

Proof. Denote
-1
GinXoj

np:L ZX&XOJ‘(l — anEiXOj)
The proof of Lemma A.4 here is almost identical to those of Lemma D.5 in Xie and Xu (2021) and Lemma
A.6 in Tang et al. (2017a) and we include the proof here only for the sake of completeness. The key idea

relies on the following logarithmic Sobolev concentration inequality:

Lemma A.5 (Theorem 6.7 in Boucheron et al. (2013)). Let A, A’ € {0,1}"*™ be two symmetric random
adjacency matrices, Z = Z(A) be a measurable function of of A. Denote by A*) the adjacency matriz
obtained by replacing the (k,1) and (I, k) entries of A by those of A, and Zy = Z(AFD). If there exists a
constant v > 0 such that

P> (Z-2Zw)>v]| <n,
k<l
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then for allt > 0, P(|Z —E(Z)| > t) < 2exp{—t?/(2v)} + .

Let A’ be another symmetric random adjacency matrix. Denote by A9 the adjacency matrix obtained
by replacing the (k,1) and (I, k) entries of A by those of A’ and Zy; = Z(A*D) Observe that A and A*V)
are the same except for the (k,1) and (I, k) entries. Also note that A and A’ are binary random matrices.
Therefore, when Z — Zy; # 0,

(At — A Z — Zyy) = Cr + Cop + ¢,

where

n n
Cirt =2 (Aka — prXgpX0a) Ve Vear  Cart =2 (Ala — pnX(X0a) Vit Via:

a=1 a=1
and cx = (1 = 2pnxgXon) ([vaell3 + 17k l13) = 2(Ake = puxgyxon) [vxll3 — 2(Au — pxgixor) Iy [|3. Obs
nXorpXol ) U YEL]2 Yik |2 kl — PnXgrpXol) || VEll|2 Ik — PnXg X0k )||Yik||2- Serve
that

1
sup |[vijll2 S5 —73-
1,5€[n] nPy

It follows that

D Eo(Ch) =4 > > Eof(Aka — prXorXoa) (Ars — prXgpXon) (Ve Yea) (Ve Yes)
k<l k<l a=1b=1
=4 Z Z O{(Ak:a - PnngXOa)2}(’7/gl’7ka)2

k<l a

1

3

1
< 42 ZP X0kX0a (1 = prnxXoXoa) [ Vet 3 [ vkall2 Ss on
k<l a=1

S

> Eo(C3) =43 30 > Eof(Aa — puxdixen) (Ais — puxgixon) v a) (Vo)
k<l k<l a=1b=1
- 1
=43 3 Eof(A — poxdipeon) Y orlina)” S -
k<l a=1 n
> Eo(c) <3 (1 = 2puxuxon)*(lvall3 + e )
k<l k<l
1 Pn 1
+12 ) Eo{(Ar — puxgrxon)* Hlvells + vell2) <s + < :
kzg:l " ’ T ml  n?pd ™ onlp,?

Namely Eo{>", <(Z — Z)*} Ss (npn)~". Therefore, by Markov’s inequality,

1 <5 logn

— 0.
logn npn

Po§ > (2~ Zu)’

k<l
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Invoking Lemma A.5, we obtain that

logn

npn

1
Py (|Z —EoZ| > €) <5 exp <2€2 logn) + —0

for all € > 0. The proof is thus completed. O

Theorem A.6 (Theorem 4.7 in Xie, 2022). Suppose A ~ RDPG(p}/QXO) and assume the conditions of

Theorem 3.1 hold. Define the one-step estimator QEOS) by
- —1
N _ 1 <& XiX; 1< (A — 0%
ROV =R (LY = *Z%
n = Pij(1 = Pij) n= Pij(1 = pij)
Then "
1 S (Aij —p XT'XO‘)G_‘ X0y oS
Gl/z(WTﬁ(OS) _ p1/2X0',) _ ij n20i20j) >0in 205 4 ),
0in 7 n (] np:L/Q ; Xg;XOj(]- _ pnxg‘iXOj) n
where . -
1 X05X;
Goin = — . ;
Yoo 2 xgi%0; (1 = pnXg;X0;)

j=1
and for all ¢ > 0, there exists a constant N.s ) € Ny depending on c,d, A, such that for all n > N5 x, with

probability at least 1 — (npy)~¢, ||r§7?s)||2 < (log(npn))Q/(np}/Q). Furthermore,

\/ﬁG(ln/Z (WTﬁgos) — pt/?x0:) 5 N4(04,14),

B Proofs of the Main Results

B.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Proof. B We first prove existence. For any ¢ > 0, there exists N5 € N4 such that

sup max |x; X;| < max||%;a < pn(1l — é) <1
lIx:]l2<1 €] j€ln] 2

with probability at least 1 — n=¢, where the first inequality follows from Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, the

second from Lemma A.2. By definition of ]\Zn(xi), it is continuous over the closed unit ball {x; € R? :

||xi]l2 < 1} over this event. Hence the maximizer X; of J\Zn(xz) exists with probability at least 1 — n™=°.

B Next we prove uniqueness. By definition, with probability at least 1 — n~°, ]\Zn(xz) is twice continuously

differentiable, with

oML 1 1 1 A o 1 < X;X7T
L T R it L R P or
8X¢8x;r( ) njzl{pij (1-x; Xj)2} Y _n; Pij
1 n . -
) XTX = —0y(X)%1
nPnZ npnad( ) !
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By Theorem 5.2 in Lei and Rinaldo (2015) and Weyl’s inequality, there exists a constant depending on c,

c

such that with probability at least 1 — n™¢,

1 1 1
O’d(X)2 =X(A) > )\d (anOXO) 2npn)\d (nXOXOT> > inpn)\ > 0.

Therefore, for any ¢ > 0, there exists N.s5x € N4 such that for all n > N5, with probability at least

1—n"¢ M;,(x;) is strictly concave. Hence it has a unique maximizer X;. O

B.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Proof. B We first establish the following consistency result: For any ¢ > 0, there exists some constant
N¢s» € Ny depending on ¢, d, A such that for all n > N;s55 € Nj, there exists an orthogonal matrix
W € O(d), such that with probability at least 1 —n~¢,

{Iel[a;]( IWTR; — pl/?x04ll2 < Seo {log n/(npn)}'/2.

