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Abstract

The Plackett–Luce model has been extensively used for rank aggregation in social choice the-
ory. A central question in this model concerns estimating the utility vector that governs the model’s
likelihood. In this paper, we investigate the asymptotic theory of utility vector estimation by max-
imizing different types of likelihood, such as full, marginal, and quasi-likelihood. Starting from
interpreting the estimating equations of these estimators to gain some initial insights, we analyze
their asymptotic behavior as the number of compared objects increases. In particular, we estab-
lish both the uniform consistency and asymptotic normality of these estimators and discuss the
trade-off between statistical efficiency and computational complexity. For generality, our results
are proven for deterministic graph sequences under appropriate graph topology conditions. These
conditions are shown to be revealing and sharp when applied to common sampling scenarios, such
as nonuniform random hypergraph models and hypergraph stochastic block models. Numerical
results are provided to support our findings.
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1 Introduction

Combining scores of multiple agents to produce a collective ranking is a frequent task across vari-
ous disciplines in social science, including econometrics (McFadden, 1973), game analytics (Massey,
1997; Glickman and Jones, 1999), psychometrics (Thurstone, 1927), and others (Hastie and Tib-
shirani, 1998; Baltrunas et al., 2010; Caron et al., 2014). One common approach to modeling such
situations involves incorporating latent parameters into the objects under comparison. Assuming
pairwise comparison outcomes are unaffected by irrelevant alternatives, a unique parametrization
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of the model can be obtained (Luce, 1959). This leads to the so-called Plackett–Luce (PL) model
(Plackett, 1975) which is the focus of this paper.

As a special instance of random utility models, the PL model is popular owing to striking a bal-
ance between model complexity and computational tractability (Zhao and Xia, 2018); it has recently
been used in modern machine learning tasks such as fine-tuning in large language models (Ouyang
et al., 2022; Rafailov et al., 2024). When all comparison data are pairwise, the PL model reduces to
the Bradley–Terry (BT) model (Bradley and Terry, 1952), which has been actively investigated over
the last 30 years. For a selection of the results, see Simons and Yao (1999); Hunter (2004); Yan
et al. (2012); Shah et al. (2016); Negahban et al. (2017); Chen et al. (2019); Han et al. (2020);
Chen et al. (2022a,b); Liu et al. (2023); Gao et al. (2023); Chen et al. (2023).

In contrast, the PL model with multiple comparisons was less understood because of the more
involved data structure. Recently there emerged a few studies on the asymptotic analysis in the
PL model with equal-sized comparison data (Jang et al., 2018; Fan et al., 2024). These results,
however, do not apply to the PL model with a general comparison graph structure. To fill this gap,
this paper provides a unified asymptotic theory for likelihood-based estimators in the PL model
without assuming graph homogeneity or equal comparison size. Before delving into the technical
details, we provide a brief overview of related work in the field, with an emphasis on studies directly
related to the PL model rather than the BT model.

1.1 Related work

A large body of work in the PL model focuses on the computational aspects of parameter esti-
mation. Hunter (2004) used the Minorization-Maximization (MM) algorithm to find the maximum
likelihood estimation (MLE), and alternative Bayesian approaches have been proposed in Guiver
and Snelson (2009); Caron and Doucet (2012). In Maystre and Grossglauser (2015), the authors
provided a Markov chain interpretation of the MLE in the choice-one setting, leading to a spectral
algorithm later improved in Agarwal et al. (2018). Additionally, Azari Soufiani et al. (2013) intro-
duced a breaking technique in the full-ranking setting by first breaking multiple comparisons into
pairwise ones and then applying the generalized method of moments. This data-breaking approach
is closely related to the quasi-maximum likelihood estimation (QMLE) in Section 3.2.

On the theoretical side, most existing studies assume equal-sized comparison data. In Jang et al.
(2018), the conditions for achieving exact recovery of top-K ranking were discovered albeit being
suboptimal. When only the choice-one comparison data are considered, the PL model falls into a
general framework in Shah et al. (2016), and a weighted ℓ2 convergence rate is established for the
MLE. More recently, Fan et al. (2024) conducted a comprehensive analysis of the choice-one MLE,
obtaining both uniform consistency and asymptotic normality. Nevertheless, none of these works
considered the PL model in a context where the comparison graph is heterogeneous and comparison
data have varying sizes. This setting is often of substantial practical interest but also presents
considerable challenges. To our knowledge, the only study parallel to ours that accommodates more
realistic comparison graph structures is Fan et al. (2023), which focuses on the spectral estimator
rather than the MLE. Generally speaking, analyzing network models with nonuniform hypergraph
structure and imbalanced edge distribution is a challenging task (Zhen and Wang, 2022).

1.2 Contributions

This paper takes a step forward in understanding the asymptotic theory of utility vector es-
timation and inference in the PL model using likelihood-based methods. The comparison graph
considered in this paper may involve edges of varying sizes and heterogeneous degree distribution.
At a high level, our contributions can be described as follows.

• We formulate several likelihood-based estimators in the PL model, including the full-likelihood,
marginal-likelihood, and quasi-likelihood. We also interpret their estimating equations through
the lens of rank matching. This provides useful heuristics on why these estimators are expected
to work, especially in the quasi-likelihood setting.

• We develop a unified theory of uniform consistency for likelihood-based estimators under
suitable graph topology conditions. Under additional assumptions, we further establish the
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asymptotic normality of these estimators. Furthermore, we discuss the trade-off between sta-
tistical efficiency and computational complexity of these estimators, offering practical guid-
ance on their use in uncertainty quantification.

• To demonstrate the informativeness of the proposed conditions, we show that for several
common random sampling scenarios (including the nonuniform random hypergraph model
and the hypergraph stochastic block model), the proposed conditions are optimal in terms of
the leading-order model sparsity. Moreover, they can be satisfied in models with different edge
sizes and heterogeneous edge densities.

Both the uniform consistency and asymptotic normality results are proved for deterministic
graph sequences. For uniform consistency, our analysis generalizes the chaining technique in Han
et al. (2022) to hypergraphs. This method links statistical estimation to the connectivity of the
comparison graph sequence, enabling uniform consistency to be characterized by graph topology
attributes describing the asymptotic connectivity of the sequence. Despite its conceptual simplicity,
applying this method is nontrivial. In particular, we need to verify the admissibility of the chaining
sets, which is not straightforward in the PL model due to the interplay between comparison out-
comes and the utility vector. Moreover, to instantiate the deterministic results to concrete sampling
scenarios, we show that random graph models of interest can produce hypergraph sequences that
satisfy the desired conditions (Lemma 5.1). This step is crucial in illustrating that the proposed
conditions for deterministic graph sequences are not merely hypothetical but can hold in interesting
situations. The proof of this step relies on intricate counting of subgraph structures in a hypergraph.

Our asymptotic normality result follows the general route of Taylor expansion to compute the
asymptotic variance of the estimators. To analyze the remainder terms in the expansion, we adopt a
novel truncated error analysis. Since we consider a class of likelihood-based estimators rather than
a single one, it is helpful to discuss each estimator separately. For the choice-one MLE and QMLE,
which are the most common in the literature (Chen et al., 2022a; Fan et al., 2023), our method
exclusively relies on the truncated error analysis. This approach is based on the Neumann series
expansion of the normalized Hessian and differs from the state-of-the-art leave-one-out analysis in
the field. Notably, the proposed conditions using truncated error analysis can hold in several ran-
dom sampling scenarios with heterogeneous structures (Lemma 5.3), which may not be achievable
through leave-one-out analysis alone.

For the marginal MLE, additional complexity arises because the Hessian of the marginal log-
likelihood is typically random. Under such circumstances, we combine the truncated error analysis
with a leave-one-out perturbation argument to obtain the desired results. While the latter is similar
to Chen et al. (2022a); Fan et al. (2023) in spirit, there are notable differences. For instance, our
perturbation argument is applied when the hypergraph sequence is deterministic. To formulate the
appropriate conditions, we need to bound the spectral gaps of the leave-one-out subgraphs using
the spectral gap of the original graph, which requires an additional layer of perturbation analysis
on graphs (Lemma 5.2). This step involves extra technical machinery and may be of independent
interest.

Moreover, our analysis illustrates an interesting edge-sharing phenomenon when working with
hypergraphs. For two distinct objects, the edge-sharing ratio between them is defined as the number
of edges shared by them over the minimum of their respective degrees. The edge-sharing ratio
measures the correlation between the utility estimates of different objects and plays a crucial role in
identifying the explicit form of asymptotic variances of the estimators. While this ratio is typically
asymptotically vanishing in pairwise comparison graphs, it can be of constant order when multiple
comparisons are present, introducing additional obstacles in the analysis.

1.3 Organization

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the PL model and the multiple
comparison graphs studied throughout the paper. Section 3 reviews several likelihood-based esti-
mators in the PL model, including the full MLE, marginal MLE, and QMLE. Interpretation of their
estimating equations is provided from the viewpoint of matching certain rank-related equations.
Section 4 contains the main asymptotic results, including both uniform consistency and asymptotic
normality for the likelihood-based estimators under random designs, which is the common setting
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in the literature. These results are proved in full generality under deterministic designs in Section
5. Section 6 presents numerical simulations to support our theoretical findings. Proofs and other
technical details are deferred to the supplementary file.

1.4 Notation

For n ∈ N, let [n] = {1, . . . , n}. For T ⊆ [n], the power set of T is denoted by P(T ). A
permutation π on T is a bijection between T and itself, and the set of permutations on T is denoted
by S(T ). If |T | = m, we write π as π(1), . . . , π(m), where π(i) is the element in T that is mapped
to the ith order under π. For a multiple comparison model with n objects, we reserve the notation
u∗ = (u∗1, . . . , u

∗
n)

⊤ for the ground truth utility vector, and û and ũ the corresponding (marginal)
MLE and QMLE, respectively.

A comparison graph is represented as a hypergraph H(V,E), where V is the vertex set and
E ⊆ P(V ) is the edge set. For m ∈ [n], let Ω(m) =

(
V
m

)
= {e ∈ P(V ) : |e| = m} denote all

possible edges of size m. For U1, U2 ⊆ V with U1 ∩ U2 = ∅, we define the edges between U1 and
U2 as E(U1, U2) = {e ∈ E : e ∩ Ui ̸= ∅, i = 1, 2}. The set of boundary edges of U is defined as
∂U = E(U,U∁).

For x ∈ Rn, B ∈ Rn×n and 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, we denote the ℓp-norm of x as ∥x∥p, the operator
norm of B induced by the ℓp-norm as ∥B∥p→p = maxx∈Rn:∥x∥p=1 ∥Bx∥p. When p = 2, this is the
spectral norm and we often write ∥B∥2 = ∥B∥2→2. The ℓ∞-norm of vectorized B as ∥B∥max :=
maxi,j∈[n] |Bij |. When all the eigenvalues of B are real, we arrange them in the nondecreasing
order as λ1(B) ≤ · · · ≤ λn(B). For a smooth function f(x) : Rn → R and k1, . . . ks ∈ [n], we let
∂k1...ks

f denote the s-order partial derivative of f with respect to the k1, . . . ks components. We
use ∨ and ∧ to denote the max and min operators, respectively. We use O(·)/Op(·) and o(·)/op(·) to
represent the Bachmann–Landau asymptotic notation. We use ≲ and ≳ to denote the asymptotic
inequality relations, and ≍ if both ≲ and ≳ hold. We use 1A(x) to denote the indicator function on
a set A, that is, 1A(x) = 1 if x ∈ A and 1A(x) = 0 otherwise. We let ⟨1⟩ = (1, . . . , 1)⊤ denote the
all-ones vector with a compatible dimension that is often clear from the context.

2 Problem set-up

We briefly introduce the PL model and explain the data involved. Then we discuss two random
comparison hypergraph models that generalize the frequently used random graph models in the
pairwise setting.

2.1 The PL model

Consider a comparison dataset consisting of n objects. In the PL model, each object k ∈ [n] is
assumed with a latent score exp(u∗k), where u∗ = (u∗1, . . . , u

∗
n)

⊤ ∈ Rn is known as the utility vector.
Given T ⊆ [n] with |T | = m, a full observation on T is a totally ordered sequence π(1) ≻ · · · ≻ π(m),
where π ∈ S(T ), and π(j) denotes the element with rank j. Sometimes it is more convenient to work
with the rank of an element, for which we introduce the notation r(k) := π−1(k) = {j : π(j) = k}.
Given T and identifying the full observation as π, the PL model assumes the probability of observing
π on T is

Pu∗(π|T ) :=
m∏
j=1

exp(u∗π(j))∑m
t=j exp(u

∗
π(t))

. (2.1)

The subscript of P denotes the dependence on the utility vector and is dropped when clear from
the context. Note that (2.1) is invariant under the shift of u∗. To make the model identifiable, we
impose one commonly used constraint ⟨1⟩⊤u∗ =

∑
j∈[n] u

∗
j = 0, where ⟨1⟩ is the all-ones vector

with compatible size.
As its name suggests, the PL model is related to Luce’s choice axiom (Luce, 1959), which states

that selecting one object over another is not affected by the presence or absence of other objects. In
fact, the PL model can be characterized using the following conditions:
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Condition 1. There exist a family of choice-one selection probabilities {PT }T⊆[n] satisfying Luce’s
choice axiom.

Condition 2. For T ⊆ [n] with |T | = m, π ∈ S(T ) is a random permutation obtained by sequentially
sampling π(j) from PT−j+1 , where T−0 = T and T−j = T \ {π(1), . . . , π(j)}.

Under Luce’s choice axiom, Condition 1 is equivalent to

PT (k is selected) =
exp(u∗k)∑
j∈T exp(u∗j )

for some u∗ ∈ Rn. Condition 2 says that π is obtained by independently selecting the top element
from the remaining comparison set: P(π|T ) = ∏m

j=1 PT−j+1(π(j) is selected). With such interpreta-
tion, the equivalence between (2.1) and Conditions 1-2 is obvious.

An important property of the probability measures defined in (2.1) is that they are internally
consistent (Hunter, 2004). In particular, for T ′ ⊆ T ,

P(π′|T ′) =
∑

π∈S(T ),π−1|T ′∼π′−1

P(π|T ) π′ ∈ S(T ′), (2.2)

where π−1|T ′ ∼ π′−1 means that the relative ranks of T ′ under π and π′ are the same. This implies
that the probability of a multiple comparison observation in the PL model, whether treated as a full
or partial observation (on a larger comparison set), is well-defined.

2.2 Comparison data

We now describe the data. Let N denote the number of independent comparisons, and Nk :=
|{i ∈ [N ] : k ∈ Ti}| denote the number of those containing the object k. For i ∈ [N ], the ith data can
be represented as a pair (Ti, πi) ∈ P([n]) × S(Ti), in which Ti (with |Ti| = mi) is where multiple
comparisons take place, and πi encodes the observed ranks of objects in Ti. Here we do not require
mi = mj for i, j ∈ [N ], namely, the sizes of the comparison sets are allowed to be different. We
assume that mi is independent of the utility vector u∗. The corresponding full observation Ofull

i is
given by

Ofull
i = πi(1) ≻ · · · ≻ πi(mi).

The rank of k in πi is denoted by ri(k).
More generally, one may consider the partial observation consisting of the choice-yi ≤ mi ob-

jects:

Opartial
i = πi(1) ≻ · · · ≻ πi(yi) ≻ others.

When yi = 1 for all i ∈ [N ], the partial observations are called the choice-one observations. The
partial observations become full observations if yi = mi for all i ∈ [N ].

It is helpful to recall the sequential sampling view in Condition 2. For every πi ∼ P(·|Ti), it can
be viewed as a random process adapted to the natural filtration

Fi,j = σ(πi(t), t ≤ j). (2.3)

This perspective allows for convenient interpretation of certain quantities in Section 3.

2.3 Comparison graphs

The n objects under comparison together with the multiple comparison data can be represented
as a hypergraph H(V,E), where V = [n] and E = {Ti : i ∈ [N ]}. In the following, we consider two
types of random hypergraph models that can capture certain nonuniform comparisons or cluster
structures. All parameters in the comparison graphs models are independent of the utility vector
u∗.
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2.3.1 Nonuniform random hypergraph models

We consider the following nonuniform random hypergraph model (NURHM). Fixing an absolute
integer M ≤ n, we assume that

E =

M⋃
m=2

E(m) E(m) ⊆ Ω(m) =

(
[n]

m

)
, (2.4)

where E(m) are independent m-uniform random hypergraphs generated as follows. Fixing m,
1{e∈E(m)} are independent Bernoulli random variables with parameter p(m)

e,n for e ∈ Ω(m). Denote by

p(m)
n = min

e∈Ω(m)
p(m)
e,n q(m)

n = max
e∈Ω(m)

p(m)
e,n . (2.5)

When p
(m)
n = q

(m)
n = pM1{m=M} for some pM ∈ [0, 1], H(V,E) reduces to the M -way uniform

hypergraph model that generalizes the Erdős–Rényi model (Erdős and Rényi, 1960). Neverthe-
less, NURHM is strictly more general as it can produce varying-size comparison data with different
probabilities.

2.3.2 Hypergraph stochastic block model

The hypergraph stochastic block model (HSBM) is a special class of random hypergraph models
with cluster structures. It was first studied in Ghoshdastidar and Dukkipati (2014) and has been
analyzed in the context of community detection (Florescu and Perkins, 2016; Pal and Zhu, 2021).
Analogous to the stochastic block model (Abbe, 2017), an M -uniform HSBM model with K < ∞
clusters partitions V into K subsets, V = ⊔i∈[K]Vi, where edges within and across partitioned sets
have different probabilities of occurrence:

P(e ∈ E, |e| =M) =


ωn,11{e∈Ω(M)} e ⊆ V1
...
ωn,K1{e∈Ω(M)} e ⊆ VK

ωn,01{e∈Ω(M)} otherwise

. (2.6)

The probabilities of the edges across different partitions are assumed to be the same in (2.6), al-
though they can be further refined depending on which Vi intersects the edge as well as the inter-
sected size. Moreover, the probabilities within the same partition can be made different but of the
same order asymptotically. Such generalizations do not change our theoretical results but increase
notational complexity. For simplicity, we adopt the setup in (2.6) for HSBM.

With proper choices of ωn,i, (2.6) can be used to simulate heterogeneous clusterable networks if
maxi ωn,i/mini ωn,i diverges as n→ ∞. (NURHM can also be used to sample heterogeneous graphs
but the analysis is much harder due to the lack of structure.) In the literature on classification, the
setup is similar to the case of imbalanced data.

3 Utility estimation

Conditioning on the edge set E = {Ti : i ∈ [N ]}, we consider several commonly used likelihood-
based approaches to estimating u∗ based on observed data. We provide a unified standpoint to
interpret their estimating equations.

3.1 The likelihood approach

The log-likelihood function can be explicitly written down in the PL model with utility vector
u. Given data {(Ti, πi)}i∈[N ], the marginal log-likelihood function based on the choice-yi objects in
each πi (yi ≤ |Ti| is given and independent of u∗) is

l1(u) =
∑
i∈[N ]

∑
j∈[yi]

uπi(j) − log

mi∑
t=j

exp(uπi(t))

 . (3.1)
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Let Eu denote the expectation operator in a PL model with parameter u. For convenience, we omit
the subscript when u is the ground truth, that is, u = u∗. The following proposition shows that the
(marginal) MLE û satisfies a system of estimating equations.