Define ]\Zn(xz) = (1/n)l;n(x;) and the population counterpart of ]\Zn(xz) as

3

_1 - xPx0;X0:Xi
Min(xi) = — Z {2p1/2XTX0J ———— + (1 — pnxg;%0;) log(1 — pp/*x; x0;)

T .
= 2x4;X0;

Simple calculation shows that

(Xi) = - Pi/zXT- (P}/QXoi — Xi) + P}/2X0'v
%, n ; v pXgiX0j 1 — py/*xTxq; ’

92 M;,, (x;) = 7& 1— pnxoTlxoj

n
%, OxT /2 5 PnXOjXEJFj,
Xi0X; n anOzXOJ (1 Pn X X0j )

and
oM, 1< 1 1
= iZ*E A — T, — t+ ——— X,
0x; (xi) n (A —x%) {pij—'—lxixj}xj’

02 M, 1 1Ay Yoo
Py (1—x%;)? ) 777

8xi8xiT
For simplicity of notation, in what follows the large probability bounds are with regard to n > N, for

(x;) = —

some large constant N5 x depending on c, 6, A.
Claim I (identifiability): For all € > 0,

8Xi (Xz> =0.

2

inf
llxs —pn/ *x0ill2>e

OM;,
>\ 1/2 ;
Z A€ > H ax (pn X0 )

2
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Claim II (uniform convergence): With probability at least 1 — n=¢

max sup
i€[n] ||x; |2 <1

Now we show Claim I. It is obvious that % (,0,1/ 2
oOx;

1, we have

B asz( )
Ox,;0xF )=

W M,

1Y
| —
(7=
>
g
»
&
| —
»
S
el
&4
Y
\
>
o4
o
Y
>
&

)

OM;y,

X4

logn

npn

(Wx;) —

(xi)

Sc,é,k

Xi

X0i) = 04. Because p, < 1, |42 < 1, and max e, [|xo;]2 <

1
<XOTX) I, = M\,
n

which implies that M;,(x;) is strictly concave with p,l/ 2x0i as a unique maximizer. By Taylor’s theorem,

%( i) = g:‘g;% (xi)(xi — p}L/Qin), where %; = 0pr/ *x0; + (1 — 0)x; for some 6 € [0,1]. It follows that
oM, 09?M; 1
zn _ oo L /2 )
= Xi) \ Xi n X0i
H 8x1 5 Haxiax?( )( P30 )
0% M;
> A |— m_i‘i_l/zi — oy *x0i|_,
= ( Ox;0x} ( )> X P X0i], = P Xoi]]
o) ian P x0illa> 65‘/1?“ (x;)|| > Ae. Thus Claim Iis shown. Now we show Claim II. By triangle inequality,
xi—pn “xoill2>e || 0% 9
oM, oM,
s - e
(2 (2 2
1< 1 1
<= (Aij = pnxgixo; + pr/ >0,
n ; (Ai 0%05) pnXLxe; 1 p7lz/2X;‘TX()j j 2
+ li (XTWTX 1/ x X0, ) 1 + ! p1/2x04
n j=1 ’ ! PnXoT¢X0j 1-— pr}L/2XZ-TXOj " !

For the second term,

n
TywTs
(xi W x; —

=1

1
max sup —
€ il <1 || ™

< max sup
i€n] ||x;]]2<1 T

+ lzn:(A_XTWTi) L—F;
n K ¢ J D, 1-xIWTx

2

1 1 ~
- T + 1 Xj
Dij J PrXoiX0j 1 — pExix;

2

ZHWTXJ pixos| |xz||2<

1 1 ~ 1
T (WTXj — P Xoy)
PnXp;Xoj 1 — pr xTxoj

2

1 1
1/2XTXO ) T P1/2X0 _
7 pnxgl‘XOj 1-— 711/2X;FX0J' " !

2

1 1/2
Pn ~l1%0j 12
anOTiXOj 1— p}L/QXTXOJ ) " !
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HXW P1/2X0H 71/2

logn

NPn

Sesn

with probability at least 1 — n~¢. For the third term,

n

1 ~
E Z (A” — XiTWTXj)

j=1

o < 1 n 1 ) 1 n 1 ~
o ~ - 1 Xj
Dij 1—-xIWTx; PnXgX0j ] — p2xTxq; ’

n

1 ~
<max sup — Api 4 [1%3]1211% ||
i€ln] nxinzgnj;( ot i)

max sup
i€[n] lIx:]l2<1

2

1
~ Ty _ 3y .
Dij — pnXg;Xoj HW % anOJH2 Il

g T 1 ~
|Pij PnXgi %05 (1 —p2xlxo;)(1 —xfWTx;)

_ logn logn
<p - Az + 1/2 3/2 1/2
S Héﬁf](n E (Aij + pn VotV T
1 [logn
Sedn <||A||oo 1/2> Pn
n n

logn

npn

1%l

/Sc,é,)\

with probability at least 1 — n™¢, where the second inequality follows from Lemma A.2, and the last one

~¢, which follows from Bernstein’s inequality and triangle

from [|A|lco Sc mpn with probability at least 1 —n
inequality.

For the fourth term,

1 — _ 1 1 _ 1
max sup |— Z (Aij - X;FWij) T + T (Wij - pr xoj)
i€n] |x; o<1 || T = PnXqy; X0j 1— p%X;FXOj ,

1 & _ 1 1 _ 1
<max sup — Z(Aij + 1% [l 211Xl 2) ( T T 5 ) HWij - pﬁxoa‘H2

i ) n X, X 2T
€ flxifla<1 ™ S PrX0iX0j 1 — pZxTxg;

1 & ~
,Sc §,\ Imax — Z(Alj + P1/2 7_Ll HXW - p’}L/QXOH

i€n] N =

logn logn
Se8A <||A||oo +p1/2> pnlﬁ Sy ni

—C

2—00

with probability at least 1 —n

In order to bound the first term, a maximal inequality is required. We use the results in Chapter 8 of
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Kosorok (2008). Define a stochastic process on {y € R?: ||y|2 < 1} for each k € [d],

1 & 1 1
znk ﬁ E anOzXOJ) < T ] + 75 1 > /2£U0]k.
Jj=1

PnXy;X0j 1-— Pn X; Xoj

Then for any y,y’ with [ly[l2 < 1, Jy']l2 < L.