Proposition 3.1. The MLE û obtained from maximizing (3.1) subject to ⟨1⟩⊤u = 0, if exists, satisfies

1

Nk

∑
i:k∈Ti

Si(û; k) = 0 k ∈ [n],

where

Si(u; k) =
( ∑

j∈[mi]

Eu[1{ri(k) = j and ri(k) ≤ yi}|Fi,j−1]
)
− 1{ri(k)≤yi} (3.2)

and Fi,j−1 are defined in (2.3). Meanwhile, the true parameter u∗ satisfies E[Si(u
∗; k)] = 0 for every

i ∈ [N ].

The proof follows by checking the first-order optimality condition of the (marginal) MLE and is
given in the supplementary. To better understand the estimating equations, we consider two special
cases of {yi}i∈[N ] introduced in the previous section.

3.1.1 Full observations

In this case, yi = mi for all i ∈ [N ]. The quantity (3.2) in the estimating equation for each
i ∈ [N ] and k ∈ [n] reduces to ( ∑

j∈[mi]

Eu[1{ri(k) = j}|Fi,j−1]
)
− 1. (3.3)

Note that Eu[1{ri(k) = j}|Fi,j−1] estimates the probability of the rank of k being j given the infor-
mation revealed before πi(j). Thus, the first term in (3.3) is an aggregation of probability estimates
for the potential ranks of k, whose expectation is 1 under the ground truth model u∗ by the tower
property.

3.1.2 Choice-one observations

In this case, yi = 1 for all i ∈ [N ], which coincides with the choice-one comparison model in Fan
et al. (2024). This model is often called Luce’s choice model. Similar to the full-observation case,
the quantity (3.2) in the estimating equation for each i ∈ [N ] and k ∈ [n] reduces to

Eu[1{ri(k) = 1}]− 1{ri(k) = 1}, (3.4)

where Eu[1{ri(k) = 1}] denotes the probability of k being the first element in πi without observing
any information.

Remark 1. The conditional expectation Eu[·|Fi,j−1] in (3.2) is random and depends on the ranking
outcome when |Ti| > 2 in general. This differs from the BT model (|Ti| = 2), whose score function
can be expressed by two parts: one that only depends on u and the other that only depends on
the ranking outcome. Such a difference complicates the asymptotic analysis of the marginal MLE in
later sections.

3.2 The quasi-likelihood approach

An alternative approach is to break the observations into pairwise comparisons. According to
Condition 2, multiple comparison data arising from a PL model implies a number of pairwise com-
parison outcomes. For example, for T ⊆ [n] with |T | = m and π ∈ S(T ),

{π(1) ≻ · · · ≻ π(m)} =⇒
⋂

1≤j<t≤m

{π(j) ≻ π(t)}. (3.5)
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The right-hand side of (3.5) is called the full breaking of π. Other types of breaking such as the
top/bottom breaking (Azari Soufiani et al., 2013) can be considered similarly. For simplicity, we
focus on the full-breaking case.

The pairwise comparisons in a full breaking are partial observations from different comparison
sets. Thanks to the internal consistency of the PL model (2.2), the pairwise probabilities could be
treated as if they were obtained from the BT model, despite a loss of dependence among them.
Treating the right-hand side of (3.5) as if rising from a BT model, we can write down the corre-
sponding log-likelihood function

l2(u) =
∑
i∈[N ]

∑
1≤j<t≤mi

[
uπi(j) − log(exp(uπi(j)) + exp(uπi(t)))

]
, (3.6)

and seek the corresponding MLE ũ, which is a QMLE approach per se. The classical theory of the
QMLE in finite dimensions shows that the QMLE converges to an element in the quasi-likelihood
parameter space that is closest to the true likelihood in the Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence under
suitable conditions. If the parameters of the convergent element coincide with the parameters of
the true likelihood, then the QMLE is consistent. The next result shows that for every fixed n,
the closest element to the true PL likelihood in the misspecified model (3.6) under KL divergence
has the same parameters as the true PL likelihood (in the population level). Although this result
provides evidence that the QMLE is a promising estimator in practice, it is different from the uniform
consistency result in Section 4.1 where both n and N diverge.

For ease of illustration, we assume the comparison graph H(V,E) is fixed. The likelihoods of
observing π := {πT }T∈E , where πT ∈ S(T ), under the PL and the BT models (the model for the
quasi-likelihood after breaking), are as follows. For the likelihood from the PL model, we have

f(π;u) =
∏
T∈E

fT (πT ;u) fT (πT ;u) :=
∏

j∈[|T |]

exp(uπT (j))∑
t≥j exp(uπT (t))

For the likelihood from the BT model, we have

g(π;u) =
∏
T∈E

gT (πT ;u) gT (πT ;u) :=
∏

1≤j<t≤|T |

exp(uπT (j))

exp(uπT (j)) + exp(uπT (t))
.

Proposition 3.2. If H(V,E) is connected, then for every u ∈ Rn with ⟨1⟩⊤u = 0,

u = argmin
v:⟨1⟩⊤v=0

Eπ∼f [KL(f(π;u)||g(π;v))],

where KL(·||·) is the KL-divergence.

Moreover, an almost identical computation as the proof reproduces an analogous result as Propo-
sition 3.1.

Proposition 3.3. The QMLE ũ obtained from maximizing (3.6) subject to ⟨1⟩⊤u = 0, if exists, satisfies

1

Nk

∑
i:k∈Ti

(ri(k)− Eũ[ri(k)]) = 0 k ∈ [n].

Meanwhile, for every i ∈ [N ], the true parameter u∗ satisfies E[ri(k)− E[ri(k)]] = 0.

Proposition 3.3 suggests that even though the QMLE does not account for the dependence within
multiple comparison outcomes, it still functions effectively as a moment estimator of u∗. As a result,
the QMLE exhibits desired asymptotic properties as the marginal MLE. We will further explore this
in the following sections.

4 Asymptotic results for random comparison graph

We first present the asymptotic results for the likelihood-based estimators when the underlying
comparison graph sequence is random, that is, drawn from NURHM or HSBM. Since random de-
signs are a common setting in the related literature, our results in this section offer a convenient
comparison with other relevant studies. The results in this section can be seen as specific instances
of the more general results for deterministic designs discussed in Section 5.
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4.1 Uniform consistency

For uniform consistency, we require the following assumption on the comparison model.

Assumption 1. The utility vector u∗ is uniformly bounded, that is, there exists a universal constant
C1 ≥ 1 such that ∥u∗∥∞ ≤ log(C1).

Moreover, we make additional assumptions on the comparison graph, one of which depends on
whether the graph is sampled from a NURHM or an HSBM.

Assumption 2. The maximum size of the comparison sets is bounded as n → ∞, that is, M :=
supn∈N maxi∈[N ] |Ti| <∞.

Assumption 3. For a NURHM defined in Section 2.3.1, we assume

lim
n→∞

ξ2n,+(log n)
3

ξ3n,−
→ 0, (4.1)

where

ξn,− :=

M∑
m=2

nm−1p(m)
n ξn,+ :=

M∑
m=2

nm−1q(m)
n , (4.2)

and p(m)
n , q(m)

n are defined in (2.5).

Assumption 4. For an HSBM in Section 2.3.2, we assume

lim
n→∞

(log n)3

ζn,−
→ 0,

where

ζn,− := nM−1 min
0≤i≤K

ωn,i, (4.3)

and ωn,i are defined in (2.6).

Assumption 2 assumes that the maximum comparison data size is uniformly bounded. Both As-
sumptions 3-4 are concerned with the minimal connectivity of the underlying graph, with the former
imposing additional balancing conditions on the degree of heterogeneity of the edge probabilities.
For homogeneous M -uniform hypergraph models, Assumption 3 is satisfied if the comparison rate
pM ≳ (log n)3+κ/

(
n−1
M−1

)
for any κ > 0, a near-minimal sparsity condition that matches the result in

Fan et al. (2024).

Theorem 4.1 (Uniform consistency under NURHM). Suppose the comparison graph sequence is sam-
pled from a NURHM in Section 2.3.1. Under Assumptions 1-3, a.s., for all sufficiently large n, both the
marginal MLE û and the QMLE ũ in Section 3 uniquely exist and are uniformly consistent, that is,

∥w − u∗∥∞ ≲

√
ξ2n,+(log n)

3

ξ3n,−
→ 0 n→ ∞, (4.4)

where w = û or ũ and ξn,± are the same as (4.2).

Theorem 4.2 (Uniform consistency under HSBM). Suppose the comparison graph sequence is sampled
from an HSBM in Section 2.3.2. Under Assumptions 1, 2, and 4, a.s., for all sufficiently large n, both
the marginal MLE û and the QMLE ũ in Section 3 uniquely exist and are uniformly consistent, that is,

∥w − u∗∥∞ ≲

√
(log n)3

ζn,−
→ 0 n→ ∞, (4.5)

where w = û or ũ and ζn,− is the same as (4.3).

10



The random hypergraph models in Theorems 4.1-4.2 cover a range of intriguing comparison
graph models of interest. For instance, the conditions in Theorem 4.1 admit hyperedges with varying
sizes generated with balanced probabilities (allowing for a certain degree of heterogeneity). The
balancing condition can be removed if community structure exists. Specifically, in the case of HSBM,
according to Theorem 4.2, requiring min0≤i≤K nM−1ωn,i ≳ (log n)3+κ alone is sufficient for uniform
consistency. Under such circumstances, heterogeneity of typical configurations can be severe if
max0≤i≤K nM−1ωn,i ≳ n. Both Theorems 4.1-4.2 generalize the graph conditions in Jang et al.
(2018); Fan et al. (2024).

4.2 Asymptotic normality

To establish asymptotic normality, we need to strengthen the conditions in Assumptions 3-4.

Assumption 5. The comparison hypergraph is sampled from a NURHM defined in Section 2.3.1,
satisfying

lim
n→∞

max

{
ξ13n,+(log n)

8

ξ14n,−
,
ξ5n,+(log n)

2

nξ5n,−

}
= 0,

where

ξn,− =

M∑
m=2

nm−1p(m)
n ξn,+ =

M∑
m=2

nm−1q(m)
n ,

and p(m)
n , q(m)

n are defined in (2.5).

Assumption 6. The comparison hypergraph is sampled from an HSBM in Section 2.3.2, satisfying

lim
n→∞

max

{
ζ11n,+(log n)

8

ζ12n,−
,
ζ5n,+(log n)

2

nζ5n,−

}
= 0, (4.6)

where

ζn,− = nM−1 min
0≤i≤K

ωn,i ζn,+ := nM−1 max
0≤i≤K

ωn,i,

and ωn,i are defined in (2.6).

Compared to Assumption 4, Assumption 6 additionally requires an upper bound on ζn,+ in
HSBM. To explain this, note that while uniform consistency requires estimation errors of all pa-
rameters to converge to zero, asymptotic normality further demands that each estimated parameter
converges at a rate compatible with its respective normalization. Consider an object k involved in
Nk comparisons. If asymptotic normality holds for k, then its estimated error will converge to zero at
a rate of Op(1/

√
Nk). However, when graph heterogeneity exists, the convergence at object k is in-

fluenced by other objects with slower convergence rates. Such influence results in an additional bias
term in the analysis. This is similar to the study of semi-parametric models where the nonparametric
part slows down the convergence rate of the parametric part (Newey, 1994, Assumption 5.1(ii)).
Therefore, although our approach to asymptotic normality can handle heterogeneous graphs, the
level of heterogeneity needs to be controlled to a certain extent. This phenomenon is essentially
different from the uniform consistency result where heterogeneity can be severe; see Section 6.3 for
the numerical evidence.

To better describe the asymptotic normality results in detail, we introduce some additional no-
tation. For the marginal MLE, given an edge T ⊆ [n] with |T | = m and k ∈ T , for y = 1, . . . ,m− 1,
we define a sequence of quantities:

θk,1(u
∗; y, T )

:=
∑

S⊂T\{k}:|S|=y−1

Pu∗ (r(j) < r(k) = y for j ∈ S|T ) (1− Pu∗(r(k) = 1|T \ S)),
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where Pu∗(·|T ) is the selection probability on edge T with the parameter u∗ defined in (2.1) and
r(k) is the rank of k on T . For sake of completeness, the explicit form of θk,1(u∗; y, T ) is given by

θk,1(u
∗; y, T )

=
∑

i1∈T\{k}

· · ·
∑

{iy−1}∈T\{k,i1,...,iy−2}

{
Pu∗ (i1 ≻ . . . iy−1 ≻ k ≻ others in T )

× (1− Pu∗(k ≻ others in T \ {i1, . . . , iy−1}))
}

=
∑

i1∈T\{k}

· · ·
∑

{iy−1}∈T\{k,i1,...,iy−2}

{( y−1∏
j=1

exp(u∗ij )∑
t∈T\{i1,...,ij} exp(u

∗
t )

)

× exp(u∗k)∑
t∈T\{i1,i2,...,iy−1} exp(u

∗
t )

×
(
1− exp(u∗k)∑

t∈T\{i1,...,iy−1} exp(u
∗
t )

)}
.

The inverse asymptotic variance of the marginal MLE is characterized by

ρ2k,1(u
∗) :=

∑
i:k∈Ti

∑
y∈[yi]

θk,1(u
∗; y, Ti), (4.7)

where yi refers to the choice-yi observations in the ith data as assumed in the marginal MLE esti-
mation. The asymptotic normality of the marginal MLE is summarized as follows.

Theorem 4.3 (Asymptotic normality of marginal MLE). Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 5 or Assump-
tions 1, 2 and 6, for any fixed k ∈ [n], the marginal MLE û satisfies

ρk,1(u
∗)(ûk − u∗k) → N(0, 1) n→ ∞.

In Theorem 4.3, 1/ρk,1(u∗) is the asymptotic standard deviation of (ûk − u∗k) for large n. Since
each θk,1(u

∗; y, Ti) > 0, (4.7) implies that the standard deviation of (ûk − u∗k) will decrease if Nk

increases, which is as anticipated.
On the other hand, (4.7) reveals a trade-off between statistical efficiency and computational

complexity between different marginal MLEs. The larger yi, the smaller the standard deviations, but
with the increasing cost of computation. The computational cost for θk,1(u∗; y, Ti) is |Ti|!/(|Ti|−y)!.
When |Ti| =M and yi = y for all i ∈ [N ], the total computational cost for (4.7) is Nk(M !/(M−y)!).
Specifically, for the full observation, the complexity reaches Nk(M !). Despite being statistically
optimal, the asymptotic variance of the full MLE becomes computationally prohibitive even for
moderate M . For instance, M = 14 in the horse-racing data analysis in Section 6.4. In this case, we
don’t use the full MLE due to its heavy computational cost.

Remark 2. Theorem 4.3 extends the results in Fan et al. (2024) to the setting of both nonuniform
and heterogeneous hypergraphs. In particular, among other asymptotic normality results for the BT
model (Han et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2023; Gao et al., 2023), Theorem 4.3 provides the first result that
allows for heterogeneous graphs in the sense that the upper and lower bounds of the vertex degree
Ni can have different orders as n → ∞ (although in a controlled manner). In the homogeneous
case, our assumptions are similar to Fan et al. (2024). For example, when ζn,− ≍ ζn,+, (4.6)
becomes ζn,− ≫ (log n)8 while Fan et al. (2024) requires ζn,− ≳ poly(log n).

Remark 3. A heuristic computation to obtain the results in Theorem 4.3 is the following:

ûk − u∗k =
∂kl1(u

∗)

∂kkl1(u∗)
+ op

(
1√
Nk

)
k ∈ [n]. (4.8)

Instead of focusing on a single parameter, one can make use of (4.8) to further consider the inference
on the space of different parameters, such as the difference between two parameters. Since our main
goal is to provide asymptotic property for the likelihood-based estimators, the general inference on
the parameter space is beyond the scope of this work. We leave them for future investigation.
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For the QMLE, computing the asymptotic variance only uses probabilities of relative ranking of
at most triplewise comparisons. Let

θk,2(u
∗;T ) =

∑
{j}⊂T\{k}

exp(u∗
k + u∗

j )

{exp(u∗
k) + exp(u∗

j )}2
;

θk,3(u
∗;T ) = θk,2(u

∗;T )

+2
∑

{j,t}⊆T\{k}

[
exp(u∗

k)

exp(u∗
k) + exp(u∗

j ) + exp(u∗
t )

− exp(2u∗
k)

{exp(u∗
k) + exp(u∗

j )}{exp(u∗
k) + exp(u∗

t )}

]
,

we define

ρ2k,2(u
∗) =

(∑
i:k∈Ti

θk,2(u
∗;Ti)

)2∑
i:k∈Ti

θk,3(u∗;Ti)
. (4.9)

The asymptotic normality of the QMLE is summarized in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.4 (Asymptotic normality of QMLE). Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 5 or Assumptions 1, 2
and 6, for any fixed k ∈ [n], the QMLE ũ satisfies

ρk,2(u
∗)(ũk − u∗k) → N(0, 1) n→ ∞.

Remark 4. The calculation of QMLE ignores the dependence among pairwise comparisons obtained
from edgewise breaking. Since asymptotic normality is derived by averaging over independent com-
parisons (edges) rather than within each edge, the dependent structures within an edge have only
a local effect that impacts the form of the asymptotic variance of the QMLE but not the asymptotic
normality result itself.

This result also matches Proposition 3.3 that QMLE is essentially a moment estimator. Note

ũk − u∗k =
∂kl2(u

∗)

∂kkl2(u∗)
+ op

(
1√
Nk

)
.

Unlike the log-likelihood function l1(u∗), E[−∇2l2(u
∗)] ̸= E[∇l2(u∗)⊤∇l2(u∗)].

Compared to the full MLE, the QMLE uses all the data information for estimation yet requires
much less computational cost for uncertainty quantification. Consider again the ideal case where
|Ti| =M for each i ∈ [N ]. The computational cost of (4.9) is NkM(M − 1) which is tiny as opposed
toNk(M !). On the other hand, our numerical studies in Section 6.2 show that the standard deviation
of the QMLE is just slightly larger than the full MLE. This observation implies that the QMLE is a
good alternative to the full MLE for practical uncertainty quantification in the PL model.

5 Asymptotic results for deterministic comparison graph

In this section, we prove the asymptotic results for the likelihood-based estimators when the
underlying comparison graph sequence is deterministic. Therefore, the randomness only comes
from the comparison outcome.

5.1 Uniform consistency

Theorems 4.1 and 4.2 can be deduced from a more general consequence stated for deterministic
comparison graph sequences. To explain this result, we generalize the rapid expansion property
introduced in Han et al. (2022) to the setup of hypergraph sequences. Toward this, we introduce
the concept of modified Cheeger constant and admissible sequences in the hypergraph setting.

Definition 1 (Modified Cheeger constant). Recall that ∂U denotes the boundary edge set of U .
Given a hypergraph H(V,E) with V = [n], let

hH(U) =
|∂U |

min{|U |, |U∁|} U ⊂ [n].

The modified Cheeger constant of H is defined as hH = minU⊂[n] hH(U).
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By definition, H is connected if and only if hH > 0, and a larger value of hH often suggests the
better connectivity of H.