1/2
= Pn/ ng(y—}’) 1/2
Z ij anmXOJ) 1/ Prn  Tojk|
Jj=1 (1 y X J)

| Jink: (y) - 'Lnk

where y = 0y + (1 — )y’ for some 6 € [0,1]. By Hoeffding’s inequality,

20242
]P){|Jznk:(y) - Jink(y/)‘ > t} < 2€Xp {_ " }
S (o PxE(y — ¥7)2pnad /(1 — pr 25 x0;)

nt
<o { -2y - ¥'I3}.
1)
where Cs > 0 is a constant depending on ¢, which indicates that J;,x(y) is a sub-Gaussian process on

{y € R%: |ly|l2 < 1} with respect to the metric d,,(y,y’) = ||y — ¥'[l2v/Csp2 /n. The metric entropy of the
metric space ({y € R?: |ly|l2 < 1},d,) can be bounded by

n

K 2
log D(e, {y € R : ||y|l2 < 1},d,) < dlog <: p") ,

where Kj is a constant depending on §. Recall that the 15-Orlicz norm (sub-Gaussian norm) of a random

X
1 X1y, = inf{c > 0: Eg () < 1},
c

where 5 (z) = er’ —1 (see Chapter 8 of Kosorok, 2008).
By Theorem 8.4 in Kosorok (2008),

variable X is defined as

4pn

/ " JogDle, iy € Ryl < 1}.dy)de

2 402
g/ ' ldlo (K‘H/ )de
0 € n

— Kg\/> pnfe udu<5)\ /pn

Ks

sup Jznk:
llyll2<1

5%
|

where we note that d depends on X implicitly. Then by Lemma 8.1 in Kosorok (2008) and a union bound
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over i € [n], MaX;e () SUP|x, ||, <1 | Jink (Xi)| Se,50 /(7 logn)/n with probability at least 1 —n~°. So

1 & T 1 1 1/
max sup ||— Ay — pnX;Xoj + o) 12x0;
i€n] ||x; |2 <1 || T Z ( “ o ]) (pnxg‘iXOj 1-— pi/ xTxoj> " !

logn
< maX sup Jznk Xi)l e, d,4 Pn
nax S sl 5 Von

Ixil2<1 k=1

2

with probability at least 1 — n~¢. Thus Claim II is shown.
By Theorem 3.1, X; is the unique zero of ||9M;, /9x;(x;)||2 with probability at least 1 — n~¢. Now

3Mm aMin 1/2
| e V0| H ax, P
Mip oo M,
< max ’(’9 (WT%)) 0 (%)
i€ln] 2 || 9% )
OM;
1/2 ] . mo /2,
+ max <H X0;) 2 H Ox, (py/ “%0:) 2)
<2max sup ||[WT (sz) - (xi)|| Seon Ogn’
€] ||x;|la<1 ox; 0x; ) npn

where the first inequality follows from X; being the unique zero of ||9M;,, /8x;(x;)||2 with probability at least
1 —n~¢, the second inequality from triangle inequality, and the third inequality from Claim II.

By Claim I, take € = K 514/ (logn)/(np,), we have

logn

npPn

9 gc,ﬁ,)\

1/2
max - pn/ X0i

i€[n]

—C

with probability at least 1 —n

B We next establish the asymptotic normality. We utilize the asymptotic normality of the one-step estimator
§§OS) (Theorem A.6) to establish the asymptotic normality of the maximum surrogate likelihood estimator
X;. By the previous part of the theorem, we know that with probability at least 1 —n~¢, X; is in the interior
of the closed unit ball B(04,1) = {x € R? : ||x||s < 1}. For each k € [d], we apply Taylor’s theorem to
(OM;n)/(Ozi)(X;) = 0 at x; = X; to obtain

. 6Mn(§ _ aj\zin (§)+i%(§)(§—i)
- O0xik Ea 0Tk ! a)’z;l‘ Oy, A '
1 - 82 8]/\\4/m < %
+ (% —%)" (%i) (X = Xi),

2 Ox;0x} Owi,
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where Xx; = 0%; + (1 — 0)X; for some 6 € [0,1]. It is easy to compute

7 My, . 25~ (1= Ay)Tjn. ot
Ox;0xT Oxi (i) = _ﬁz Xi%;

then

sup
llxill2<1

9> M, |
5‘x18x Oz -

9 -
~XTdiag {
n

— A 1— Ay, x
E

(1 7X;I‘§1)37.. (1 7X1T~

[l ||2<1 2

lsrs 1
o 1Ky = 112 Alls < - (1A = Plla + [Pl2) Se oo

where in the last inequality we applied the fact that |A — P2 <. /npn with probability at least 1 —n~¢
(Theorem 5.2 in Lei and Rinaldo, 2015). By Lemma A.l and the previous part of the theorem, with
probability at least 1 — n~¢,

logn

npn

1% — Xill2 < [WTR; — pr/2x0ill2 + [[WTR; — pi/ *%0ill2 Se.on

So the Taylor expansion of (8]\7/7;”) /(0%;) mentioned above can be written as

My o My,
B <3x-8xT (X:) + le) (X —%;) = (Xi),

where R;,1 € R¥4 is a random matrix with ||Rin1ll2 Sesn ,0%/2\/ (logn)/n with probability at least 1—n~°.
By definition of ]\Zn(xi) and Lemma A.3,

n

1 1 1 — — D
=Y XX + R | X — %) = = STz
szj(l _pu) / . ( ' n ; 1 _ng 5

where Rjn2 € R9*? is a random matrix with | Rinal|2 Sesn p,l/Q\/(log n)/n with probability at least 1 —n=¢
~ T
Denote G, = Z =1 W Similarly as in the proof of Theorem 3.1,
A1 1 ore - -
< —MA) = | —X X ) < Ai(Gin) < M (Gin)
2 npy,
1 ore 1
Ssm | —XTX ) =—N(A) <. 1,
n

n npPn

c

ie., Gy, is finite and positive definite with probability at least 1 —n~

Now write

n

~ o~ 11 Aij —Dij ~
X, — X; = (G"Ln"‘RznZ) Z pj X;