Definition 2 (Admissible sequences). Given a connected hypergraph H(V,E), a strictly increasing
sequence of vertices {Aj}j∈[J] is called admissible if at least half of the boundary edges of Aj lie in
Aj+1 for j < J , that is,

|{e ∈ ∂Aj : e ⊆ Aj+1}|
|∂Aj |

≥ 1

2
1 ≤ j < J.

In an admissible sequence {Aj}Jj=1, more than half of the edges in ∂Aj are contained in Aj+1.
Assuming the hypergraph is well-connected, |Aj | is expected to grow quickly when |Aj | is “small”.
Such intuition is formalized via the following definition.

Definition 3 (Rapid expansion). Let Hn(Vn, En) be a sequence of connected hypergraphs with Vn =
[n]. Let An denote the set of admissible sequences in Hn. {Hn}n∈N is said to be rapidly expanding
(RE) if

ΓRE
n := max

{Aj}J
j=1∈An

J−1∑
j=1

√
log n

hHn
(Aj)

→ 0 n→ ∞, (5.1)

where hHn(Aj) is defined in Definition 1.

The RE property provides a different approach to characterizing asymptotic graph connectivity.
We formulate it as the following assumption.

Assumption 7. The hypergraph sequence {Hn}n∈N is RE.

We are ready to state the main result.

Theorem 5.1. Under Assumptions 1-2 and 7, for all sufficiently large n, with probability at least
1− n−3, both the marginal MLE û and QMLE ũ in Section 3 uniquely exist and satisfy ∥w − u∗∥∞ ≲
ΓRE
n → 0, where w = û or ũ. In particular, both û and ũ are uniformly consistent for u∗.

The main idea of the proof is to create a chain between vertices with large positive and negative
estimation errors while ensuring a smooth transition of errors along the chain. This technique
works for both the marginal MLE and QMLE since it relies solely on certain estimating equations
for constructing the chain. On the other hand, this technique differs from the popular approach
based on regularization plus leave-one-out analysis (Chen et al., 2019; Fan et al., 2024; Chen et al.,
2022a,b), which can be used to obtain sharp phase transition in homogeneous settings (Chen et al.,
2022b) but is also more restrictive in scope. (Leave-one-out analysis is inherently a perturbation
method and requires sufficient symmetry or homogeneity in the underlying graph structure to be
effective.)

Successfully applying the chaining method for analyzing multiple comparison data is nontrivial
and requires addressing additional challenges when dealing with hypergraphs. One such challenge
concerns verifying that Assumption 7 is not purely conceptual but can be realized under suitable
graph sampling scenarios. The following lemma provides an affirmative answer to address this
issue.

Lemma 5.1. Let Hn(Vn, En) be a hypergraph sequence with Vn = [n]. Under Assumptions 1-2, the
following statements hold:

(1) If Hn is sampled from a NURHM in Section 2.3.1, then under additional Assumption 3, Hn is RE
a.s., with the corresponding ΓRE

n satisfying

ΓRE
n ≲

√
ξ2n,+(log n)

3

ξ3n,−
,

where ξn,± are the same as (4.2).
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(2) If Hn is sampled from an HSBM in Section 2.3.2, then under additional Assumption 4, Hn is RE
a.s., with the corresponding ΓRE

n satisfying

ΓRE
n ≲

√
(log n)3

ζn,−
,

where ζn,− is the same as (4.3).

The combination of Lemma 5.1 and Theorem 5.1 leads to Theorems 4.1 and 4.2.

5.2 Asymptotic normality

We provide a general asymptotic normality result for deterministic graph sequences. For clarity,
we introduce some additional definitions concerning the comparison graph structure.

Let Nn,+ and Nn,− be the maximum and minimum degrees in Hn respectively:

Nn,+ = max
k∈[n]

Nk Nn,− = min
k∈[n]

Nk. (5.2)

For j ̸= k ∈ [n], denote the number of shared edges between j and k as

Njk = |{i : {j, k} ⊆ Ti}| . (5.3)

The quantity Njk is either 1 or 0 in the pairwise comparison setting (assuming Hn is simple) but
may diverge when multiple comparisons exist. To better describe the edge-sharing phenomenon,
we define

r = max
j ̸=k∈[n]

Njk

Nj
. (5.4)

The value of r manifests the strength of the correlation of estimation across the objects. When
dealing with pairwise comparisons, r ≤ 1/Nn,− = o(1), so that estimation between different objects
is asymptotically independent. In a hypergraph, however, r can arbitrarily approach one when two
objects share a large number of edges. This phenomenon complicates the analysis in the multiple
comparison setting.

To establish asymptotic normality, we need to compute the Hessians of the marginal log-likelihood
and quasi-log-likelihood functions. Denote by l(·) the marginal log-likelihood or the quasi-log-
likelihood and w the corresponding marginal MLE or QMLE estimator. Let H(u) = ∇2l(u). It
follows from the direct computation that for the marginal MLE,

{H(u)}kk′ =


∑

i:{k,k′}⊆Ti

∑
j∈[ri(k)∧ri(k′)∧yi]

exp(uk) exp(uk′ )
{
∑

t≥j exp(uπi(t)
)}2 k ̸= k′

−∑i:k∈Ti

∑
j∈[ri(k)∧yi]

exp(uk)(
∑

t≥j,t̸=ri(k) exp(uπi(t)
))

(
∑

t≥j exp(uπi(t)
))2 k = k′,

(5.5)

while for the QMLE,

{H(u)}kk′ =


∑

i:{k,k′}⊆Ti

exp(uk) exp(uk′ )
(exp(uk)+exp(u′

k))
2 k ̸= k′

−∑j∈[n]

∑
i:{k,j}⊆Ti

exp(uk) exp(uj)
(exp(uk)+exp(uj))2

k = k′.

(5.6)

Although (5.5) and (5.6) look quite different, a crucial shared property we will use later is that
both are the negatives of some weighted graph Laplacian matrices. Moreover, we should point out
that H(u) is random even when the comparison graph sequence is deterministic unless w is the
choice-one MLE (yi = 1 for all i ∈ [N ]) or QMLE. This presents additional challenges in the analysis
of the PL model.

To get an deterministic quantity, define H∗(u∗) := E[H(u∗)]. It is easy to see that −H∗(u∗) is also
a weighted graph Laplacian matrix with weight matrix W, where Wij = [H∗(u∗)]ij for i ̸= j ∈ [n]
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and Wii = 0. The associated degree matrix D is a diagonal matrix with Dii = −[H∗(u∗)]ii. The
(symmetric) normalized version of −H∗(u∗) is defined as

Lsym = −D−1/2H∗(u∗)D−1/2 = I − A,

where A = D−1/2WD−1/2 is the normalized weight matrix. The eigenvalues of Lsym are denoted
by 0 = λ1(Lsym) ≤ · · · ≤ λn(Lsym) ≤ 2. Define

s = min{λ2(Lsym), 2− λn(Lsym)}. (5.7)

The quantity s is related to the mixing time of random walk on the graph associated with −H∗(u∗)
(Chung, 1997; Levin and Peres, 2017). In our setting, it serves as a measure of the heterogeneity
of the graph and will appear in the operator expansion analysis of L†

sym. More precisely, λ2(Lsym)
measures the connectivity of the graph and thus the heterogeneity, while 2 − λn(Lsym) measures
the periodicity of the graph, that is, how close the graph is being bipartite. It is λ2(Lsym) that often
matters.

The assumption required to establish asymptotic normality for the choice-one MLE and the QMLE
can be stated as follows:

Assumption 8. The hypergraph sequence {Hn}n∈N satisfies

lim
n→∞

log n

s
×max

{
(ΓRE

n )2Nn,+√
Nn,−

,
√
r

}
= 0,

where ΓRE
n , r, and s are defined in (5.1), (5.4), and (5.7), respectively.

Assumption 8 involves the interplay of several graph parameters. Specifically, both ΓRE
n and r

must converge to zero at a certain rate to ensure graph connectivity and low correlation between
estimates for different objects. Moreover, s should be reasonably away from zero to control the
degree of graph heterogeneity.

For the marginal MLE in general, however, due to the randomness of H(u), our analysis requires
bounding an extra remainder term for which we apply a leave-one-out perturbation analysis (Gao
et al., 2023). Since we do not assume a model for comparison graphs, we will need an additional
assumption on the Hessian of the leave-one-out log-likelihood functions. For k ∈ [n], define the
leave-one-out log-likelihood function as

l
(−k)
1 (u) =

∑
i:k/∈Ti

∑
j∈[yi]

uπi(j) − log

mi∑
t=j

exp(uπi(t))

 k ∈ [n]. (5.8)

Denote by H(−k)(u) := ∇2l
(−k)
1 (u) and H∗(−k)(u) = E[H(−k)(u)]. Note H∗(−k)(u) is nonrandom

and one can check that −H∗(−k)(u) is a weighted graph Laplacian matrix on [n] \ {k}. Then we let

λleave2 = min
k∈[n]

λ2(−H∗(−k)(u∗)) ≥ 0. (5.9)

The additional assumption can be stated as follows:

Assumption 9. The hypergraph sequence {Hn}n∈N satisfies

lim
n→∞

log n

s
×max

{
ΓRE
n N

3/2
n,+

√
log n√

Nn,−λleave2

,
Nn,+ log n√
Nn,−λleave2

}
= 0,

where ΓRE
n , s, and λleave2 are defined in (5.1), (5.7), and (5.9), respectively.

Assumption 9 contains an additional leave-one-out parameter λleave2 . One may wonder if λleave2

can be further lower bounded using λ2(Lsym) so that Assumption 9 can be stated without λleave2 . The
answer to this question is in general negative. For instance, consider a hypergraph where all edges
involving k′ also involve k. When all edges containing k are removed, k′ is disconnected from the
rest of the graph regardless of the connectivity of the original graph. Fortunately, such cases can be
excluded by limiting the total number of edges shared by any two vertices, which is precisely what
r stands for.
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Lemma 5.2. If r/λ2(Lsym) → 0, then λleave2 ≳ Nn,−λ
2
2(Lsym).

Consequently, under Assumption 8, a sufficient assumption for Assumption 9 without introduc-
ing λleave2 is the following:

Assumption 10. The hypergraph sequence {Hn}n∈N satisfies

lim
n→∞

log n

s3
×max

{
ΓRE
n N

3/2
n,+

√
log n

N
3/2
n,−

,
Nn,+ log n

N
3/2
n,−

}
= 0,

where ΓRE
n and s are defined in (5.1) and (5.7).

We are now ready to give the main result for asymptotic normality.

Theorem 5.2. Under Assumptions 1, 2, and 8, for any fixed k ∈ [n], w satisfy the following:

(i) If w is the choice-one MLE, then ρk,1(u∗)(wk − u∗k) → N(0, 1)

(ii) If w is the QMLE, then ρk,2(u∗)(wk − u∗k) → N(0, 1)

where ρk,1 and ρk,2 are defined in (4.7) and (4.9), respectively. Furthermore, if either Assumption 9 or
10 holds, then statement (i) also holds for the general marginal MLE.

The proof of Theorem 5.2 is based on a truncated error analysis of the normalized Hessian
matrices using the Neumann series expansion. This approach contains new ingredients such as
obtaining entrywise estimates on the higher-order moments of the Hessian matrices. For the choice-
one MLE or QMLE, truncated error analysis alone is sufficient to yield an asymptotic normality
result that applies to heterogeneous graphs, generalizing the existing results obtained using the
state-of-the-art leave-one-out analysis (Gao et al., 2023; Fan et al., 2024). For other marginal MLEs,
additional complexity arises from the randomness in the Hessian matrices. To address this, we apply
both truncated error analysis (Assumption 8) and leave-one-out perturbation analysis (Assumption 9
or 10) to obtain the desired result.

Assumptions 8-10 may look rather complex at first glance. Nevertheless, for both NURHM and
HSBM, explicit bounds on each graph parameter can be obtained using ξn,± and ζn,±. Since our
analysis overall does not rely on specific properties of HSBM, we present the result for NURHM only
and identify HSBM as a special instance of NURHM with ξn,+ = ζn,+ and ξn,− = ζn,−. We include
a remark to indicate where improvements can be made by leveraging the community structure of
HSBM. These results are stated in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.3. Let Hn(Vn, En) be a hypergraph sequence with Vn = [n]. Suppose that Hn is sampled
from NURHM in Section 2.3.1. If Assumptions 1-2 hold and ξ7n,− ≳ (ξ6n,+ log n), then a.s., for all
sufficiently large n, the following estimates hold:

ξn,− ≲ Nn,− ≤ Nn,+ ≲ ξn,+; (5.10)

s ≳

(
ξn,−
ξn,+

)2

, λleave2 ≳
ξ3n,−
ξ2n,+

; (5.11)

r ≲ max

{
ξn,+
nξn,−

,
log n

ξn,−

}
. (5.12)

Estimate (5.10) follows from a standard degree concentration argument and holds under the
much weaker assumption ξn,− ≳ log n, while (5.11) is more technical and involves using Cheeger’s
inequalities to control the spectral gap (Chung, 1997; Bauer and Jost, 2013). Due to the nested
model structure in NURHM, the lower bound in (5.11) is better than directly applying Lemma 5.2
to the estimates of s in (5.11), which would yield λleave2 ≳ ξ5n,−/ξ

4
n,+. Estimate (5.12) can be further

refined in HSBM when the sizes of communities have the same order.

Remark 5. The estimate on r can be improved in HSBM using the community structure. Let
V1, . . . , VK be the K communities in an HSBM. It can be shown that

r ≲ min

{
max{n−1ζn,+, log n}

ζn,−
,

1

mini∈[K] |Vi|

}
.
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When the sizes of communities have the same order, that is, mini∈[K] |Vi| ≍ n, r ≲ max{n−1, (log n)/ζn,−},
which improves the general result (5.12) in NURHM. The details of the proof can be found in the
supplementary material.

The asymptotic normality results in Theorems 4.3 and 4.4 follow by combining Lemmas 5.1 and
5.3 and Theorem 5.2.

6 Numerical results

In this section, we conduct numerical experiments to support the theoretical findings in the
previous sections. This includes verifying the uniform consistency and asymptotic normality of the
likelihood-based estimators using synthetic data. We also demonstrate that appropriate control of
heterogeneity is necessary to ensure asymptotic normality; see the discussion after Assumption 6.
Moreover, we apply the QMLE to analyze a real horse-racing dataset (for both estimation and in-
ference); the full/marginal MLE is not applied due to computational reasons, as clarified in Section
6.4. All likelihood-based estimates are numerically computed using the MM algorithm in Hunter
(2004). The estimated standard deviations are computed using the plug-in method by replacing u∗

with the estimated scores û and ũ in (4.7) and (4.9), respectively. All numerical experiments are
conducted on a laptop with an Intel i7-4790 CPU.

6.1 Uniform consistency

We verify the uniform consistency of both the (marginal) MLE and QMLE in the PL model us-
ing two different sampling models: NURHM and HSBM. The edge sizes of NURHM are chosen
in {3, 4, 5, 6, 7}, while the edge size M in HSBM is 5. The number of edges for each edge size in
NURHM and the size of each community in HSBM are generated in a balanced fashion. In particular,
for NURHM and each edge size m, we uniformly sample 0.02(log n)3 edges of that size. Such choices
lead to N = 0.1n(log n)3 edges in total. For the HSBM, we partition the objects into two commu-
nities: community one with size 0.4n and community two with size 0.6n. There are three types
of probabilities: the internal probabilities in Community One and Community Two, and the cross
probability. We set their ratio as 5 : 3 : 2. In total, we also sample around 0.1n(log n)3 comparisons.
The utility vector u∗ is selected uniformly between the range [−0.5, 0.5].

The total number of objects n in the PL model ranges from 200 to 1000 with increments of
200. For each value of n, we repeat the experiment 300 times and compute the average estimation
errors in the ℓ∞ norm. To get a thorough comparison, the likelihood-based estimators considered in
this experiment include the choice-one MLE, the choice-2 MLE, the full MLE, and the QMLE. In our
setup, the choice-one MLE does not exist in 3 out of 300 experiments while other estimators always
exist. We drop the invalid experiments when computing summary statistics reported in Figure 1.

Figure 1 shows the average ℓ∞ error of the choice-one MLE, the choice-2 MLE, the full MLE,
and the QMLE in the PL model as the total number of objects n increases. For each n, we also
provide the frequency of each estimator obtaining the smallest ℓ∞ error among others in the 300
simulations. As expected, in both sampling scenarios, the ℓ∞ errors of the estimators decrease to
zero as n increases, verifying the uniform consistency results in Section 4.1. For fixed n, the full MLE
has the smallest ℓ∞ error. The QMLE achieves a competitive result as the full MLE despite using
misspecified likelihood, and in around one in five experiments on average, the QMLE has a smaller

Number of objects n Number of edges N in Section 6.1 Number of edges N in Section 6.2
200 2,800 5,800
400 8,400 13,300
600 15,600 21,600
800 23,200 30,500

1,000 32,000 39,800

Table 1: Number of edges N used in the experiments. The second and third columns are the N used in the study of uniform
consistency and asymptotic normality, respectively. N is the same for both NURHM and HSBM in the same testing procedure.
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Figure 1: Average ℓ∞ error with corresponding quartiles for the marginal MLE (the choice-one MLE and the choice-2 MLE),
the full MLE, and the QMLE and the frequencies of each estimator yielding the smallest ℓ∞ error among others in 300
experiments as the number of objects n increases from 200 to 1000. (a)-(b): NURHM; (c)-(d): HSBM.
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ℓ∞ error than the full MLE. Meanwhile, both choice-one and choice-two estimators in this example
have a slower convergence rate due to using only a fraction of the data.

6.2 Asymptotic normality

We now demonstrate the asymptotic normality of the (marginal) MLE and the QMLE in the PL
model using two different sampling graphs: NURHM and HSBM. The experiment setup is almost
identical to Section 6.1 except that we choose the edge sizes of NURHM as {3, 4, 5, 6} to accelerate
computation and a slightly larger N . Specifically, for NURHM and each edge size, we sample 2.5n1.2

edges of that size uniformly. Such choices ensure that there are about 10n1.2 comparisons in total.
(One can also consider n(log n)8, but it is even larger than the 10n1.2 in the finite sample case.) For
HSBM, we also sample around 10n1.2 comparisons. The detailed numbers can be found in the right-
most column in Table 1. The calculation for the standard deviation of the full MLE is extremely slow
if taking {3, 4, 5, 6, 7} in NURHM as Section 6.1. The results for NURHM and HSBM are reported in
Tables 2-3, respectively.

Tables 2-3 show the average estimated standard deviation, coverage probability of 95% confi-
dence interval, and the computational time of the estimated standard deviation for the choice-one
MLE, the choice-2 MLE, the full MLE, and the QMLE in the PL model under different values of n. For
each method, the coverage probability is close to 95% in both NURHM and HSBM, supporting our
result of asymptotic normality. Meanwhile, there appears to be a clear trade-off between statistical
efficiency and computational cost. The full MLE has the smallest standard deviation but is signifi-
cantly more expensive than the other methods. This is because the computation of the variance of
the full MLE requires averaging over all possible permutations on each edge. The choice-one MLE
is the cheapest but yields the worst efficiency. The QMLE strikes a good balance between accuracy
and cost. In particular, the QMLE has a computational time of only one in 20-40 of the full MLE but
only sacrifices a small amount of statistical efficiency.