1]
njzlp (1 pu)
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= 1Rln2 ( Z('OS) §z)
m:O
= &Y %)+ G, Rino)" (X% — %)
m:l

then
~ ~(08) m 1 a(08S) ~
% — (%), < Z IG5 R 15 1%L°% — %o
G R;, R .
H H ” 2”2 H (_OS) _Xi||2
1 - ||G ||2HRzn2||2
logn N
Seon o\ 222 (WY — 1/ x| + [ XW = p}/*Xoll200)
Note that
L 1 R 1
A< Aa | -Xg X <)\d(G0m)<)\1(G0m)752)\ ~XoXo ) < 55 (B.1)

i.e., Gojp is positive definite with eigenvalues bounded away from 0 and co. By Theorem A.6 and Bernstein’s

logn
n

inequality, ||WT)A<§OS) — p,l/QinHg Se with probability at least 1 — (npn)_“. By Lemma A.1,

HXW — p,ll/QXOHQﬂOO Sesn log” with probability at least 1 —n~°. So ||X; — x )||2 Seon pl/Ql"% with
probability at least 1 — (np;,)°. By Theorem A.6 and Slutsky’s theorem, we have

0in

VG (WRi = pi/*x0i) 5 N (04, 1),

and

1/2 (xxrT g pL/2 _ — PnX0;X0; )G(;;L/2X0.j
Gl (W%, — pt/?x0;) = 1/22 + Tin,

0in T
[T XOzXOJ (1 — pnxg;X0;)

where

logn 1 [(log(npn))*
12togn L jog(npy))”
||r1n||2 ~c,0,\ Py n + \/’ﬁ npn

—C

with probability at least 1 — (np,,)

B We finally show the convergence of the sum of squares errors, that is

1 n
XW — pl2X012 = =5 tr(GL) 28 0
H Py OHF nz I‘( Ozn)
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By the previous result, we have

2
n
1/2 2 anOZXOJ)GO Xoj 1/2,
IXW = pl/ X2 =Y 1/223 a o) Goin Tin
i=1 XOzXOJ *pnxolxoj) ,
2
n Gil n
. p"XOzXOJ) 0inX0j -1/2_ 2
- 1/2 X < 1_ X < ) + ||G0in rln||2
=1 || P j=1 0 0 (1 = pnxg;Xo; , =1

1
— PnXp; XOJ)GOMLXOJ 1/2
+2 Z < 1/2 Z : T GOzn Tin ) -

nPn  j=1 szXOJ 1 - anOsz])

By Lemma A.4, the first term equals

2

- - — PuX3%0;) G Xoj
ZEO 1/2 Z + op, (1)
i—1 Pn j=1 XO’LXOJ( anOiXOj)

i i En: Eo{(Aia — pnXg;X0a) (Aib — pnXg;Xob) }

TG2 +
T I Oa 0in 0b Po
XOZXO‘I 1 p"XO’LXO‘l)XOZXOb(l — p7lX0iX0b)

2
n
Pr i a=1 b=1
n n

1 x4;Go; 2 Xo;
n2ZZ A 4 op, (1)

1=1 xg;%0j (1 = pnXg;Xo5)

1 1 & XOonTj _9
==Y tr{ = G,; 1
n ; r n Z T oin (T OPO( )

2 o (1 prxgyxoy)

Il
|
||'M:
[\
o+
=
=
o
S
3
Jr
(e}
=
(=)
—
N—

For the second term, by Theorem 4.7 in Xie (2022), we have

n

Z [rinll3 < nHelax rinlls < INTER PN
i=1

pallogn)? | (logn)*
n npn

with probability at least 1 —n ¢ for all n > N5 1, s0 > i |[Tin]|3 = op, (1) by the condition that (logn)* =

o(npy). For the third term, by Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we have

n

anOZXO])GOVnXOJ G 1/2
1 /2 X 0in Tin
j=1 07

Xo; (1= pnxgi%05)

< = 1~ (Aij = paxgi%0) GoinXoj a1/,
= Z Ty (1 Tw . Goim Tinll2
i=1||Pn =1 X0iX0;j ( anOiXOJ)
1/2

2 1/2
n n —1
1 (Aij — pnxEix0;)Goir X0, 1/2
Z 1/2 Z?I‘ e T01n4 ’ ZHGOZ’IL/ rin“%
2

= ||nen T i3 Xg;%X0j (1 — pnXg;Xo0;) i—1
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= Opy (1) X 05, (1) = 0, (1).

Hence, we conlcude that

- 1 & _
IXW — o Xollf = — > tx(Gopp) + 0z, (1).
=1

B.3 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Proof. Similar to the earlier proofs, the large probability bounds below are with regard to n > N, for
some large constant N, 5 depending on ¢, §, . By definition, t = /nW™ (x; —X;), then x; = X; + Wt//n.
Denote the parameter space of t by ©;, = {t € R? : ||X; + Wt/y/nl2 < 1}. Denote the normalizing constant

by
i = /R exp {nﬂn(ﬁ 4 %) _ nﬂzn(ﬁi)} (& + %)m € B5,)dt.

By definition,

- 1 —~ Wt
7o (6] A) = exp {an<xi LW

i )~ n%@)} (Rt

It is sufficient to show that

i€[n]

max/ (14 |I£]15) | exp {nﬂzn(ﬁz + E) - nﬂzn(ﬁl)} T (ﬁz + ) 1(t € ©;r)
R4 Vn

(B.2)

_ efétTGomtﬂ— (p%WXol) dt = OPO(]‘)'

To see this, note that (4.2) in the manuscript can be rewritten as

max

1 ~ Wt ~ ~
o [ 615) | exp T+ 7)) i +

N

dine—tTGomt/Z

- |dt
det(27Gy;L )1/2

exp {nz\“fn(;c + %) - nmn(ﬁi)} m(R; + %)m € 0in)

1
<max o [ (14 el3)
ie[n] d

—1tTGoint

- W(PEWX(M) dt
Wl %x; 1
+m?}]( 7( g X0i) _det(QWGgi}L)—l/? /(1+Ht||5)e_§tTG0mtdt.
teln in

)27 (W pt/*x0:)| = o, (1) (by taking a = 0), it can be
seen that (B.2) implies that the two terms on the right hand side of the previous display are op,(1). Hence,

Since (B.2) implies that max;e(,) |din — det(27Gq,,

Oin
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we are left with establishing (B.2).

Let {n,}22; be a sequence to be determined later with 0 < 7,, — oo and consider the following partition of
R

Ar={t€Oum:ltla<m}, A ={t€Oum:tl2>m},  As=65,
We first consider the integral of (B.2) over As. By definition of 1(t € ©y,), the integral over As can be
bounded by

1
m‘”‘/ (1+ [It]15) e3¢ Sontar(pd Wxg)dlt
i€[n] As
S/ (1 + |[t]|$) e ™imictm )\d(Gom)HtHg/2ﬂ-(p}/2WX0i)dt (B.3)
As
< [ el el 2 W)t 0
As

since Aj3 is shrinking to empty set and min,c(,)(Goin) > A has been shown in the proof of Theorem 3.2 (see

diaplay (B.1)). We next consider the integral of (B.2) over Ajg. Define the event

020,
Eon = A T n
’ { i) <1 Ox 0%}

A
(xi)s < —5 sl VseRd}.

Note that by Lemma A.2, Theorem 5.2 in Lei and Rinaldo (2015), and Weyl’s inequality, with probability

at least 1 —n—¢,

82 M, 1 1- Ay )~ -
min min st ———"=(x;) | s=min min sT| = Z{ TUQ} x]x? S
i€ln] ||x:2<1 0x,0x; i€n] ||xs2<1 n o= \pij - X/ X;j)
> istT“T TR TR > —\a(A) s} > 5us||%.
maxX; je[n] Pij NPn 2

This shows that Pg(€2y,) > 1 —n~¢ for all n > N. s x. By Taylor’s expansion, for any t € (:)m, we have

in Ai - Mzn Ai - t ) 9171

(%)W, (B.4)

where X; = X; + 0; Wt//n for some 6; € [0,1] because the gradient of ]\Zn evaluated at x; = X; is zero by
definition of the maximum surrogate likelihood estimator X;. Over this event, the integral of (B.2) over Aj

can be upper bounded by

a Mzn
ox; 8x

i€[n]

v [ <1+t||5>exp{ SETWT
As

+max / (1+ [[t]|g) et Goint/2r(pl/2 W, )db
Az

i€[n]
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20/
Tyt I M (xi)Wt} dt

1
—t
e 2 ox; 8xiT

< C/ L+ It]|2) ex s
" ( || ||2) P {ie[n] [Ixi]]2<1
+maxC / (L+ [[6ll3) et Gome/2dg

i€[n] As

< 20/ (1+ [|]|g) e MeI3/1qt.
ell2>7n

Denote the last line of the above display by €, then €3, — 0 because n,, — oco. It follows that

exp {8 R + 2) = i) R+

Pod max / (1+ [613)
i€ln] J A,
_ efétTGomt,/T(p%WXOi) dt > Ezn} <n~°

for all » > Nyege,s,1. Hence,

max / (14 [6]2)
Ao

i€[n]

— Wt —
Min(Xi + —=) — nM;n(X; Xi+—=
exp {n (x; + n) nM;, (X )} m(X; + NG

- e_%tTGO""tﬁ(pé‘Vin) dt 28 0.
We next consider the integral of (B.2) over A;. Take 7, = min{(np,/logn)/® \/(logn)/p,}. Recall that

logn
npn

with probability at least 1 — n=¢ by

t = VaWT(x; — X;), and maxiep [WTRi — pi/*xoill2 Seon
logn

Theorem 3.2. Then
~ t

1/2XOiH2 + max ||\/|7|—12 Seo np

n

max [|[WTx; — pl/?x0i]|2 < max IWTR; — p); mex

(logn)/(npy,), which also implies that there exists a

i€[n]
with probability at least 1 — n~¢ because 7, /v/n <
constant C, 55 > 0 (possibly depending on ¢, §, A), such that
logn
{xi Itz <} C {Xi W — /%0112 < Cogay| —2 }
npy,
with probability at least 1 — n~¢. Define the event
82 M, 1
Ein=<A :max sup wT 7 (%)W + Goin|| < Kesa s
i€[n] xi:|[t]l2<mn 3X¢8Xi ) NPn

logn}

n

i€[n]

N {A smax [|[WTx; — pY/?x0;]l2 < Kesa

for an appropriate constant K. s depending on ¢,d,A\. By Lemma A.3, one can select K. s such that
Po(&1n) > 1 —n~¢ for all n > N.s5x. Then over the event &, by Taylor’s expansion (B.4) and the
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mean-value theorem applied to the exponential function, we have
Wt ~ . W
) — an(xi)} m(X; + %

- {nm@ n
/n

tTGOintﬂ-(pé WXOZ)

max [ (14 [¢]3)
A
dt

i€[n]

1

—e 2

X )