Method Sample size n
200 400 600 800 1000

Standard Deviation

QMLE 0.131 0.122 0.118 0.114 0.112
Full MLE 0.124 0.116 0.111 0.108 0.105
choice-one MLE 0.220 0.205 0.197 0.191 0.187
choice-2 MLE 0.159 0.148 0.141 0.138 0.135

Coverage Probability

QMLE 0.950 0.950 0.950 0.950 0.950
Full MLE 0.950 0.950 0.950 0.949 0.950
choice-one MLE 0.951 0.951 0.950 0.949 0.950
choice-2 MLE 0.950 0.950 0.950 0.950 0.950

Computation Time(s)

QMLE 0.933 2.149 3.676 4.755 5.485
Full MLE 47.74 111.7 193.6 247.0 284.1
choice-one MLE 0.644 1.519 2.599 3.346 3.820
choice-2 MLE 1.844 4.335 7.438 9.588 10.99

Table 2: NURHM: Simulation results are summarized over 300 replications.

6.3 Influence of heterogeneity

To understand whether the additional balancing condition in the asymptotic normality result
for HSBM in Theorems 4.3-4.4 is necessary (compared to its uniform consistency result in Theo-
rem 4.2), we conduct a numerical experiment to investigate the influence of graph heterogeneity on
asymptotic normality. We consider an HSBM with n = 300 and M = 5. There are two communities:
30 objects belong to Community One, and the remaining objects belong to Community Two. There
are three types of edges: internal edges within Community One, internal edges within Community
Two, and cross-community edges between the two communities. We sample these three types of
edges with equal probability and then uniformly assign the comparison objects. In total, we sample
around 5n1.2 comparisons. The utility vector u∗ is selected uniformly between the range [−0.5, 0.5].
We then increase the heterogeneity of the comparison graph by randomly adding hyperedges within
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Method Sample size n
200 400 600 800 1000

Standard Deviation

QMLE 0.153 0.143 0.137 0.133 0.130
Full MLE 0.146 0.136 0.131 0.127 0.124
choice-one MLE 0.279 0.258 0.247 0.240 0.234
choice-2 MLE 0.196 0.182 0.175 0.170 0.166

Coverage Probability

QMLE 0.946 0.949 0.948 0.949 0.949
Full MLE 0.945 0.947 0.948 0.948 0.948
choice-one MLE 0.946 0.948 0.949 0.946 0.943
choice-2 MLE 0.947 0.948 0.949 0.949 0.949

Computation Time(s)

QMLE 1.208 2.607 4.202 5.607 6.833
Full MLE 23.54 54.08 86.71 117.9 142.6
choice-one MLE 0.750 1.721 2.772 3.767 4.562
choice-2 MLE 2.231 5.144 8.283 11.26 13.59

Table 3: HSBM: Simulation results are summarized over 300 replications.

Community One. The average coverage probabilities of the 95% confidence interval for objects
within Community One are reported in Figure 2.

Figure 2 shows that when no additional data is added, the coverage probabilities derived from
both the full MLE and QMLE are close to 0.95. However, as more data is added and the graph
becomes increasingly heterogeneous, the coverage probabilities decrease significantly. This phe-
nomenon aligns with our findings: severe heterogeneity undermines the normality of likelihood-
based estimators.
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Figure 2: Coverage probabilities when adding additional data to increase the heterogeneity of an HSBM. (a): Full MLE; (b):
QMLE.

6.4 Horse-racing data

We apply the proposed likelihood-based estimators to the Hong Kong horse-racing data1. This
dataset contains horse-racing competitions from the year 1999 to the year 2005. We cleaned the
dataset by removing horses that either participated in too few competitions (smaller than 10) or had
won/lost in all the competitions they participated in. After preprocessing, there are 2,814 horses
and 6,328 races. The sizes of comparison in this dataset are nonuniform and take values between

1https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/gdaley/hkracing
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Horse id Race Average place Estimation 95% confidence interval Rank
1033 21 1.810 5.656 (4.808, 6.504) 1
564 11 1.364 5.424 (3.324, 7.524) 2
2402 14 1.857 5.291 (4.328, 6.254) 3
1588 12 2.500 4.968 (4.053, 5.883) 4
2248 24 2.875 4.543 (3.917, 5.170) 5
2558 28 2.464 4.540 (3.945, 5.136) 6
160 11 3.091 4.452 (3.562, 5.342) 7
218 16 2.375 4.387 (3.616, 5.159) 8
1044 19 2.684 3.877 (3.182, 4.572) 9
2577 15 3.160 3.865 (3.255, 4.475) 10

Table 4: Horse-racing data: the QMLE for the top ten horses.

4 and 14, with the most common in 12 or 14, making estimating the standard deviation in the full
MLE computationally prohibitive. In contrast, the QMLE requires much less computational cost and
achieves a comparable efficiency with the full MLE. For this reason, we only apply the QMLE to this
dataset. The results are reported in Table 4. We present the information on the top-10 horses based
on the estimation from the QMLE, including the number of races, the average place in the race, the
estimated utility score, and the estimated 95% confidence interval. As can be seen in Table 4, the
identified horses by the QMLE performed consistently well with their historical record.

7 Summary

In this paper, we studied several likelihood-based estimators for utility vector estimation in the
PL model. We showed that the estimators can be interpreted from a unified perspective through their
estimating equations. Based on this, we established both the uniform consistency and asymptotic
normality of the estimators under appropriate conditions characterized by the underlying compari-
son graph sequence; we also discussed the trade-off between statistical efficiency and computational
complexity for practical uncertainty quantification. For several common random sampling scenarios
such as NURHM and HSBM, the proposed conditions hold optimally regarding the graph sparsity.
To the best of our knowledge, the asymptotic results in this paper are amongst the first works in the
PL model that apply to nonuniform edge sizes and heterogeneous comparison probabilities while
covering different likelihood-based estimators.

There are several directions worth further study. First of all, we mainly focused on the PL model
which has a simple decomposable likelihood structure. It is unknown whether similar asymptotic
results could be extended to more general random utility models. Secondly, our uniform consis-
tency results provide a simple condition purely characterized by the underlying comparison graph
sequence. It would be interesting to investigate if such conditions hold for other random graph
models with prescribed degree structures. Furthermore, since we have provided the asymptotic
normality of the likelihood-based estimator of the PL model, a natural step forward is to consider
constructing efficient hypothesis testing procedures on the parameter space.
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Supplementary

In this supplement, we provide rigorous justifications for the technical results in the manuscript
that are stated without proof. We list the notation frequently used in the subsequent analysis in
Section A for the reader’s convenience. The proofs of Propositions 3.1-3.3 are provided in Section
B. Section C contains the proofs of Theorems 5.1-5.2. The proofs of the lemmas related to uniform
consistency and asymptotic normality are included in Section D and Section E, respectively.

A Notation list

In this part, we summarize the important notation used throughout both the main article and
the supplementary.

• [n] := {1, . . . , n}, where n ∈ N is the number of objects.

• u = (u1, . . . , un)
⊤: true score vector of the model, where uk is the latent score of object k for

k ∈ [n]. Eu stands for the expectation operator in a PL model with parameter u.

• N : the number of comparison data; Nk: the number of comparisons involving object k; Nkk′ :
the number of the comparisons involving both objects k and k′.

• Nn,− := mink∈[n]Nk; Nn,+ := maxk∈[n]Nk.

• Ti, i ∈ [N ]: the set of objects participating in the ith comparison.

• mi: the number of objects participating in the ith comparison, namely mi = |Ti|. The upper
bound on mi is M . yi denotes the number of objects observed from the top.

• πi(t): the object with rank t in Ti; ri(k): the rank of the object k in Ti.

• l1(u): the log-likelihood function for the (marginal) MLE; l2(u): the log-likelihood function
for the QMLE.

• p
(m)
n : the lower bound on the probability of an m-size edge in NURHM; q(m)

n : the upper bound
on the probability of an m-size edge in NURHM.

• In NURHM, we define ξn,− :=
∑M

m=2 n
m−1p

(m)
n and ξn,+ :=

∑M
m=2 n

m−1q
(m)
n . These two

numbers represent the minimum and maximum order of the expected number of edges in
NURHM.

• ωn,i, i ∈ [K]: the probability of an edge in the ith community in HSBM.

• In HSBM, we define ζn,− = nM−1 min0≤i≤K ωn,i and ζn,+ := nM−1 max0≤i≤K ωn,i. These two
numbers represent the minimum and maximum order of the expected number of edges in
HSBM.

• Hypergraph H(V,E), where V is the vertex set and E ⊆ P(V ) is the edge set.

• For U1, U2 ⊆ V with U1 ∩U2 = ∅, we define the edges between U1 and U2 as E(U1, U2) = {e ∈
E : e ∩ Ui ̸= ∅, i = 1, 2}. The set of boundary edges of U is defined as ∂U = E(U,U∁).

• Given a hypergraph H(V,E) with V = [n], for U ⊂ [n], let hH(U) = |∂U |/min{|U |, |U∁|}. The
modified Cheeger constant of H is defined as hH = minU⊂[n] hH(U).

• H(u): the Hessian matrix of log-likelihood function at u. H∗(u∗) : the expectation of H(u),
namely, H∗(u∗) = E[H(u∗)]. (With some abuse of notation, we do not distinguish between l1
and l2 since their analyses are analogous under our approach.)

• Since −H∗(u∗) is an unnormalized weighted graph Laplacian, we further define its degree
matrix and weight matrix to be D and W respectively, and normalized graph Laplacian to be
Lsym = (I −A) with A = D−1/2WD−1/2.

• λ1(B) ≤ · · · ≤ λn(B): the eigenvalue of the matrix B in the increasing order.
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B Interpretation of estimating equations

In this section, we provide the proofs of Propositions 3.1-3.3.

B.1 Proof of Proposition 3.1

By the first-order optimality condition, ∂kl1(û) = 0 for k ∈ [n]. This can be further expanded as

∂kl1(û) =
∑

i:k∈Ti

1{ri(k)≤yi} −
ri(k)∧yi∑

j=1

exp(ûk)∑mi

t=j exp(ûπi(t))

 = 0,

where ri(k) is the rank of k in πi. Dividing both sides by Nk and rewriting,

1

Nk

∑
i:k∈Ti

1{ri(k)≤yi} −
∑

j∈[mi]

1{j≤ri(k)∧yi} exp(ûk)∑mi

t=j exp(ûπi(t))

 = 0.

To understand the second term in the parenthesis, note that assuming πi (or ri) is observed in a PL
model with parameters u,∑

j∈[mi]

1{j≤ri(k)∧yi} exp(uk)∑mi

t=j exp(uπi(t))
=
∑

j∈[mi]

Eu[1{ri(k) = j and ri(k) ≤ yi}|Fi,j−1].

The first statement in the lemma follows by setting u = û, while the second statement follows by
setting u = u∗ and taking expectation with respect to πi:

E

 ∑
j∈[mi]

Eu∗ [1{ri(k) = j and ri(k) ≤ yi}|Fi,j−1]− 1{ri(k)≤yi}


= E

 ∑
j∈[mi]

1{ri(k) = j and ri(k) ≤ yi} − 1{ri(k)≤yi}

 = 0.

Since πi’s are sampled from the PL model with the true utility vector u∗, the first equality holds as
a result of the tower property.

B.2 Proof of Proposition 3.2

By definition,

argmin
v:⟨1⟩⊤v=0

Eπ∼f [KL(f(π;u)||g(π;v))] = argmin
v:⟨1⟩⊤v=0

Eπ∼f

[
log

f(π;u)

g(π;v)

]
= argmax

v:⟨1⟩⊤v=0

Eπ∼f [log g(π;v)] .

Denoting G(v) = Eπ∼f [log g(π;v)] and expanding G(v),

G(v) =
∑
T∈E

∑
πT∈S(T )

fT (πT ;u)×∑
k∈T

{
(|T | − rπT

(k))vk −
∑

k′∈T :rπT
(k′)>rπT

(k)

log(exp(vk) + exp(vk′))

} ,
where rπT

(k) is the rank of k in πT . To show u is the unique maximizer of G(v), it suffices to verify
that u satisfies the first-order optimality condition and G(v) is strictly concave. The former can be
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verified by a direct calculation as follows.

∂kG(v) =
∑
T∈E

∑
πT∈S(T )

fT (πT ;u)

|T | − rπT
(k)−

∑
k′∈T :k′ ̸=k

exp(vk)

exp(vk) + exp(vk′)


=
∑
T∈E

|T | −
∑

k′∈T :k′ ̸=k

exp(vk)

exp(vk) + exp(vk′)
− EπT∼fT (·;u)[rπT

(k)]


=
∑
T∈E

EπT∼fT (·;v)

|T | −
∑

k′∈T :k′ ̸=k

1{rT (k)<rT (k′)}

− EπT∼fT (·;u)[rπT
(k)]


=
∑
T∈E

(
EπT∼fT (·;v)[rπT

(k)]− EπT∼fT (·;u)[rπT
(k)]

)
, (B.1)

where the third equality uses the internal consistency of the PL model. Taking v = u yields
∂kG(u) = 0 for all k.

To prove the strict concavity, we compute the Hessian of G(v):

∂kk′G(v) =


∑

T∈E:k∈T

∑
j∈T :j ̸=k

− exp(vk+vj)
(exp(vk)+exp(vj))2

k′ = k

∑
T∈E:{k,k′}⊆T

exp(vk+vk′ )
(exp(vk)+exp(vk′ ))2

k′ ̸= k

.

This expression shows that −∇2G(v) is the unnormalized graph Laplacian of the weighted graph on
[n] with weights {∂kk′G(v)} for k ̸= k′. As a result, −∇2G(v) is nonnegative definite. Meanwhile, a
moment thought reveals that the connectivity of H implies that the weighted graph associated with
−∇2G(v) is also connected. Hence, the eigenspace of ∇2G(v) associated with eigenvalue zero is
one-dimensional and spanned by the all-ones vector ⟨1⟩. Since the constraint requires ⟨1⟩⊤v = 0,
G(v) is strictly concave on the feasible set of v. This verifies the uniqueness of the minimizer.

B.3 Proof of Proposition 3.3

By the first-order optimality,

∂kl2(ũ) =
∑

i:k∈Ti

|Ti| − ri(k)−
∑

k′∈Ti:k′ ̸=k

exp(ũk)

exp(ũk) + exp(ũk′)


= −

∑
i:k∈Ti

ri(k)−
|Ti| −

∑
k′∈Ti:k′ ̸=k

exp(ũk)

exp(ũk) + exp(ũk′)


= −

∑
i:k∈Ti

(ri(k)− Eũ[ri(k)])

= 0,

where the penultimate step follows from a same computation as (B.1). The proof is finished by
dividing both sides by −Nk.

C Proof of Theorems 5.1-5.2

In this section, we provide the proofs of Theorems 5.1-5.2.
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C.1 Proof of Theorem 5.1

C.1.1 Preparation

To establish both the unique existence and uniform consistency, we introduce some additional
notations. For the former, we define

Gn,1 :=
{
∀U ⊂ [n], ∃(k1, k2) ∈ U ⊗ U∁ and Ti ∈ En, such that k1, k2 ∈ Ti and k1 ≻ k2

}
. (C.1)

The event Gn,1 ensures that the negative log-likelihood or the negative quasi-likelihood functions
are coercive, which is sufficient and necessary for the unique existence of the marginal MLE and
QMLE (Hunter, 2004, Lemma 1).

Moreover, for both the marginal MLE and QMLE, it follows from the direct computation that, for
k ∈ [n] and u ∈ Rn,

∂kl1(u) =
∑

i:k∈Ti

ψ(k;Ti, πi,u) ∂kl2(u) =
∑

i:k∈Ti

φ(k;Ti, πi,u), (C.2)

where

ψ(k;Ti, πi,u) = 1{ri(k)≤yi} −
∑

j∈[ri(k)∧yi]

exp(uk)∑mi

t=j exp(uπi(t))
, (C.3)

φ(k;Ti, πi,u) = |Ti| − ri(k)−
∑

k′∈Ti,k′ ̸=k

exp(uk)

exp(uk) + exp(uk′)
, (C.4)

with πi and ri(k) denoting the permutation associated with Ti and the rank of k in πi, respectively.
By Propositions 3.1 and 3.3, E[∂kl1(u∗)] = E[∂kl2(u∗)] = 0. A similar event to (C.1) concerning ∂kl1
and ∂kl2 we will need is the following:

Gn,2 :=

{∣∣∣∣∑
k∈U

∂kls(u
∗)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 4M2
√

|U ||∂U | logn, for any U ⊂ [n] with |U | ≤ n/2, and s = 1, 2

}
. (C.5)

The following lemma states that under Assumptions 1-2 and 7, both Gn,1 and Gn,2 hold with high
probability.

Lemma C.1. Under Assumptions 1-2 and 7, for all sufficiently large n,

P(Gn,1 ∩ Gn,2) ≥ 1− n−3,

where Gn,1 and Gn,2 are defined in (C.1) and (C.5), respectively.

The proof of Lemma C.1 is deferred to the end of the section. In the subsequent sections, we will
condition on the event Gn,1 ∩ Gn,2.

C.1.2 Chaining

Since Gn,1 ensures that both the marginal MLE and QMLE exist, to finish the proof, it remains to
establish the uniform consistency of w.

Since ⟨1⟩⊤u∗ = ⟨1⟩⊤w = 0, where ⟨1⟩ is the all-ones vector of compatible size, ⟨1⟩⊤(w−u∗) = 0.
Thus, the largest and smallest components of w − u∗ have opposite signs, whence ∥w − u∗∥∞ ≤
maxk∈[n](wk − u∗k) −mink∈[n](wk − u∗k). To prove the theorem, it suffices to show that conditional
on Gn,1 and Gn,2,

max
k∈[n]

(wk − u∗k)− min
k∈[n]

(wk − u∗k) ≲ ΓRE
n .

Specifically, define α ∈ argmaxk∈[n](wk − u∗k) and β ∈ argmink∈[n](wk − u∗k). We will show that for
all sufficiently large n, (wα − u∗α) − (wβ − u∗β) ≲ ΓRE

n . To this end, we first construct an increasing
sequence of neighbors based on RE-induced estimation errors to chain them together. Then, we
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show that a chain constructed in such a way is admissible in the sense of Definition 2. Under
Assumption 7, the desired bound follows.

To fill in the details, let c > 0 be an absolute constant, and {∆bz}∞z=0, {∆dz}∞z=0 be two increasing
sequences that are specified shortly. Consider the two sequences of neighbors started at α and β
respectively defined recursively as follows. Let ∆b0 = ∆d0 = 0, and for z ≥ 1,

Bz =

{
j : (wα − u∗α)− (wj − u∗j ) ≤

z−1∑
t=0

∆bt

}
, ∆bz = c

√
log n

hHn
(Bz)

Dz =

{
j : (wβ − u∗β)− (wj − u∗j ) ≥ −

z−1∑
t=0

∆dt

}
, ∆dz = c

√
log n

hHn(Dz)

(C.6)

where hHn is defined in Definition 1. Let Zn,1 and Zn,2 be the stopping times

Zn,1 = min
{
z : |Bz| >

n

2

}
Zn,2 = min

{
z : |Dz| >

n

2

}
.