9%M,
T Mmoo .
(xl)Wt} m(X; + Tn

1
_ 1 £l 7tTW -
grelz[gc/fh( + [It]]2) eXP{2 9%, 0%T
_ efétTGOi"‘tﬂ(péWXOi) dt
1 920 m(pr "Wxo;)
= 14 |t)g St W5 (%)W + Goin |t — —= )
?é?rf](/Al( ull |2>eXp{2 ( ox,ony KW Go > } m(%i+ J7)
Wt
% e~ 3t Goint X+ —= | dt
vn
1 *M;
< 1+ (t]2 —¢T T “ (X)W + Goin |t — 1
52?5?//41( 1 |2>{exp{2 ( Fx,oxT W Go ) }
1/2
77r(pn/ Wxo;) o3t " Goint - §.+E dt
1 \/’FL

+ 11 "
7T(XZ+%>

1 1 1 !
< | expq oKesa ognni —Kesa Ognﬂ?z
2 npn 2 "Pn
M ) ) X c/e””t”wdt

m(x;)

+ max sup
1€[n]
Xi:HWTXi*P;me l2<e.5.a4/ %

Denote the last form of the above display by €1,,. It is obvious that exp {%Kc,g,,\\ / 1;’%77,21} — 1 (since n, =
1— W(P}IMWXW) —

1/2 X -
—px/ x0ill25¢,5,04/ %‘fﬁ: m(x;)

1 .
(npn/logn)s). By the assumptions on 7(x;), max;cy SUD, W,

~

<.
o+

0. It follows that €1, — 0 as n — oo, and

Po{max /. () exp{nﬂzn@ + ) —nm@)}ﬂ

i€[n]
dt Z Eln} § nic7

1
_ *%tTGomtﬂ(p% Wxq;)

for all n > N, ;5. Hence,
—~ Wt —~ Wt
max 1+ |t]|S exp{anﬁi—i— —nMinﬁi}ﬂ'ﬁi—l—]ltE@m
e [ (15 e13) %+ S) = 0l (&) | w4 o)1t € ) .

dt 28 0.

1
G0t (pd W)

1

—e 2
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The proof of (B.2) is completed by combining (B.3), (B.5), and (B.6). O
B.4 Proof of Corollary 4.1
Proof. We first show the convergence of the mean and covariance of 7} (t | A), which is a direct consequence

of Theorem 4.1:

—t G07nt/2
max /t%;‘n(t | A)dt|| = max / (] A)d ————dt
i€[n] 5 i€[n] det (21G;L)1/2
€_t Gomt/Z P
gmax/||tu2 Al A) - g,
i€[n] det(27Gg;,,) /2
and
eftTGgmt/Q
max /ttTN* (t | A)dt — Gl || = max /ttT~* (t | A)dt —/ ttT————————dt
i€nl o il det(27Gg;L,) /2
—tTGOint/Q
gmax/||tH2 A A) - g B,
i€ln] det(27Gg;,,)Y/2
Now

2

[ Vi = ) x| A)dx,

/ 75 (t | A)dt

= Op, (1),

max |[v/n(x; — X;)|l2 = max
i€[n] i€[n]

— max

i€[n] 2

then by Theorem 3.2 and Slutsky’s Theorem, \/ﬁG(l)l/s (WTx: pn/ X0i) A Ng(04,14). Also,

max [nW'E: W — G, ||,

1€[n]

2

= mz[x>]< /nWT(xi —x7)(x; — x;‘)TW%m(xi | A)dx; — Gai;
1€|n
= max /nWT( - X+ X - X)) (% — X + X — x;‘)TW?rm(xi | A)dx; — GO_Z-L

i€[n] 2

+ op, (1)
2

< max /t1:T~’k (t| A)dt — G,
i€[n]
= O]po(l).
Note that Gy, is finite and positive definite. By continuous mapping theorem,
* * O\ — * L
(p’}L/QWXi —x)"(Z) (0P Wi — x7) S X

so Po{(pr/*Wx; — x)T(25 )L *Wx, —x5) < qi_a} — 1 —
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We now focus on the last assertion. By the previous proof, we know that max;ep,) ||x* —X;||3 = op,(1/n).
It follows directly that

n
1X* = X =D lx" = Ralls < mmax x” = Rl = oz, (1).
3 n
=1

Therefore, by Theorem 3.2 and Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we have

IX*W — pl/*Xo|[ = | XW — p/2Xo|IE + [ X*W — XW||
+2 <XW ~ 2K, XFW — XW>F

1 « _ o . o
= =" tr(Gi) + 05, (1) + O (IXW = o}/ 2Xo 6] X W — XWr )
=1
1 « o
= =" a(Gan) + or, (1),
=1

where (-, -)r denotes the Frobenius inner product between matrices. The proof is thus completed. O

C Proof of the Convergence of the Stochastic Gradient Descent

Lemma C.1 (Lemma A.5 in Mairal, 2013). Let (at)i>1, (bt)i>1 be two non-negative real sequences. Assume
that Z;’il atby converges and Z;’il a; diverges, and |by11 — by| < Kay for some constant K > 0. Then b;

converges to 0.

Lemma C.2 (Lemma 2 in Li and Orabona, 2019). Let ag > 0, a; > 0, i =1,...,7 and 8 > 1. Then

ZT at < 1
t=1 (ao+> iy a:)? ~ (B—1)al "

Lemma C.3 (Lemma 3 in Li and Orabona, 2019). Let f : X C R? — R be twice continuously differentiable

whose minimum is attained at x = x* and suppose there exists a constant L > 0, such that for all x,y € X,

Suppose g(x,z) is a function of a random vector z, such that E,g(x,z) = 0f(x)/0x. Let (z;)i>1 be a

0 0
o

2

sequence of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) copies of z. Consider a sequence of iterates x(*)
generated by
xtHD = x® _ H,g(x®), z,),

where Hy, € R4*? is q step-size matriz for the tth iteration. Then the sequence (x(t))tzl satisfies the following

inequality:

B, on [Z <g){(x<t>>,ﬂtgi<x<“>>]
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N
< SO) = FOC) + TBay {Z [Hg (<), zt>||2} .
t=1

of Theorem 3.3. The proof is similar to Theorem 1 in Li and Orabona (2019), with some slight modifications.
In the setting here, the expectation is taken with respect to the randomness of the stochastic gradient descent
conditioned on the adjacency matrix, that is, the data and the ASE are viewed as deterministic. Here, we
suppress the subscript 7 € [n] and use x® to denote the tth iterate in the optimization, and X the maximizer
of the average surrogate log-likelihood function M;, (x) := (1/n)lin(x).