Note ∆bz and ∆dz are defined similarly as the summand of ΓRE
n in Definition 3 (up to a multi-

plicative constant) but for random sequences {Bz}z∈[Zn,1] and {Dz}Z∈[Zn,2]. We make the following
claim:

Claim. Under Assumptions 1-2, 7 and conditional on Gn,1 ∩ Gn,2, there exists an absolute constant
c > 0 such that for all sufficiently large n, {Bz}z∈[Zn,1], {Dz}z∈[Zn,2] are admissible sequences.

By the construction of Zn,1 and Zn,2, BZn,1 ∩DZn,2 ̸= ∅, so that α and β can be chained together
using {Bz}z∈[Zn,1] ∪ {Dz}z∈[Zn,2]. As a result,

(wα − u∗α)− (wβ − u∗β) ≤ c
∑

z∈[Zn,1−1]

∆bz + c
∑

z∈[Zn,2−1]

∆dz ≤ 2cΓRE
n ,

where the last step follows from the definition of ΓRE
n . Since ΓRE

n → 0 under Assumption 7, the
proof is complete. Therefore, it remains to verify the claim.

The proof sketch described above is similar to (Han et al., 2022, Theorem 4); however, verifica-
tion of the claim requires a notable amount of technical details which are laid out in Section C.1.3.
For ease of illustration, we only prove for {Bz}z∈[Zn,1] as the case for {Dz}z∈[Zn,2] can be treated
similarly.

C.1.3 Admissible sequence verification

We first prove the claim for the marginal MLE and then show that a similar argument works for
the QMLE.

Case I: The marginal MLE

We begin with the marginal MLE. Recall that the marginal log-likelihood function based on the
choice-yi observations in the ith data is given by

l1(u) =
∑
i∈[N ]

∑
j∈[yi]

uπi(j) − log

mi∑
t=j

exp(uπi(t))

 |Ti| = mi.

Conditional on Gn,1, û uniquely exists, so we can apply the first-order optimality condition and (C.2)
to obtain

∂kl1(û) =
∑

i:k∈Ti

ψ(k;Ti, πi, û) = 0 k ∈ [n], (C.7)

where ψ’s are defined in (C.3).
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Fixing Ti, πi, and u, a crucial property of ψ(k;Ti, πi,u) is that∑
k∈Ti

ψ(k;Ti, πi,u) = yi −
∑
k∈Ti

∑
j∈[ri(k)∧yi]

exp(uk)∑mi

t=j exp(uπi(t))
(C.8)

= yi −
∑
k∈Ti

∑
j∈[ri(k)∧yi]

exp(uπi(ri(k)))∑mi

t=j exp(uπi(t))

= yi −
∑
s∈[yi]

∑
k:ri(k)≥s

exp(uπi(k))∑mi

t=s exp(uπi(t))

= 0,

where the third identity follows from changing the order of summation. By Proposition 3.1, the true
parameter u∗ satisfies

E[ψ(k;Ti, πi,u∗)] = 0 (C.9)

for every k, Ti. Combining (C.7)-(C.9) yields∑
k∈Bz

∂kl1(u
∗)−

∑
k∈Bz

∂kl1(û)
(C.7)
=

∑
k∈Bz

∂kl1(u
∗)

=
∑
k∈Bz

∑
i:k∈Ti

ψ(k;Ti, πi,u
∗)

(C.8)
=

∑
i:Ti∈∂Bz

∑
k∈Bz∩Ti

ψ(k;Ti, πi,u
∗)

(C.9)
≤ 4M2

√
|Bz||∂Bz| log n, (C.10)

where the last inequality holds on Gn,2 since |Bz| ≤ n/2 for z < Zn,1.
To obtain the desired claim, we now derive a lower bound on the left-hand side of (C.10). This

step requires appropriate monotonicity conditions of the score function to hold in the PL model,
which is more complicated than the setting in the BT model due to the additional dependence on
πi’s. We begin by refining the calculations in (C.10):∑

k∈Bz

∂kl1(u
∗)−

∑
k∈Bz

∂kl1(û) (C.11)

(C.8)
=

∑
i:Ti∈∂Bz

∑
k∈Bz∩Ti

∑
j∈[ri(k)∧yi]

(
exp(ûk)∑mi

t=j exp(ûπi(t))
− exp(u∗k)∑mi

t=j exp(u
∗
πi(t)

)

)

=
∑

i:Ti∈∂Bz

maxk∈Bz∩Ti
(ri(k)∧yi)∑

j=1

(∑
t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(ûπi(t))∑mi

t=j exp(ûπi(t))
−
∑

t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti
exp(u∗πi(t)

)∑mi

t=j exp(u
∗
πi(t)

)

)
.

Note that each summand in the last equation is nonnegative. To see this, we take the quotient
of the first and second terms in the parentheses to obtain∑

t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti
exp(ûπi(t))∑mi

t=j exp(ûπi(t))

/∑
t≥j,πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(u∗πi(t)
)∑mi

t=j exp(u
∗
πi(t)

)
(C.12)

=

∑
t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(ûπi(t))∑
t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(u∗πi(t)
)
×
∑

t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti
exp(u∗πi(t)

) +
∑

t≥j:πi(t)∈B∁
z∩Ti

exp(u∗πi(t)
)∑

t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti
exp(ûπi(t)) +

∑
t≥j:πi(t)∈B∁

z∩Ti
exp(ûπi(t))

≥
∑

t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti
exp(ûπi(t))∑

t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti
exp(u∗πi(t)

)
×min

{∑
t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(u∗πi(t)
)∑

t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti
exp(ûπi(t))

,

∑
t≥j:πi(t)∈B∁

z∩Ti
exp(u∗πi(t)

)∑
t≥j:πi(t)∈B∁

z∩Ti
exp(ûπi(t))

}

≥
∑

t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti
exp(ûπi(t))∑

t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti
exp(u∗πi(t)

)
×
∑

t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti
exp(u∗πi(t)

)∑
t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(ûπi(t))
= 1.

31



To obtain the last inequality, observe for t, t′ ≥ j and πi(t) ∈ Bz ∩ Ti, πi(t′) ∈ B∁
z ∩ Ti, ûπi(t) −

u∗πi(t)
≥ ûπi(t′) − u∗πi(t′)

by the definition of Bz. As a result,∑
t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(u∗πi(t)
)∑

t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti
exp(ûπi(t))

≤ max
t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(u∗πi(t)
− ûπi(t))

≤ min
t≥j:πi(t)∈B∁

z∩Ti

exp(u∗πi(t)
− ûπi(t)) ≤

∑
t≥j:πi(t)∈B∁

z∩Ti
exp(u∗πi(t)

)∑
t≥j:πi(t)∈B∁

z∩Ti
exp(ûπi(t))

.

Consequently, we can obtain a lower bound on (C.11) by only summing over the edges in ∂Bz ∩
∂Bz+1 which will have its summand lower bounded by some positive constant. Without loss of
generality, we may assume ∂Bz ∩ ∂Bz+1 ̸= ∅, since otherwise ∂Bz ⊆ Bz+1, which immediately
implies the desired admissibility condition. Then,∑

k∈Bz

∂kl1(u
∗)−

∑
k∈Bz

∂kl1(û)

≥
∑

i:Ti∈∂Bz∩∂Bz+1

maxk∈Bz∩Ti
(ri(k)∧yi)∑

j=1

(∑
t≥j:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(ûπi(t)
)∑mi

t=j exp(ûπi(t)
)

−

∑
t≥j,πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(u∗
πi(t)

)∑mi
t=j exp(u

∗
πi(t)

)

)

≥
∑

i:Ti∈∂Bz∩∂Bz+1

(∑
t≥1:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(ûπi(t)
)∑mi

t=1 exp(ûπi(t)
)

−

∑
t≥1,πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(u∗
πi(t)

)∑mi
t=1 exp(u

∗
πi(t)

)

)
. (C.13)

By definition, for any Ti ∈ ∂Bz+1 ∩ ∂Bz, Ti ∩B∁
z+1 ̸= ∅, so that

max
j∈Ti

{
(ûα − u∗α)− (ûj − u∗j )

}
≥

z∑
t=0

∆bt.

This allows us to obtain a refined lower bound on (C.12) based on the following elementary in-
equality. For δ1, δ2, δ3, δ4 > 0, if δ2δ3 ≥ (1 + ϵ1)δ1δ4 and δ2 ≥ ϵ2δ1 for some 0 < ϵ1, ϵ2 < 1/2,
then

δ1 + δ2
δ3 + δ4

≥
(
1 +

ϵ1ϵ2
2

)
· δ1
δ3
. (C.14)

This inequality can be verified as

δ1 + δ2
δ3 + δ4

≥ δ1 + ϵ2δ1
δ3 + (ϵ2δ1δ4/δ2)

≥ (1 + ϵ1)(1 + ϵ2)δ1
(1 + ϵ1)δ1 + ϵ2δ3

≥
(
1 +

ϵ1ϵ2
2

)
· δ1
δ3
.

Under Assumption 1, C−2
1 ≤ exp(u∗i − u∗j ) ≤ C2

1 for all i, j ∈ [n]. Since Ti ∩B∁
z+1 ̸= ∅,∑

t≥1:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti
exp(ûπi(t))∑mi

t=1 exp(ûπi(t))

/∑
t≥1,πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(u∗
πi(t)

)∑mi
t=1 exp(u

∗
πi(t)

)

=

∑
t≥1:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(ûπi(t))∑
t≥1,πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(u∗
πi(t)

)

×

∑
t≥1,πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(u∗
πi(t)

) +
∑

t≥1,πi(t)∈B∁
z∩Bz+1∩Ti

exp(u∗
πi(t)

) +
∑

t≥1,πi(t)∈B∁
z+1∩Ti

exp(u∗
πi(t)

)∑
t≥1:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(ûπi(t)) +
∑

t≥1:πi(t)∈B∁
z∩Bz+1∩Ti

exp(ûπi(t)) +
∑

t≥1:πi(t)∈B∁
z+1∩Ti

exp(ûπi(t))︸ ︷︷ ︸
(∗)

≥
∑

t≥1:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti
exp(ûπi(t))∑

t≥1,πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti
exp(u∗

πi(t)
)

×
C2

1 (mi − 1)
∑

t≥1,πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti
exp(u∗

πi(t)
) +

∑
t≥1,πi(t)∈B∁

z+1∩Ti
exp(u∗

πi(t)
)

C2
1 (mi − 1)

∑
t≥1:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(ûπi(t)) +
∑

t≥1:πi(t)∈B∁
z+1∩Ti

exp(ûπi(t))︸ ︷︷ ︸
(∗∗)

.

To see why the last step holds, note for x1, . . . , x6 > 0 satisfying x1/x4 ≤ x2/x5 ≤ x3/x6 and
x2/x1 ≤ ϵ,

x1 + x2 + x3
x4 + x5 + x6

≥ x1 + x2 + x3
x4 + (x2x4/x1) + x6

=
x1(1 + x2/x1) + x3
x4(1 + x2/x1) + x6

≥ x1(1 + ϵ) + x3
x4(1 + ϵ) + x6

.
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Identifying (∗) in the form of (x1 + x2 + x3)/(x4 + x5 + x6) and noting x2/x1 ≤ C2
1 (mi − 1) yields

the desired result. Furthermore, identifying (∗∗) in the form of (δ1 + δ2)/(δ3 + δ4) in (C.14), we can
check using the definition of Bz that

δ2δ3
δ1δ4

≥
exp(ûα − u∗α −∑j∈[z−1] ∆bj)

exp(ûα − u∗α −∑j∈[z] ∆bj)
= exp(∆bz) ≥ 1 + ∆bz, δ2 ≥ δ1

C4
1M

2
.

Under Assumption 7, ∆bz ≤ 1/2 for all z < Zn,1 and all sufficiently large n. Applying (C.14), we
obtain for Ti ∈ ∂Bz+1 ∩ ∂Bz,

(C.12) ≥ 1 +
∆bz

2C4
1M

2
.

As a result, ∑
t≥1:πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti

exp(ûπi(t))∑mi

t=1 exp(ûπi(t))
−
∑

t≥1,πi(t)∈Bz∩Ti
exp(u∗πi(t)

)∑mi

t=1 exp(u
∗
πi(t)

)
≥ ∆bz
M3C6

1

,

which is substituted into (C.13) to yield∑
k∈Bz

∂kl1(u
∗)−

∑
k∈Bz

∂kl1(û) ≥
∆bz
M3C6

1

|∂Bz ∩ ∂Bz+1|. (C.15)

Combining (C.10) and (C.15),

1

M3C6
1

|∂Bz ∩ ∂Bz+1|∆bz ≤ 4M2
√
|Bz||∂Bz| log n.

Taking c = 8M5C6
1 in (C.6) yields

|∂Bz ∩ ∂Bz+1| ≤
1

2
|∂Bz| =⇒ |{e ∈ ∂Bz : e ⊆ Bz+1}| ≥

1

2
|∂Bz|.

This finishes the proof of {Bz}z∈[Zn,1] being admissible.
Case II: The QMLE
Although the quasi-likelihood is misspecified (as it ignores the dependence among pairwise com-

parisons on the same edge), its derivatives provide a set of unbiased estimating equations so it is
more appropriate to view QMLE as a moment estimator. Writing down the log-quasi-likelihood, we
have

l2(u) =
∑
i∈[N ]

∑
1≤j<t≤mi

[
uπi(j) − log(exp(uπi(j)) + exp(uπi(t)))

]
.

By the first-order optimality condition,

∂kl2(ũ) =
∑

i:k∈Ti

φ(k;Ti, πi, ũ) = 0 k ∈ [n], (C.16)

where φ is defined in (C.4). Analogously, when fixing Ti, πi, and u, we can check that

∑
k∈Ti

φ(k;Ti, πi,u) =
∑
k∈Ti

|Ti| − ri(k)−
∑

k′∈Ti,k′ ̸=k

exp(uk)

exp(uk) + exp(uk′)


=
∑
k∈Ti

|Ti| −
∑

k′∈Ti,k′ ̸=k

E[1{ri(k)<ri(k′)}]− ri(k)


=
∑
k∈Ti

(E[ri(k)]− ri(k)) = 0, (C.17)
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where we have used the internal consistency of the PL model. Meanwhile, E[φ(k;Ti, πi,u∗)] = 0
due to the tower property. This observation is critical to obtain appropriate concentration estimates
as in the marginal MLE case.

With the same idea in the proof of the marginal MLE, Gn,2 gives the following upper bound:∑
k∈Bz

∂kl2(u
∗)−

∑
k∈Bz

∂kl2(ũ) ≤ 4M2
√
|Bz||∂Bz| log n z ≤ Zn,1. (C.18)

We further obtain a lower bound via the following calculation:∑
k∈Bz

∂kl2(u
∗)−

∑
k∈Bz

∂kl2(ũ)

=
∑

i:Ti∈∂Bz

∑
j∈Ti∩Bz

∑
t∈Ti∩B∁

z

(
exp(ũj)

exp(ũj) + exp(ũt)
−

exp(u∗j )

exp(u∗j ) + exp(u∗t )

)

≥
∑

i:Ti∈∂Bz∩∂Bz+1

∑
j∈Ti∩Bz

∑
t∈Ti∩B∁

z+1

(
exp(ũj)

exp(ũj) + exp(ũt)
−

exp(u∗j )

exp(u∗j ) + exp(u∗t )

)

≥ C ′′|∂Bz ∩ ∂Bz+1|∆bz,

where C ′′ is an absolute constant depending on C1 and M only. Here the first inequality follows
from the observation that for j ∈ Bz and t ∈ B∁

z ,

exp(ũj)

exp(ũj) + exp(ũt)

/
exp(u∗j )

exp(u∗j ) + exp(u∗t )
= exp(ũj − u∗j ) ·

exp(u∗j ) + exp(u∗t )

exp(ũj) + exp(ũt)

≥ exp(ũj − u∗j ) ·min
{
exp(u∗j − ũj), exp(u

∗
t − ũt)

}
= exp(ũj − u∗j ) · exp(u∗j − ũj) = 1.

For the last inequality, we observe that for j ∈ Ti∩Bz and t ∈ Ti∩B∁
z+1, by the mean-value theorem,

exp(ũj)

exp(ũj) + exp(ũt)
−

exp(u∗j )

exp(u∗j ) + exp(u∗t )
=

1

1 + exp(−(ũj − ũt))
− 1

1 + exp(−(u∗j − u∗t ))

≥ 1

1 + exp(−(u∗j − u∗t +∆bz))
− 1

1 + exp(−(u∗j − u∗t ))
(ûj − ût ≥ u∗j − u∗t +∆bz)

=
e−ϱ∆bz

(1 + exp(−ϱ))2 (where ϱ ∈ [u∗j − u∗t , u
∗
j − u∗t +∆bz] ⊆ [−2C1, 2C1 + 1]),

so taking C ′′ = minx∈[−2C1,2C1+1] exp(−x)/((1 + exp(−x))2) suffices, where we have used again
that ∆bz → 0 for all z < Zn,1 and all sufficiently large n under Assumption 7. Setting c = 4M2C ′′

and combining the upper and lower bounds as before yields the admissibility of {Bz}z∈[Zn,1].

C.1.4 Proof of Lemma C.1

We show that Gn,1 and Gn,2 hold with probability at least 1−n−4, respectively. The desired result
follows by applying a union bound.

We begin with Gn,1. For any U ⊂ [n], the sequence defined by A1 = U and A2 = [n] is an
admissible sequence. Therefore, Assumption 7 implies the following lower bound on its modified
Cheeger constant:

|∂U |
min{|U |, |U∁|} log n → ∞ for U ⊂ [n]. (C.19)

We claim that the event in (C.19) is sufficient to ensure P(Gn,1) ≥ 1 − n−4 for all sufficiently large
n, as desired in Assumption 7. Indeed, for any T ⊂ [n] with |T | ≤M and i, j ∈ T ,

P(i ≻ j on T |T ∈ En) ≥ P(rT (i) = 1|T ∈ En)

≥ exp(u∗i )∑
t∈T exp(u∗t )

≥ 1

MC2
1

> 0, (Assumptions 1 and 2) (C.20)
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where rT is the ranking outcome on T . Therefore, for any partition U and U∁, define

Z(U) =
∑

T∈∂U

1{there exist i ∈ T ∩ U , j ∈ T ∩ U∁ with i ≻ j on T}.

By definition, Z(U) is a sum of independent Bernoulli random variables with

E[Z(U)]
(C.20)
≥ |∂U |

MC2
1

(C.19)
≥ 48min{|U |, n− |U |} log n. (C.21)

Note that for all i ∈ U, j ∈ U∁ and {i, j} ⊂ T ∈ En, i ≺ j if and only if Z(U) = 0. By the Chernoff
bound,

P(Z(U) = 0) ≤ P(Z(U) ≤ E[Z(U)]/2)

≤ exp(−E[Z(U)]/8)
(C.21)
≤ exp(−6min{|U |, n− |U |} log n). (C.22)

Taking a union bound over all ∅ ≠ U ⊂ [n] yields

P (Gn,1) = 1− P
(
G∁
n,1

)
≥1−

n−1∑
s=1

∑
U⊂[n]:|U |=s

P(Z(U) = 0)

≥ 1−
n−1∑
s=1

(
n

s

)
exp(−6min{s, n− s} log n)

≥ 1−
n−1∑
s=1

exp(−5min{s, n− s} log n)

≥ 1− n−4.