For the surrogate log-likelihood function, by the computation of the gradient and Hessian of J\Zn in the
proof of Theorem 3.2, they are bounded over {x; : ||x;[|2 < 1} when max; [|X;||2 < 1. So both M, (x) and its
gradient are Lipschitz in {x € R? : ||x||s < 1} by the mean value theorem. Let C; and Cy be the Lipschitz
constants for ]\Afm(x) and its gradient, respectively. In the context of Section 3.2, the random vector z;
corresponds to the randomly generated indices (J§ ), e ,jgt)) in a single iteration of the mini-batch SGD

algorithm, and g(x®),z;) takes the form

S

W | =

8”%( (t) ( ))

X
k=1 0

g<x(t)7 Zt) =

It is clear that E, g(x®), z;) coincides with the gradient of M, (x®). Also, for the stochastic gradient
g(x®), z,), it is easy to see that ||g(x(*), z;) — VM;, (x)|2 < Cs for all xV) € B(0g, 1).
Observe that

Zl\atg 23 ZZamllg ©, 2 ||2+Z = at)lgx, 2|3

2 oo

2 2 2
= 2€b25 —|—r21;1>alx||g( Zt)HQ ;(at - at+1)

2

2 2
< er% + max lg(x, ) [3a7

2

< 5 T 201 max (HHV%(x“))n% + VM () = g(x®, )13
2ebg t>1
2 2
a 2a
< 266(2)6 + b1+2€ (Cl + 03)

where in the first inequality we have used Lemma C.2, in the third one the elementary inequality ||x+y||3 <

2||x[13 + 2|ly||3. Therefore, for any m € N, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

2

N+m—1
3 X x0
2

t=N

9 N+m—1 2
HX(N“"LXUV)H _ < ¥ menfxm

2

t=N
N+m—1

2
< Z HOétg(X(t)7Zt)‘2

t=N

)

and the previous infinite sum being finite implies that limy_ o ||X(N+m) - X(N)||2 =0 a.s., that is, {x(t)}t
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forms a Cauchy sequence, and thus converges to some point x* € B(0,1) a.s.. Note that x* is a random
variable with respect to the randomness of z;. Next we need to show that x* is indeed the maximizer of the
surrogate log-likelihood function.

By Lemma C.3, taking the limit 7' — oo and exchanging the expectation and the limits due to non-
negative terms, we have

5o

— 2 —~ C e
VMm(x(t))HQ] < Min(x") = Min(x1) + B [Z o, z»H%] .

t=1

With the right hand side being finite, we have

oo

2 o

zn

)Hz e

Observe that by definition,

< %
< ——5— sup
2= (bo) /2, v

sup ‘atg(x(t)azt)H ‘g(x(t)vzt)H < 00,
2

Ztix(t)
that is, the updating of the iterate is bounded. By assumption, the MSLE X is in the interior of the feasible
region. So there exists an integer m* such that for all ¢t € N, the number of times that step-halving in the

algorithm is called is no greater than m*. This implies that

1 t—1 —(1/24¢€) -1 —(1/2+¢)
bo + Z lg(x, 2|3 <ar <ag b+ Z g (x™, Zt)%‘|
i=1 i=1
for all t € Ny, which further implies that
—(1/2+¢)

oo 1 e}
D oz

m*
t=1

t—1
bo + Z |g<x<t>,zt>||%]

o [bo+2(t — 1)(C2 + €2)] /) =

| V

Using the fact that both ]\Z"(x) and VZ\Zn (x) are Lipschitz, we also have

|19 0 n (x1.2) 13 = 19 M ()1
= (IVMin (k0412 + 19 Min(x)l2) - (19 Mo (x41) 2 = 9 2 i (5 ]

< 2C1Co|[xp41 — X¢l|2 = 2C1 Cafloug(xP), 2¢) |2 < 2C1C2(Ch + C3) o

Hence, we can use Lemma C.1 to obtain that lim; ||VMn(x(t))||2 = 0 a.s.. The continuity of VM, (x)
implies that x(¥) — X a.s.. O
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D Additional implementation details

D.1 Additional details of the algorithms

This subsection provides the detailed Metropolis—Hastings sampler for computing the joint posterior distri-
bution 7, (X | A) using the surrogate likelihood function. For each i € [n], we use the normal random walk

truncated in the unit ball as the proposal distribution, with the covariance matrix being the inverse of

n i ‘~T

~ X
nGip =3 o
; xI'x;(1—x1'%5)
The above covariance matrix is the plug-in estimator of the asymptotic covariance matrix of the Bernstein—
von Mises limit distribution. Below, we provide the detailed Metropolis—Hastings sampler in the algorithm
below. The computation of the posterior distribution of the entire latent position matrix X can be done by

a parallelization over i € [n].

Algorithm 1 Metropolis—Hastings sampler for computing the posterior distribution of X.