For Gn,2, note that for each U ⊂ [n],

∑
k∈U

∂kl1(u
∗)

(C.2),(C.8)
=

∑
i:Ti∈∂U

( ∑
k∈U∩Ti

ψ(k;Ti, πi,u
∗)

)
∑
k∈U

∂kl2(u
∗)

(C.2),(C.17)
=

∑
i:Ti∈∂U

( ∑
k∈U∩Ti

φ(k;Ti, πi,u
∗)

)
.

Under Assumptions 1-2, the summation (over i) in both settings above is over mean-zero inde-
pendent random variables bounded by M2. By Hoeffding’s inequality, with probability at least
1− n−6|U |, ∣∣∣∣∑

k∈U

∂kls(u
∗)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 4M2
√

|U ||∂U | log n s = 1, 2.

Taking a union bound over U ⊂ [n] yields P(Gn,2) ≥ 1− n−4. We finish the proof of Lemma C.1.

C.2 Proof of Theorem 5.2

Denote by l the log-likelihood or quasi-log-likelihood function, and w the corresponding marginal
MLE or QMLE. Recall we have demonstrated E[∇l(u∗)] = 0 and ∇l(w) = 0 in the proof of Theorem
5.1. By the Taylor expansion of ∇l at u,

−∇l(u∗) = ∇l(w)−∇l(u∗) = H(w,u∗)(w − u∗), (C.23)

where

H(w,u∗) =

∫ 1

0

H(tw + (1− t)u∗) dt (C.24)
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with H(u) = ∇2l(u) defined in Section 5.2. Note that H(u∗) is a random matrix due to the multiple
comparison outcomes unless w is the choice-one MLE or QMLE. This additional complexity makes
the subsequent analysis more challenging as opposed to Luce’s choice model.

Recall H∗(u∗) = E[H(u∗)], the matrix D is a diagonal matrix with Dii = −[H∗(u∗)]ii, and
Lsym = −D−1/2H∗(u∗)D−1/2. Rewriting H(w,u∗) as a summation of three parts:

H(w,u∗) = {H(w,u∗)−H(u∗)}+ {H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)}+H∗(u∗).

Substituting this into (C.23) and using Lsym = −D−1/2H∗(u∗)D−1/2 yields

D1/2LsymD1/2(w − u∗) = −H∗(u∗)(w − u∗) (C.25)

= ∇l(u∗) + {H(w,u∗)−H(u∗)}(w − u∗) + {H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)}(w − u∗).

The weighted graph associated with Lsym is connected whenever w exists. In this case, the zero-
eigenspace of −H∗(u∗) is one-dimensional and spanned by the all-ones vector ⟨1⟩. Moreover, it can
be verified using (5.5) and (5.6) that −H(w,u∗) and −H(u∗) are also weighted graph Laplacians
with the same zero-eigenspace with −H∗(u∗). Since w−u∗ ∈ span(⟨1⟩)⊥, we can rearrange (C.25)
to obtain

D1/2(w − u∗) = L†
symD−1/2∇l(u∗)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(i)

+L†
symD−1/2{H(w,u∗)−H(u∗)}(w − u∗)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(ii)

+ L†
symD−1/2{H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)}(w − u∗)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(iii)

, (C.26)

where L†
sym is the pseudoinverse of Lsym.

To analyze (C.26), we will use that each component of ∇l(u∗) can be written as a sum of
mean-zero independent random variables by arranging summands from the same edge together
(for example, using the ψ and φ notation in (C.7) and (C.16)). Therefore, each component of
D−1/2∇l(u∗) is expected to converge to a normal distribution of constant order by the central limit
theorem (CLT). Meanwhile, under Assumptions 8-9, both (ii) and (iii) are higher-order terms. These
heuristics are made precise by the following lemmas.

Lemma C.2. Let l denote the log-likelihood of the marginal MLE or the QMLE. Under Assumptions 1,
2 and 8, for any fix k ∈ [n],

(L†
symD−1/2∇l(u∗))k → N(0,Σkk) (C.27)

in distribution as n→ ∞, where Σ = D−1/2E[∇l(u∗)∇l(u∗)⊤]D−1/2.

Lemma C.3. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 8,

∥L†
symD−1/2{H(w,u∗)−H(u∗)}(w − u∗)∥∞= op(1), (C.28)

and ∥L†
symD−1/2{H(u∗) −H∗(u∗)}(w − u∗)∥∞= 0 when w is the choice-one MLE or the QMLE. For

the general marginal MLE, if we further assume Assumption 9 holds, then

∥L†
symD−1/2{H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)}(w − u∗)∥∞= op(1). (C.29)

Combining (C.27)-(C.29) and applying Slutzky’s lemma yields the desired CLT result. For the
reader’s convenience, we sketch the proofs of Lemmas C.2-C.3; the technical details are given in
Section E. Lemma C.2 follows from an application of Chebyshev’s inequality that involves entrywise
estimates of the moments of A. This step requires the upper bound on r in Assumption 8. Lemma
C.3 is more technical and based on a truncated error analysis associated with the Neumann series
expansion of L†

sym. Specifically, for (C.29), to deal with the extra randomness of the comparison
outcomes, we further apply a perturbation analysis similar to the leave-out methods developed in
Gao et al. (2023); Fan et al. (2024). Nevertheless, this additional tool will not be needed for Luce’s
choice model (which is the model considered in Gao et al. (2023); Fan et al. (2024)). This sets our
method apart from theirs.

To further illustrate, we sketch the proof of Lemma C.3, for which we need the following esti-
mates:
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Lemma C.4. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 8,

∥D−1/2{H(w,u∗)−H(u∗)}(w − u∗)∥∞ = Op

(
(ΓRE

n )2
√
Nn,+

)
. (C.30)

For the general marginal MLE, if we further assume Assumption 9 holds, then

∥D−1/2{H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)}(w − u∗)∥∞ = Op

(ΓRE
n Nn,+

√
log n+

√
Nn,+ log n

λleave2

)
. (C.31)

Assuming Lemma C.4 holds, we demonstrate how to prove Lemma C.3. Note that a crude ℓ2-ℓ∞
estimate would fail badly since

∥L†
symD−1/2{H(w,u∗)−H(u∗)}(w − u∗)∥∞

≤ ∥L†
symD−1/2{H(w,u∗)−H(u∗)}(w − u∗)∥2

≤ ∥L†
sym∥2∥D−1/2{H(w,u∗)−H(u∗)}(w − u∗)∥2

≤ √
n∥L†

sym∥2∥D−1/2{H(w,u∗)−H(u∗)}(w − u∗)∥∞.

Since ∥L†
sym∥2 ≳ 1, the last term may not converge if loosely using the bound in Lemma C.4.

To address this issue, we require a sharper estimate. Write L†
sym =

∑∞
t=0(A− P1)

t − P1, where
P1 is the projection operator onto the zero-eigenspace of L†

sym. One key observation is that

P1D−1/2{H(w,u∗)−H(u∗)}(w − u∗) = P1D−1/2{H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)}(w − u∗) = 0, (C.32)

which can be seen by noting that both D−1/2{H(w,u∗)−H(u∗)}D−1/2 and D−1/2{H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)}D−1/2

are symmetric with their zero-eigenspace containing the range of P1. Consequently,

L†
symD−1/2{H(w,u∗)−H(u∗)}(w − u∗)

=

∞∑
t=0

(A−P1)
tD−1/2{H(w,u∗)−H(u∗)}(w − u∗).

We conduct a truncated error analysis to control the series on the right-hand side. Under As-
sumption 8, ∥A − P1∥2 = max{1− λ2(Lsym), λn(Lsym)− 1} = 1− s < 1. Define

tn =
4M log n

1− ∥A− P1∥2
=

4M log n

s
. (C.33)

As a result, ∥∥∥∥∥
∞∑

t=tn

(A−P1)
t

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ ∥A− P1∥tn2
1− ∥A− P1∥2

≤ n−4M

s
≤ n−2M ,

where the last step follows from Assumption 8 for all sufficiently large n:

log n× (ΓRE
n )2Nn,+

s
√
Nn,−

→ 0 =⇒ 1

s
≤ 1

(ΓRE
n )2

≤ n2M .

For convenience, let ∆H ∈ {H(w,u∗)−H(u∗),H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)}. Writing

L†
symD−1/2∆H(w − u∗)

=

tn−1∑
t=0

(A−P1)
tD−1/2∆H(w − u∗)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(iv)

+

∞∑
t=tn

(A−P1)
tD−1/2∆H(w − u∗)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(v)

,
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we bound ∥(v)∥∞ and ∥(iv)∥∞ separately. For ∥(v)∥∞, we have

∥(v)∥∞≤ √
n

∥∥∥∥∥
∞∑

t=tn

(A−P1)
t

∥∥∥∥∥
2

∥D−1/2∆H(w − u∗)∥∞

(C.30),(C.31)
≤


n−M (ΓRE

n )2
√
Nn,+, w ∈ {choice-one MLE, QMLE}

n−M × ΓRE
n Nn,+

√
logn+

√
Nn,+ logn

λleave
2

, others.

Meanwhile,

∥(iv)∥∞≤
tn−1∑
t=0

∥(A−P1)
tD−1/2∆H(w − u∗)∥∞

≲ tn

√
Nn,+

Nn,−
∥D−1/2∆H(w − u∗)∥∞ (C.34)

(C.30),(C.31)
≲ tn

√
Nn,+

Nn,−
×


(ΓRE

n )2
√
Nn,+, w ∈ {choice-one MLE, QMLE}

ΓRE
n Nn,+

√
logn+

√
Nn,+ logn

λleave
2

, others.

The second inequality (C.34) is far from obvious and requires computing (A−P1)
t, which is proved

in Section E.1. Based on Assumptions 8-9, we conclude that both ∥(iv)∥∞ and ∥(v)∥∞ are op(1). We
finish the proof of Theorem 5.2.

D Proofs of lemmas related to uniform consistency

In this section, we provide the proof of Lemma 5.1, which verifies that both NURHM and HSBM
are RE under appropriate conditions.

For any admissible sequence {Aj}j∈[J], by the definition of modified Cheeger constants in Defi-
nition 1,

J∑
j=1

√
log n

hHn
(Aj)

≤ J

√
log n

hHn

. (D.1)

To establish the RE property for the hypergraph sequences of interest, it suffices to show the right-
hand side of (D.1) converges to zero uniformly regardless of the choice of {Aj}j∈[J]. We approach
this by first obtaining a lower bound on hHn

and then a uniform upper bound on J , and we proceed
to show this case by case. For convenience, the following notation will be used throughout the
proof:

aj := |Aj | ∆aj := aj+1 − aj

∂Aj⊆j+1 := {e ∈ ∂Aj : e ⊆ Aj+1} ⊆ ∂Aj .

Without loss of generality, we assume ∆aj ≤ n −∆aj , as the opposite case can occur at most once
in any admissible sequence, having an asymptotically negligible impact on the estimate on J .

D.1 NURHM

The proof consists of two steps.

Step I: Lower bound on hHn .

For 2 ≤ m ≤ M and U ⊂ [n] with |U | = s, the number of edges in ∂U with size m is a sum
of µ(n, s,m) independent Bernoulli random variables with probabilities bounded between p(m)

n and
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q
(m)
n , where µ(n, s,m) =

(
n
m

)
−
(
s
m

)
−
(
n−s
m

)
. Thus,

M∑
m=2

µ(n, s,m)p(m)
n =: µn,−(s) ≤ E[|∂U |] ≤ µn,+(s) :=

M∑
m=2

µ(n, s,m)q(m)
n . (D.2)

For U2 ⊂ U1 ⊆ [n] with |U1| = s1 and |U2| = s2, the edges in ∂U2 contained in U1 with size m are a
subset of edges in ∂(U1 \ U2). Hence,

E[|{e ∈ ∂U2 : e ⊂ U1}|] ≤ E[|∂(U1 \ U2)|] ≤ µn,+(s1 − s2). (D.3)

Both µn,−(s) and µn,+(s) will appear in the subsequent analysis. The following estimate for µ(n, s,m)
will be useful and its proof is deferred to the end of the section.

Lemma D.1. For s ≥ m, the following inequalities hold:

mmin{s, n− s}
n

(
n

m

)
≲ µ(n, s,m) ≤ mmin{s, n− s}

n−m+ 1

(
n

m

)
. (D.4)

Consequently, combining (D.4), (D.2), and (4.2) yields

min{s, n− s}ξn,− ≲ µn,−(s) ≤ µn,+(s) ≲ min{s, n− s}ξn,+, (D.5)

where the implicit constant depends on M only.
By the Chernoff bound (Chernoff, 1952), for all U ⊂ [n] with |U | = s ≤ n/2 and all sufficiently

large n, the following inequalities hold with probability at least 1− n−5s,

1

2
µn,−(s) ≤ (1− δ)µn,−(s) ≤ (1− δ)E[|∂U |] ≤ |∂U |

|∂U | ≤ (1 + δ)E[|∂U |] ≤ (1 + δ)µn,+(s) ≤ 2µn,+(s) δ =

√
10s log n

E[|∂U |] , (D.6)

where we used that

δ =

√
10s log n

E[|∂U |]
(D.2)
≤
√

10s log n

µn,−(s)

(D.5)
≲

√
log n

ξn,−

(4.1)−−−→ 0.

Taking a union bound over U in (D.6) yields a uniform bound for all U with |U | ≤ n/2 (there
are

(
n
s

)
≤ ns different subsets of [n] with size s) that holds with probability at least 1 − n−4. In

what follows we condition on this event. On this event, the modified Cheeger constant hHn can be
bounded from below as

hHn
≥ min

1≤s≤n/2

µn,−(s)

2s

(D.5)
≳ ξn,−. (D.7)

In particular, for all U ⊂ [n],

|∂U | ≳ min{|U |, n− |U |}ξn,−. (D.8)

Step II: Upper bound on J .

Setting U = Ai in (D.8) yields the following lower bound on |∂Aj |:

|∂Aj | ≳ min{aj , n− aj}ξn,−. (D.9)

Meanwhile, we also have an upper bound on |∂Aj⊆j+1| as follows:

|∂Aj⊆j+1|
(D.3)
≤ |∂(Aj+1 \Aj)|

(D.6)
≤ 2µn,+(∆aj)

(D.5)
≲ ∆ajξn,+, (D.10)
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where the last step holds under the assumption ∆aj ≤ n − ∆aj . Since {Aj}j∈[J] is an admissible
sequence, |∂Aj⊆j+1| ≥ |∂Aj |/2. This combined with (D.9) and (D.10) implies that

(n− aj)− (n− aj+1)

min{aj , n− aj}
=

aj+1 − aj
min{aj , n− aj}

=
∆aj

min{aj , n− aj}
≳
ξn,−
ξn,+

Consequently, we conclude that when aj ≤ n/2, aj grows exponentially with rate of at least 1 +
(Cξn,−/ξn,+); when aj > n/2, n − aj shrinks exponentially with rate of at least 1 − (Cξn,−/ξn,+),
where C > 0 is some absolute constant depending neither on {Aj}j∈[J] nor n. Since aJ ≤ n, it
takes aj at most O(ξn,+(log n)/ξn,−) steps to reach aJ . Substituting this and (D.7) into (D.1) and
applying the Borel–Cantelli lemma over n yields the desired result. We finish the proof of Lemma
5.1 under the NURHM.

D.2 HSBM

The proof for the HSBM requires more careful counting. Specifically, we will provide a sharper
upper bound on J by exploiting the community structure in HSBM. In an HSBM introduced in
Section 2.3.2, the comparison hypergraph is M -uniform and has K blocks V1, . . . , VK with |Vi| = ni
and

∑
i∈[K] ni = n. The probabilities of a given M -edge lying within and across Vi, i ∈ [K] are ωn,i

and ωn,0, respectively. In this setup, we let

aj,i = |Aj ∩ Vi| ∆aj,i = |(Aj+1 \Aj) ∩ Vi| i ∈ [K].

By definition,

∆aj,i = aj+1,i − aj,i ∆aj = aj+1 − aj .

Following the same reason of the assumption ∆aj ≤ n− aj , we further assume

∆aj,i ≤
ni
2

i ∈ [K]. (D.11)

The proof proceeds by lower bounding hHn and upper bounding J .
Step I: Lower bound on hHn

.
This step is almost identical to the NURHM setting. Applying the same concentration argument

as (D.6) and a union bound yields that, with probability at least 1 − n−3, the following analogs of
(D.9) and (D.10) hold for all admissible sequences:

|∂Aj | ≳ E[|∂Aj |] → ∞ |∂Aj⊆j+1| ≲ E[|∂(Aj+1 \Aj)|], (D.12)

where we kept the expectation rather than using the lower and upper bounds µn,−(t) and µn,+(t)
for further processing. Moreover, the modified Cheeger constant can be lower bounded as

hHn
≳ ζn,−. (D.13)

Step II: Upper bound on J .
Obtaining a sharp bound on J in HSBM requires more work than in NURHM. In particular, we

will utilize the homogeneity within communities to refine estimates on E[|∂Aj |] and E[|∂(Aj+1 \
Aj)|]. The resulting bound we are targeting is J = O(log n). We will prove this by showing that at
each j, there exists at least one community index i ∈ [K] such that either aj,i grows exponentially
with absolute constant rate larger than one from j to j + 1, or (ni − aj,i) shrinks exponentially with
absolute constant rate less than one from j to j + 1. Thus, it takes at most O(log n) steps for each
aj,i to grow to full. Since K is finite, J ≲ log n.

Recall µ(n, s,m) =
(
n
m

)
−
(
s
m

)
−
(
n−s
m

)
in Section D.1 that counts the number of m-boundary

edges of a size-s subset of an size-n set. Grouping edges in ∂Aj and ∂(Aj+1 \Aj) based on whether
they are within or across Vi,

E[|∂Aj |] =
∑
i∈[K]

ωn,iµ(ni, aj,i,M)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ϑi

+ωn,0

µ(n, aj ,M)−
∑
i∈[K]

µ(ni, aj,i,M)


︸ ︷︷ ︸

ϑK+1
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and

E[|∂(Aj+1 \Aj)|] =
∑
i∈[K]

ωn,iµ(ni,∆aj,i,M)︸ ︷︷ ︸
τi

+ωn,0

(
µ(n,∆aj ,M)−

∑
i∈[K]

µ(ni,∆aj,i,M)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
τK+1

.

Based on (D.12), we have, for all sufficiently large n, E[|∂Aj |] ≥ K + 1. Therefore, using the
admissibility condition |∂Aj⊆j+1| ≥ |∂Aj |/2 yields

2
∑

i∈[K+1] τi∑
i∈[K+1](ϑi + 1)

≥
∑

i∈[K+1] τi∑
i∈[K+1] ϑi

=
E[|∂(Aj+1 \Aj)|]

E[|∂Aj |]
≳ 1, (D.14)

which implies

max
i∈[K+1]

τi
ϑi + 1

≳ 1. (D.15)

The addition of constant 1 ensures each denominator is positive. In the following, we discuss the
implications of τi/(ϑi + 1) ≳ 1 for each i ∈ [K + 1].

We first consider the scenario where τi/(ϑi + 1) ≳ 1 for some i ∈ [K]. In this setting, if ϑi > 0,
then by the inequalities in (D.4) and (D.11),

∆aj,i
min{aj,i, ni − aj,i}

(D.4)
≳

τi
ϑi

≥ τi
ϑi + 1

≳ 1.

Consequently, {aj,i}j grows exponentially if aj,i ≤ ni/2 with some rate greater than 1 or {ni−aj,i}j
decreases exponentially if aj,i > ni/2 with some rate less than 1. Both rates are absolute and
independent of the choice of the admissible sequence and ni.

If ϑi = 0, then aj,i = ni or 0, implying either ∆aj,i = 0 (which further implies τi = 0 so that
both τi and ϑi can be removed from the summations in (D.14) before proceeding to (D.15)) or
aj+1,i > aj,i = 0 (which can occur at most once for each i since aj,i is non-decreasing in i).

The case τK+1/(ϑK+1+1) ≳ 1 is more complicated. We first observe that as long as Aj is nontriv-
ial, ϑK+1 > 0. We introduce the following notation for the index set. For any α = (α1, . . . , α2K)⊤ ∈
N2K , let

M(α) :=

{
M = (M1, . . . ,M2K)⊤ ∈ N2K :

∑
i∈[2K]

Mi =M ; Mi ≤ αi, i ∈ [2K];

M2i−1 +M2i < M, i ∈ [K];
∑
i∈[K]

M2i−1 < M ;
∑
i∈[K]

M2i < M

}
.

Recall that M is the edge size in the HSBM. M(α) partitions the M -boundary edges of a subset
associated with α into equivalent classes based on their intersected sizes with different communities,
counting from both within and outside. Specifically, denote by aj = (aj,1, n1 − aj,1, . . . , aj,i, nK −
aj,K)⊤ ∈ N2K and ∆aj = (∆aj,1, n1−∆aj,1, . . . ,∆aj,K , nK−∆aj,K)⊤ ∈ N2K . When α = aj , M2i−1

and M2i count the size of the intersection of an M -boundary edge of Aj with Vi ∩ Aj and Vi ∩ A∁
j ,

respectively. When α = ∆aj , M2i−1 and M2i count the size of intersection of an M -boundary edge
of Aj with Vi ∩ (Aj+1 \Aj) and with Vi ∩ (Aj+1 \Aj)

∁.
Similar to Vandermonde’s identity, we can rewrite ϑK+1 and τK+1 as the following sums:

ϑK+1 = ωn,0

∑
M∈M(aj)

∏
i∈[K]

( aj,i

M2i−1

)(ni − aj,i

M2i

)
≳ ωn,0

∑
M∈M(aj)

∏
i∈[K]

a
M2i−1
j,i (ni − aj,i)

M2i

τK+1 = ωn,0

∑
M∈M(∆aj)

∏
i∈[K]

( ∆aj,i

M2i−1

)(ni −∆aj,i

M2i

) (D.11)
≲ ωn,0

∑
M∈M(∆aj)

∏
i∈[K]

(∆aj,i)
M2i−1n

M2i
i .

To utilize these bounds in τK+1/ϑK+1 ≥ τK+1/(ϑK+1+1) ≳ 1, we need a more explicit estimate
for τK+1. Since K is finite, it suffices to consider the potential M ∈ M(∆aj) that is maximized in
asymptotic order. For a fixed summand

∏
i∈[K](∆aj,i)

M2i−1nM2i
i , since ∆aj,i ≤ ni, one may wish to
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put the support of M on even indices to maximize this quantity. However, this is not allowed since∑
i∈[K]M2i ≤M − 1, that is, a boundary edge of (Aj+1 \Aj) necessarily intersects both (Aj+1 \Aj)

and (Aj+1 \ Aj)
∁. This upper bound is achievable since for any M with

∑
i∈[K]M2i < M − 1, or∑

i∈[K]M2i−1 > 1, one can lift it to some M ′ satisfying
∑

i∈[K]M
′
2i = M − 1 without decreasing

the asymptotic order of the summand by reducing any M2i−1 ≥ 1 by one while increasing M2i by
one at a time until the support condition is satisfied. Note that the modified M ′ ∈ M(∆aj) thanks
to (D.11).

Therefore, we can restrict to the subset of M ∈ M(∆aj) with
∑

i∈[K]M2i = M − 1 in order to
maximize the summand. Define i∗0 = argmaxi∈[K] ni. To further maximize the summand, one may
wish to set M2i∗0

= M − 1. However, this is not always possible. For example, if (Aj+1 \ Aj) ⊆ Vi∗0 ,
thenM2i∗0

=M−1 would yield a boundary edge contained in Vi∗0 rather than across Vi. Nevertheless,
one can always initially set M2i∗0

= M − 2 (which may be further updated) and then place the
remaining unit weight in the outside (Aj+1 \Aj), leading to the following optimization problem:

(i∗1, i
∗
2) ∈ argmax

i1∈[K]:∆aj,i1
>0

i2∈[K]\{i1}

∆aj,i1ni2 .

Following the reasoning above, we have∑
M∈M(∆aj)

∏
i∈[K]

(∆aj,i)
M2i−1nM2i

i ≲ nM−2
i∗0

∆aj,i∗1ni∗2 .

Therefore, τK+1/ϑK+1 ≥ τK+1/(ϑK+1 + 1) ≳ 1 implies that

nM−2
i∗0

∆aj,i∗1ni∗2 ≳
∑

M∈M(aj)

∏
i∈[K]

(
aj,i
M2i−1

)(
ni − aj,i
M2i

)
. (D.16)

To see the consequences of (D.16), note that ni∗1 − aj,i∗1 ≥ ∆aj,i∗1 > 0. Without loss of gener-
ality, we assume aj,i > 0 for i ∈ [K]. Otherwise, it can occur at most once for each i and this is
asymptotically negligible. Consider two choices of M ∈ N2K depending on whether i∗0 = i∗2 or not:

(i) If i∗0 = i∗2 (which holds if i∗0 ̸= i∗1), take

Mt =


(M − 1) · 1{aj,i∗0

≤ni∗0
/2} t = 2i∗0

(M − 1) · 1{aj,i∗0
>ni∗0

/2} t = 2i∗0 − 1

1 t = 2i∗1

This choice is valid since ni∗0 ≳ n > M − 1 so that M ∈ M(aj).

(ii) If i∗0 ̸= i∗2 (which implies i∗0 = i∗1), take

Mt =


(M − 2) · 1{aj,i∗0

≤ni∗0
/2} t = 2i∗0

(M − 1) · 1{aj,i∗0
>ni∗0

/2} + 1 · 1{aj,i∗0
≤ni∗0

/2} t = 2i∗0 − 1

1 · 1{aj,i∗2
≤ni∗2

/2} t = 2i∗2

1 · 1{aj,i∗2
>ni∗2

/2} t = 2i∗2 − 1

This choice ensures M ∈ M(aj) due to ni∗0 ≳ n > M − 1 and ni∗2 ≥ 2 (otherwise the
community Vi∗2 does not contain any within edges).

Lower bounding sum in the right-hand side of (D.16) using the single summand associated with
M constructed above, we obtain

∆aj,i∗1
ni∗1 − ai∗1

≳ 1 or
∆aj,i∗1
ai∗1

≳ 1.

Consequently, {aj,i∗1}j grows exponentially if aj,i∗1 ≤ ni∗1/2 with some rate greater than 1 or {ni∗1 −
aj,i∗1}j decreases exponentially if aj,i∗1 > ni∗1/2 with some rate that is less than 1, where both rates
are absolute and depend neither on the choice of the admissible sequence nor ni∗1 .
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Putting all cases implied by (D.15) together, we conclude that there exists at least one community
index i ∈ [K] such that either aj,i grows exponentially with absolute constant rate larger than one
from j to j + 1, or (ni − aj,i) shrinks exponentially with absolute constant rate less than one from j
to j + 1. Hence, J ≲ log n. Substituting this and (D.13) into (D.1) and applying the Borel–Cantelli
lemma over n yields the desired result. We finish the proof of Lemma 5.1 under the HSBM.

D.2.1 Proof of Lemma D.1

Without loss of generality, we assume n − s > m; the other case can be discussed similarly. It
follows from the direct computation that

µ(n, s,m) =

(
n

m

)[
1− s · · · (s−m+ 1)

n · · · (n−m+ 1)
− (n− s) · · · (n− s−m+ 1)

n · · · (n−m+ 1)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(#)

.

It is easy to see that

1−
( s
n

)m
−
(
1− s

n

)m
≤ (#) ≤ 1−

(
s−m+ 1

n−m+ 1

)m

−
(
1− s

n−m+ 1

)m

.

The lower bound in (D.4) follows by noting [1−xm− (1−x)m]/[mmin{x, 1−x}] is uniformly away
from 0 for x ∈ [0, 1] (when x = 0 or x = 1 the ratio is understood by taking the limit), and the upper
bound follows by noting (1− x)m ≥ 1−mx for x ∈ [0, 1]. We finish the proof of Lemma D.1.

E Proofs of lemmas related to asymptotic normality

We provide the technical details omitted while proving the asymptotic normality result for the
deterministic comparison graph sequence in Section C.2, as well as the remaining lemmas in Sec-
tion 5.2. To proceed, we first complete the proof of Lemma C.3 assuming Lemma C.4 holds in
Section E.1. Then, we prove Lemma C.4 and Lemma C.2 in Section E.2 and Section E.3 respec-
tively. In Section E.4, we prove Lemma 5.3 which provides explicit bound on the parameters used
in Assumptions 8-10 in the context of NURHM and HSBM. In Section E.5, we establish Lemma 5.2.

E.1 Proof of Lemma C.3

We complete the proof of Lemma C.3 assuming Lemma C.4 holds. Recall that

∆H ∈ {H(w,u∗)−H(u∗), H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)} . (E.1)

Following our discussion in Section C.2, it remains to provide an upper bound on ∥(iv)∥∞ as needed
in the second step in (C.34). Specifically, we aim to show for any t ≥ 0,

∥(A−P1)
tD−1/2∆H(w − u∗)∥∞≲

√
Nn,+

Nn,−
∥D−1/2∆H(w − u∗)∥∞,

where ∆H is defined in (E.1).
Recall that A = D−1/2WD−1/2 and −H∗(u∗) = D − W. For convenience, we let Hij :=

[H∗(u∗)]ij for i ̸= j ∈ [n] and Hii = 0 for i ∈ [n]. The explicit form of A and P1 can be writ-
ten as

[A]ij =
Hij√
DiiDjj

, [P1]ij =

√
DiiDjj∑
i∈[n] Dii

i, j ∈ [n]. (E.2)

To prove Lemma C.3, recall from (C.32) that P1D−1/2∆H(w − u∗) = 0 and AP1 = P1A. As a
result,

(A−P1)
tD−1/2∆H(w − u∗) = AtD−1/2∆H(w − u∗).

43



Then,

∥AtD−1/2∆H(w − u∗)∥∞≤ ∥At∥∞→∞∥D−1/2∆H(w − u∗)∥∞,

where ∥B∥∞→∞ = maxi∈[n]

∑
j∈[n] |Bij | for a n × n matrix B. It remains to bound ∥At∥∞→∞ to

obtain the desired results.
Note that under Assumptions 1-2 and (5.5)-(5.6),

Nn,− ≲ min
j∈[n]

Djj ≤ max
j∈[n]

Djj ≲ Nn,+ (E.3)

for both the marginal MLE and QMLE, where Nn,± are defined in (5.2). We now can compute
∥At∥∞, t > 0 as follows:

∥At∥∞→∞ = max
i∈[n]

∑
j1∈[n]

· · ·
∑

jt∈[n]

Hij1Hj1j2 · · ·Hjt−1jt√DiiDj1j1Dj2j2 · · · Djt−1jt−1

√
Djtjt

(E.3)
≲

1√
Nn,−

max
i∈[n]

∑
j1∈[n]

· · ·
∑

jt∈[n]

Hij1Hj1j2 · · ·Hjt−1jt√DiiDj1j1Dj2j2 · · · Djt−1jt−1

=
1√
Nn,−

max
i∈[n]

∑
j1∈[n]

· · ·
∑

jt−1∈[n]

Hij1Hj1j2 · · ·Hjt−2jt−1√DiiDj1j1Dj2j2 · · · Djt−2jt−2

=
1√
Nn,−

max
i∈[n]

√
Dii ≲

√
Nn,+

Nn,−
.

When t = 0, ∥At∥∞→∞= 1. Therefore, for any t ≥ 0,

∥AtD−1/2∆H(w − u∗)∥∞≲

√
Nn,+

Nn,−
∥D−1/2∆H(w − u∗)∥∞.

This justifies the inequality (C.34). We finish the proof of Lemma C.3.

E.2 Proof of Lemma C.4

E.2.1 Proof of (C.30) in Lemma C.4

Recall the Hessian matrices of the marginal MLE and QMLE computed in (5.5) and (5.6). We
begin by summarizing a few common properties shared by Hessian matrices of both the marginal
MLE and QMLE:

(I) (Graph Laplacian) For k ∈ [n], {H(u)}kk +
∑

k′ ̸=k{H(u)}kk′ = 0;

(II) (Sparsity) For k ̸= k′, {H(u)}kk′ = 0 unless there exists some Ti ∈ En such that {k, k′} ⊆ Ti;

(III) (Lipschitz property of the summand) Consider u,v ∈ Rn satisifying ∥u− v∥∞ < 1.

In the marginal MLE, we have∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j∈[ri(k)∧ri(k′)∧yi]

{
exp(uk) exp(uk′)

(
∑

t≥j exp(uπi(t)))
2
− exp(vk) exp(vk′)

(
∑

t≥j exp(vπi(t)))
2

}∣∣∣∣∣∣
≲

∑
j∈[ri(k)∧ri(k′)∧yi]

max
t≥j

|ut − vt| ≲ ∥u− v∥∞. (E.4)

In the QMLE, we have∣∣∣∣ exp(uk) exp(uk′)

(exp(uk) + exp(u′k))
2
− exp(vk) exp(vk′)

(exp(vk) + exp(v′k))
2

∣∣∣∣ ≲ ∥u− v∥∞. (E.5)
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Using the above properties, we can bound [{H(w,u∗)−H(u∗)}(w − u∗)]k as follows:

|[{H(w,u∗)−H(u∗)}(w − u∗)]k|

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
k′ ̸=k

[H(w,u∗)−H(u∗)]kk′{(wk − u∗k)− (wk′ − u∗k′)}

∣∣∣∣∣∣
(C.24)
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∫ 1

0

∑
k′ ̸=k

[H(tw + (1− t)u∗)−H(u∗)]kk′{(wk − u∗k)− (ûk′ − u∗k′)} dt

∣∣∣∣∣∣
(E.4),(E.5)

≲
∑
k′ ̸=k

∑
i:{k,k′}⊆Ti

∥w − u∗∥∞|{(wk − u∗k)− (wk′ − u∗k′)}|

≤ 2
∑
k′ ̸=k

∑
i:{k,k′}⊆Ti

∥w − u∗∥2∞= 2∥w − u∗∥2∞
∑

i:k∈Ti

|Ti|.

Meanwhile, note that D is the degree matrix of H∗(u∗). Under Assumptions 1-2,

Dkk ≳
∑

i:k∈Ti

|Ti|. (E.6)

Consequently,

|[D−1/2{H(w,u∗)−H(u∗)}(w − u∗)]k|

≲ ∥w − u∗∥2∞
√ ∑

i:k∈Ti

|Ti| ≲ ∥w − u∗∥2∞
√
Nn,+. (E.7)

According to Theorem 5.1, for all sufficiently large n, with probability at least 1− n−3,

∥w − u∗∥2∞≲ (ΓRE
n )2. (E.8)

Substituting this into (E.8) into (E.7) and taking a union bound over k ∈ [n] yields

∥D−1/2{H(w,u∗)−H(u∗)}(w − u∗)∥∞ = Op

(
(ΓRE

n )2
√
Nn,+

)
.

E.2.2 Proof of (C.31) in Lemma C.4

The results for the choice-one MLE and the QMLE are trivial since H(u∗) = H∗(u∗). One can
check this by noting that H(u∗) in (5.6) is independent of the comparison outcomes {πi}i∈[N ], and
H(u∗) in (5.5) is independent of the comparison outcomes {πi}i∈[N ] if yi = 1 for all i ∈ [N ]. As a
result, ∥D−1/2{H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)}(w − u∗)∥∞ = 0. Under such circumstances, (C.31) automatically
holds.

Things become more complicated for marginal MLE in general as H(u∗) ̸= H∗(u∗). In this case,
we write w = û. Similar to the previous section, for k ∈ [n], separating the summation of diagonal
and off-diagonal entries,

[{H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)}(û− u∗)]k =
∑
k′ ̸=k

[H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)]kk′{(ûk − u∗k)− (ûk′ − u∗k′)}

=
∑
k′ ̸=k

[H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)]kk′(ûk − u∗k)︸ ︷︷ ︸
(vi)

−
∑
k′ ̸=k

[H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)]kk′(ûk′ − u∗k′)︸ ︷︷ ︸
(vii)

,

where H∗(u∗) is the expectation of H(u∗) over the comparison outcomes. In the following, we will
bound (vi) and (vii) separately.

Step I: Bound on (vi)
We begin by noting
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∑
k′ ̸=k

[H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)]kk′ (E.9)

=
∑
k′ ̸=k

∑
i:{k,k′}⊆Ti

{ ∑
j∈[ri(k)∧ri(k′)∧yi]

exp(uk) exp(uk′)

(
∑

t≥j exp(uπi(t)))
2

− E
[ ∑
j∈[ri(k)∧ri(k′)∧yi]

exp(uk) exp(uk′)

(
∑

t≥j exp(uπi(t)))
2

]}

=
∑

i:k∈Ti

{ ∑
k′∈Ti,k′ ̸=k

∑
j∈[ri(k)∧ri(k′)∧yi]

exp(uk) exp(uk′)

(
∑

t≥j exp(uπi(t)))
2

− E
[ ∑
k′∈Ti,k′ ̸=k

∑
j∈[ri(k)∧ri(k′)∧yi]

exp(uk) exp(uk′)

(
∑

t≥j exp(uπi(t)))
2

]}

is a sum of Nk uniformly bounded independent random variables with mean zero under Assump-
tions 1-2. By Hoeffding’s inequality, with probability at least 1− n−3,

|(vi)| =

∣∣∣∣∣∣(ûk − u∗k)
∑
k′ ̸=k

[H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)]kk′

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≲ ∥û− u∗∥∞
√
Nk log n. (E.10)

Step II: Bound on (vii)
One may wish to apply a similar argument to bound (vii). Unfortunately, (vii) is not a sum

of independent random variables because the summation index k′ also appears in (ûk′ − u∗k′). To
address this, we resort to a perturbation argument similar to the leave-one-out analysis in Gao et al.
(2023). Recall the following leave-one-out log-likelihood function defined in (5.8):

l
(−k)
1 (u) =

∑
i:k/∈Ti

∑
j∈[yi]

uπi(j) − log

mi∑
l=j

exp(uπi(l))

 k ∈ [n].