Input: The adjacency matrix A = [A;;]nxn;
The embedding dimension d;
The tuning parameter o;
Number of burn-in iterations B;
Number of post-burn-in samples ny;
Thinning size b.
Compute the spectral decomposition of the adjacency matrix
A=3" Xiﬁiﬁ;r, where |A;| > ... |Ay|, and GFT; = 1(i = 5) for all 4, € [n].
Compute the adjacency spectral embeddlng
X = XASE) =[G, ... G - diag(h V2, [halV2)
and write X = [X1,...,%X,]T € R"™4. Denote p;; = X} x; for all i, j € [n].
Fori=1ton
Initialize x\") = ;.
Fort=2to B+ngy.xb
Generate x; ~ N (X o2G;, 1/n> SL(||x4]]2 < 1).
Generate a; ~ Unif(0, 1).
If log oy < Ly (x D) — lin(x ,(t)) +logm(x}) — logw(xgt))

Set x(tH) — xI;
Else
Set x(tH) x®
End If
End For

End For
Output XBHHXN) for N = 1,2, ..., [(nme — 1)/b], where X*) = [xgt), L xiDT
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D.2 An additional simulation example

In this subsection, we provide an additional simulation example to explore the performance of the proposed
estimation methods in a comparatively small sample regime with n = 30 to supplement the example in Section
5.1. The simulation setup is the same as that in Section 5.1 but we set the number of vertices to n = 30.
Here, we focus on the performance of different estimates using the sum of square errors as the evaluation
metric. Besides the four estimates considered in Section 5.1 of the manuscript (the adjacency spectral
embedding, the one-step estimate, the maximum surrogate likelihood estimate, and the Bayes estimate with
the surrogate likelihood), we also consider the maximum likelihood estimate. Note that although the theory
of the maximum likelihood estimation is still open, it is always possible to find a local maximizer of the
likelihood function using any optimization toolkit. Here we use the R built-in optim function in practice.
We repeat the same numerical experiment for 1000 independent Monte Carlo replicates and visualize the

boxplots of the sum of squares errors in Figure 3.

: L ]
H
[ ]
0.9 l ’
| °
0.6-
0.3-
0.0-
ASE OSE MSLE MLE GBE

Figure 3: Numerical results for Section D.2 with n = 30: The boxplot of of the sum of square errors
the adjacency spectral embedding (ASE), the one-step estimate (OSE), the maximum surrogate likelihood
estimate (MSLE), the maximum likelihood estimate (MLE), and the Bayes estimate (GBE).

We can see that in this small sample regime, the maximum surrogate likelihood estimate and the one-
step estimate do not outperform the baseline adjacency spectral embedding and the maximum likelihood
estimate, while the Bayes estimate has the least sum of squares errors. This observation shows the potential
advantage of the Bayesian estimation procedure based on the Markov chain Monte Carlo sampling algorithm

over the classical optimization-based estimation methods for finite-sample problems in practice.

D.3 Convergence diagnostics of the Metropolis—Hastings sampler

In this subsection, we provide some convergence diagnostics of Metropolis—Hastings sampler. Specifically,

we choose one realization of the simulated data in the case of the stochastic block model with d = 2 and
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n = 2000 (Section 5.2 of the manuscript). The parameters of this random dot product graph are the entries
of a 2000 x 2 matrix, so we get 2000 x 2 = 4000 Markov chains as the output of Metropolis—Hastings
sampler. The total number of iterations in one Markov chain is 2000, where we discard the first 2000 as
burn-in and apply a thinning of 5 to the rest, resulting in a chain of length 200. To diagnose convergence,
we use coda::heidel.diag() in R, which uses the Cramer—von Mises statistic to test the null hypothesis
that the sampled values come from a stationary distribution.

Below, Fig. 4 presents the numerical diagnostics results. From the histogram of the 4000 p-values from
the output of coda::heidel.diag() applied to the 4000 Markov chains, we see that there are very few
p-values that are less than 0.05 (only 36 among the 4000 p-values in this trial). Furthermore, with different
trials of Metropolis—Hastings sampler, the specific parameters which give the small p-values are different. So
we can say that the occurrence of some small p-values is very likely due to the randomness in the data and in
the Metropolis—Hastings sampler. A histogram of the accept rates from the Metropolis—Hastings algorithm
of the 2000 vertices is provided as well. To investigate more closely, the trace plot and auto-correlation
function (ACF) plot of the second coordinate of the 808th vertex which gives a p-value smaller than 0.05 in
this trial are provided. We can see that although it gives a small p-value, the trace plot and the ACF plot
of the Metropolis—Hastings sample are not too abnormal.

Next, we invectigate the convergence of the Metropolis—Hastings sampler in the Wikipedia graph dataset
(Section 5.3 of the manuscript). For each d, there are 1382 x d parameters to estimate, so we get 1382 x
d markov chains as the output of Metropolis—Hastings sampler. The total number of iterations in one
Metropolis—Hastings sampler is 4000(2d 4 1), where we discard the first half as burn-in and apply a thinning
of 4d, resulting in a chain of length slightly more than 1000.

For d =1,...,15, the histograms of 1382 accept rates and of 1382 x d p-values are provided in the upper
and lower panel of Fig. 6, respectively.

To investigate more closely, the trace plots and autocorrelation function (ACF) plots of two chains which

give p-values smaller than 0.05 are provided, as in Fig. 7.
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Figure 4: Convergence diagnostics for the simulation example in Section 5.2 of the manuscript. Top left
panel: histogram of 4000 p-values. Top right panel: histogram of 2000 accept rates. Bottom left panel:
Trace plot of a parameter whose Metropolis—Hastings sample gives a p-value less than 0.05. Bottom right
panel: ACF plot of a parameter whose Metropolis—Hastings sample gives a p-value less than 0.05.
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Figure 5: Convergence diagnostics for the Wikipedia graph data example in Section 5.3 of the manuscript:
Histograms of accept rates, where the horizontal axis represents accept rates and the vertical axis represents
counts.
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Figure 6: Convergence diagnostics for the Wikipedia graph data example in Section 5.3 of the manuscript.
Top panel: histograms of accept rates, where the horizontal axis represents accept rates and the vertical axis
represents counts. Bottom panel: Histograms of p-values, where the horizontal axis represents p-values and
the vertical axis represents counts.
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Figure 7: Convergence diagnostics for the Wikipedia graph data example in Section 5.3 of the manuscript.
Top left panel: Trace plot of the Markov chain of the first coordinate of the 354th vertex with p-value =
0.0019, d = 11. Top right panel: ACF plot of the Markov chain of the first coordinate of the 354th vertex,
d = 11. Bottom left panel: Trace plot of the Markov chain of the tenth coordinate of the 14th vertex with
p-value = 0.0004, d = 11. Bottom right panel: ACF plot of the Markov chain of the tenth coordinate of the
14th vertex, d = 11.
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