To find the (constrained) marginal MLE of the leave-one-out log-likelihood, for each k ∈ [n], we
introduce the following constrained set:

Sk =

u ∈ Rn−1 :
n−1∑
j=1

uj =
∑
j ̸=k

u∗j = −u∗k, ∥u− u∗
−k∥∞≤ 1

 ,

where u∗
−k is obtained by removing the kth component of u∗, and consider the constrained leave-

one-out marginal MLE:

û(−k) ∈ argmax
u∈Sk

l
(−k)
1 (u).

Since Sk is compact and l(−k)
1 (·) is continuous, û(−k) exists (uniqueness is not needed). Serving

as a bridge, the following estimate of ∥û(−k) − û−k∥2 will be needed in our proof.

Lemma E.1. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 8, with probability at least 1− 2n−3, for all k ∈ [n],∥∥∥û(−k) − û−k

∥∥∥
2
≲

ΓRE
n Nn,+ +

√
Nn,+ log n

λleave2

.

The proof of Lemma E.1 is deferred to the end of this section. We are now ready to bound (vii).
Inserting û(−k)

k′ in the summand,

(vii) =
∑
k′ ̸=k

[H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)]kk′(û
(−k)
k′ − u∗k′)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(vii.1)

+
∑
k′ ̸=k

[H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)]kk′(ûk′ − û
(−k)
k′ )︸ ︷︷ ︸

(vii.2)

.
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For (vii.1), note that [H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)]kk′ depend only on the comparison outcomes {πi}i:k∈Ti
while

(û
(−k)
k′ − u∗k′) depend only on {πi}i:k/∈Ti

, so the two terms are independent. Thus, conditioning
on {πi}i:k/∈Ti

, (û(−k)
k′ − u∗k′) is nonrandom. Therefore, (vii.1) could be further written as a sum of

bounded independent random variables. Applying Hoeffding’s inequality and a union bound over
k ∈ [n], with probability at least 1− n−3,

|(vii.1)| ≲ ∥û(−k) − u∗
−k∥∞

√
Nk log n k ∈ [n].

Meanwhile, by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and another application of Hoeffding’s inequality
plus union bound, with probability at least 1− n−3,

|(vii.2)| ≤ ∥[H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)]k·∥2∥û(−k) − û−k∥2 ≲
√
Nk log n · ∥û(−k) − û−k∥2 k ∈ [n],

where Hoeffding’s inequality is applied to control |[H(u∗) − H∗(u∗)]kk′ | ≲ √
Nkk′ log n for all k′ ∈

[n] \ {k}; see (E.9) for the expression of [H(u∗) −H∗(u∗)]kk′ . As a result, with probability at least
1− 2n−3, for all k ∈ [n],

|(vii)| ≤ |(vii.1)|+ |(vii.2)| ≲ (∥û(−k) − u∗
−k∥∞ + ∥û(−k) − û−k∥2)

√
Nk log n. (E.11)

Putting the estimates in (E.10), (E.11), and Lemma E.1 together via a union bound yields that, with
probability at least 1− n−2, for all k ∈ [n],

|[{H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)}(û− u∗)]k|
≤ |(vi)|+ |(vii)|
≲
(
∥û− u∗∥∞+∥û(−k) − u∗

−k∥∞ + ∥û(−k) − û−k∥2
)√

Nk log n

≤
[
∥û− u∗∥∞+(∥û(−k) − û−k∥∞ + ∥û−k − u∗

−k∥∞) + ∥û(−k) − û−k∥2
]√

Nk log n

≲
(
∥û− u∗∥∞+∥û(−k) − û−k∥2

)√
Nk log n

≲

(
ΓRE
n +

ΓRE
n Nn,+ +

√
Nn,+ log n

λleave2

)√
Nk log n

≲
ΓRE
n Nn,+ +

√
Nn,+ log n

λleave2

√
Nk log n, (E.12)

To see why the last step holds, fixing k ∈ [n] and denoting by D(−k) the degree matrix of the
weighted undirected graph associated with −H∗(−k)(u∗),

Nn,+

λleave2

≥ Nn,+

λ2(−H∗(−k)(u∗))

≥ Nn,+

λ2({D(−k)}1/2{D(−k)}−1/2{−H∗(−k)(u∗)}{D(−k)}−1/2{D(−k)}1/2)

≥ Nn,+

maxj∈[n−1][D(−k)]jjλ2({D(−k)}−1/2{−H∗(−k)(u∗)}{D(−k)}−1/2)

≥ Nn,+

maxj∈[n−1][D(−k)]jj

≳ 1, (E.13)

where the penultimate step used λ2({D(−k)}−1/2{−H∗(−k)(u∗)}{D(−k)}−1/2) ≤ 1, and the last step
holds under Assumption 8 and follows as a consequence of (E.62) in Section E.5. Hence,

|[D−1/2{H(u∗)−H∗(u∗)}(û− u∗)]k| ≲
ΓRE
n Nn,+

√
log n+

√
Nn,+ log n

λleave2

.
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E.2.3 Proof of Lemma E.1

To finish the proof, it remains to prove Lemma E.1.

Proof of Lemma E.1. Note that l(−k)
1 (u) is a concave function and the domain Sk is convex. By the

optimality condition for convex optimization (Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004), the solution û(−k)

satisfies
(û(−k) − u)⊤{∇l(−k)

1 (û(−k))} ≥ 0 for all u ∈ Sk. (E.14)

Take u = û−k+(n−1)−1(ûk−u∗k)⟨1⟩. Note that this choice is valid since ⟨1⟩⊤u = ⟨1⟩⊤û−u∗k = −u∗k.
In addition, according to Theorem 5.1, with probability at least 1− n−3,

∥u− u∗
−k∥∞ ≤ ∥û−k − u∗

−k∥∞ +
1

n− 1
|ûk − u∗k| ≤ 2∥û− u∗∥∞ ≲ ΓRE

n = o(1),

where the last step is implied by Assumption 8. Hence, u ∈ Sk.
Therefore, it follows from the mean-value theorem that

(û(−k) − u)⊤
{
∇l(−k)

1 (u)
}

(E.14)
≥ (û(−k) − u)⊤

{
∇l(−k)

1 (u)
}
− (û(−k) − u)⊤{∇l(−k)

1 (û(−k))}

= −(û(−k) − u)⊤
{
∇l(−k)

1 (û(−k))−∇l(−k)
1 (u)

}
= (û(−k) − u)⊤

{
−H(k)(ū(−k))

}
(û(−k) − u) ≥ 0,

where H(k)(ū(−k)) = ∇2l
(−k)
1 (ū(−k)) and ū(−k) lies on the line segment between û(−k) and u. By

the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality,

∥û(−k) − u∥2 ≤ ∥∇l(−k)
1 (u)∥2

λ2(−H(−k)(ū(−k)))
≲

∥∇l(−k)
1 (u)∥2

λ2(−H(−k)(u∗
−k))

(5.9)
≤ ∥∇l(−k)

1 (u)∥2
λleave2

. (E.15)

For the second step, thanks to Theorem 5.1, with probability at least 1− n−3,

∥ū(−k)∥∞ ≤ max{∥u∥∞, ∥û(−k)∥∞} ≤ 2(∥u∗∥∞ + 1) <∞.

Under Assumption 1, both ū(−k) and u∗ are uniformly bounded in ∥ · ∥∞. It follows from (5.5) (that
is, the summand for each edge Ti is uniformly bounded for all possible comparison outcomes ri)
that for s ̸= s′ ∈ [n] \ {k},

[H(−k)(ū(−k))]ss′ ≍ [H(−k)(u∗
−k)]ss′ ≍ [H∗(−k)(u∗

−k)]ss′ ≍ |{i : {s, s′} ⊆ Ti, k /∈ Ti}|. (E.16)

Therefore, for any x ∈ Rn−1,

x⊤[−H(−k)(ū(−k))]x =
1

2

∑
s,s′∈[n]\{k}

H(−k)(ū(−k))(xs − xs′)
2 (E.17)

(E.16)≍ 1

2

∑
s,s′∈[n]\{k}

H∗(−k)(u∗
−k)(xs − xs′)

2

= x⊤[−H∗(−k)(u∗
−k)]x.

By the Courant–Fischer theorem, −H(−k)(ū(−k)) and −H∗(−k)(u∗
−k) have the same zero-eigenspace;

moreover, λ2(−H(−k)(ū(−k))) ≍ λ2(−H∗(−k)(u∗
−k)) ≥ λleave2 . This justifies the second step in

(E.15).
To finish the proof, it remains to bound the numerator in the upper bound in (E.15). Since

∇l1(û) = 0, separating the edges involving k and the rest apart and noting that log-likelihood
summand from edges not containing k does not depend the kth component,

∥∇l(−k)
1 (û−k)∥22 =

∑
k′∈[n],k′ ̸=k

 ∑
i:{k,k′}⊆Ti

ψ(k′;Ti, πi, û)


2

, (E.18)

48



where ψ is defined in (C.3) and we write it down for the reader’s convenience:

ψ(k′;Ti, πi, û) = 1{ri(k′)≤yi} −
∑

j∈[ri(k′)∧yi]

exp(ûk′)∑mi

t=j exp(ûπi(t))
.

The right-hand side of (E.18) is a local term which can be estimated as follows:

∑
k′∈[n],k′ ̸=k

{ ∑
i:{k,k′}⊆Ti

ψ(k′;Ti, πi, û)

}2

≤ 2
∑

k′∈[n],k′ ̸=k

[{ ∑
i:{k,k′}⊆Ti

(
ψ(k′;Ti, πi, û)− ψ(k′;Ti, πi,u

∗)
)}2

+

{ ∑
i:{k,k′}⊆Ti

ψ(k′;Ti, πi,u
∗)

}2
]
.

For the first term, note that ψ(k′;Ti, πi,u) is bounded by M under Assumption 2 and is Lipschitz
continuous with respect to u. As a result,

|ψ(k′;Ti, πi, û)− ψ(k′;Ti, πi,u
∗)| ≲ ∥û− u∗∥∞≲ ΓRE

n .

Meanwhile, since E[ψ(k′;Ti, πi,u∗)] = 0, denoting Nkk′ = |{i : {k, k′} ⊆ Ti}| for k′ ̸= k and
applying Hoeffding’s inequality,

P

(∣∣∣ ∑
i:{k,k′}⊆Ti

ψ(k′;Ti, πi,u
∗)
∣∣∣ ≤√24MNkk′ log n

)
≥ 1− n−5.

Taking a union bound over k′ ∈ [n] \ {k} yields that, with probability at least 1− n−4,

max
k′∈[n]\{k}

∣∣∣ ∑
i:{k,k′}⊆Ti

ψ(k′;Ti, πi,u
∗)
∣∣∣ ≤√24MNkk′ log n. (E.19)

Consequently,

∥∇l(−k)
1 (û−k)∥22 ≲

∑
k′∈[n],k′ ̸=k

{(Nkk′ΓRE
n )2 +Nkk′ log n} ≲ (ΓRE

n Nn,+)
2 +Nn,+ log n.

Recall that u = û−k + (n− 1)−1(ûk − u∗k)⟨1⟩. As a result,∥∥∥∥û(−k) − û−k − 1

n− 1
(ûk − u∗k)⟨1⟩

∥∥∥∥
2

≲
ΓRE
n Nn,+ +

√
Nn,+ log n

λleave2

. (E.20)

with probability at least 1− n−3. Since ∥(n− 1)−1(ûk − u∗k)⟨1⟩∥2 ≲ n−1/2ΓRE
n = o(Nn,+Γ

RE
n /λleave2 )

as a result of (E.13), we conclude that∥∥∥û(−k) − û−k

∥∥∥
2
≲

ΓRE
n Nn,+ +

√
Nn,+ log n

λleave2

. (E.21)

with probability at least 1 − n−3 − n−4. We would like to point out this probability comes from
Theorem 5.1 and (E.19). Taking a union bound over k ∈ [n] in (E.19), we finish the proof of Lemma
E.1.

E.3 Proof of Lemma C.2

We first prove the result for the QMLE since it is more involved. For any fixed k ∈ [n],

(L†
symD−1/2∇l2(u∗))k = (D−1/2∇l2(u∗))k + ((L†

sym − I)D−1/2∇l2(u∗))k. (E.22)
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For the first term, note that each component of ∇l2(u∗) is a sum of uniformly bounded and mean-
zero independent random variables indexed by edges (see (C.16)):

(∇l2(u∗))k =
∑

i:k∈Ti

φ(k, Ti, πi,u
∗), (E.23)

where φ(k, Ti, πi,u
∗) are random variables defined in (C.4) with comparable second moments:

E[φ2(k, Ti, πi,u
∗)] ≍ 1 uniformly for all i ∈ [N ] under Assumptions 1-2. Since D−1/2 is a diagonal

matrix with minj∈[n] Djj ≳ Nn,− → ∞ under Assumption 8, by the Lindeberg–Feller central limit
theorem,

(D−1/2∇l2(u∗))k → N(0,Σkk) Σ := D−1/2E[∇l2(u∗)∇l2(u∗)⊤]D−1/2

in distribution as n → ∞. Thus, it remains to show that ((L†
sym − I)D−1/2∇l2(u∗))k = op(1),

for which we use Chebyshev’s inequality. Since E[((L†
sym − I)D−1/2∇l2(u∗))k] = 0, it suffices to

compute the second moment and verify that any fixed component of it converges to zero.
Rewriting the second term on the right-hand side in (E.22) using the Neumann series expansion

of (L†
sym − I) as a truncated sum,

((L†
sym − I)D−1/2∇l2(u∗))k

=

(
tn−1∑
t=1

(A−P1)
tD−1/2∇l2(u∗)

)
k

+

( ∞∑
t=tn

(A−P1)
tD−1/2∇l2(u∗)

)
k

(E.24)

where tn is the same constant in (C.33) such that
∥∥∑∞

t=tn
(A−P1)

t
∥∥
2
≲ n−2M . As a result,( ∞∑

t=tn

(A−P1)
tD−1/2∇l2(u∗)

)
k

≤
( ∞∑

t=tn

∥A − P1∥t2

)
∥D−1/2∇l2(u∗)∥2 (E.25)

≲ n−2M∥D−1∥2∥∇l2(u∗)∥2 = op(1),

because ∥D−1∥2 ≲ N−1
n,− ≲ 1 and each component of ∇l2(u∗) consists of a summation of at most

O(nM ) uniformly bounded random variables so that ∥∇l2(u∗)∥2 ≲ nM+1/2. For the first term in
(E.24), by a similar argument to obtain (C.32), P1D−1/2∇l2(u∗) = 0. This combined with the
commutativity between A and P1 yields

tn−1∑
t=1

(A−P1)
tD−1/2∇l2(u∗) =

tn−1∑
t=1

AtD−1/2∇l2(u∗),

where each term has mean zero and variance

E
[{

(AtD−1/2∇l2(u∗))k

}2
]
= e⊤k AtD−1/2E[{∇l2(u∗)}{∇l2(u∗)}⊤]D−1/2Atek.

Recall that {∇l2(u∗)}k =
∑

i:k∈Ti
φ(k, Ti, πi,u

∗), where φ(k, Ti, πi,u
∗) is defined in (C.4). We

compute the k′k′′th entry of E[{∇l2(u∗)}{∇l2(u∗)}⊤] for k′, k′′ ∈ [n] as follows. When k′ = k′′,

(E[{∇l2(u∗)}{∇l2(u∗)}⊤])k′k′ =
∑

i:k′∈Ti

Var(φ(k′, Ti, πi,u∗)) ≲ Dk′k′ .

When k′ ̸= k′′,

(E[{∇l2(u∗)}{∇l2(u∗)}⊤])k′k′′ =
∑

i:{k′,k′′}⊆Ti

E{φ(k′, Ti, πi,u∗)× φ(k′′, Ti, πi,u
∗)} ≲ Hk′k′′ .

As a result,

(D−1/2E[{∇l2(u∗)}{∇l2(u∗)}⊤]D−1/2)k′k′′ ≲ (I +A)k′k′′ . (E.26)
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Since At has nonnegative entries for every t > 0,

E
[{

(AtD−1/2∇l2(u∗))k

}2
]
≲ e⊤k At(I +A)Atek ≲ r,

where the last step follows from a similar computation as the proof of Lemma C.3. Specifically, for
any t ≥ 0, we have

[At+1]kk =
∑

j1∈[n]

· · ·
∑

jt∈[n]

Hkj1Hj1j2 · · ·Hjt−1jtHjtk

DkkDj1j1Dj2j2 · · · Djt−1jt−1
Djtjt

≤
{
max
jt∈[n]

Hjtk

Djtjt

} ∑
j1∈[n]

· · ·
∑

jt∈[n]

Hkj1Hj1j2 · · ·Hjt−1jt

DkkDj1j1Dj2j2 · · · Djt−1jt−1

=

{
max
jt∈[n]

Hjtk

Djtjt

} ∑
j1∈[n]

· · ·
∑

jt−1∈[n]

Hkj1Hj1j2 · · ·Hjt−2jt−1

DkkDj1j1Dj2j2 · · · Djt−2jt−2

= max
jt∈[n]

Hjtk

Djtjt

≲ r.

Thus, the first term in (E.24) can be bounded using the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality as

Var

[
tn−1∑
t=1

(
(A−P1)

tD−1/2∇l2(u∗)
)
k

]
≤ t2n max

1≤t≤tn−1
Var

[
((A−P1)

tD−1/2∇l2(u∗))k

]
≲

r(log n)2

s2

= o(1). (Assumption 8)

Applying Chebyshev’s inequality, we have

tn−1∑
t=1

(A−P1)
tD−1/2∇l2(u∗) = op(1).

This combined with the estimate in (E.25) yields the desired result.
The proof of the marginal MLE is almost identical except that (E.26) can be explicitly computed

as

(D−1/2E[{∇l1(u∗)}{∇l1(u∗)}⊤]D−1/2)k′k′′ = (I − A)k′k′′ ≤ (I +A)k′k′′ k′, k′′ ∈ [n]

due to E[{∇l1(u∗)}{∇l1(u∗)}⊤] = E[−∇2l1(u
∗)] = −H∗(u∗). We finish the proof of Lemma C.2.

E.4 Proof of Lemma 5.3

It suffices to prove (5.11) and (5.12) only since (5.10) is an immediate consequence of degree
concentration. We first recall the notation Ω(m) = {T ⊆ [n] : |T | = m}. Moreover, we define
Ω

(m)
i = {T ⊆ [n] : i ∈ T, |T | = m} and Ω

(m)
ij = {T ⊆ [n] : {i, j} ∈ T, |T | = m}.

Recall the eigenvalues of Lsym = I − A = I − D−1/2WD−1/2 as 0 = λ1(Lsym) ≤ · · · ≤ λn(Lsym) ≤
2. Let D̄ and W̄ denote the expectation of D and W, respectively, and L̄sym = I − D̄−1/2W̄D̄−1/2.
The only randomness here comes from the comparison graph sampling. We denote the eigenvalues
of L̄sym by 0 = λ1(L̄sym) ≤ · · · ≤ λn(L̄sym) ≤ 2. Since both Lsym and L̄sym are symmetric, by Weyl’s
inequality, maxi∈[n] |λi(Lsym)− λi(L̄sym)| ≤ ∥Lsym − L̄sym∥2. Consequently,

s ≥ s̄− ∥Lsym − L̄sym∥2, s̄ := min{λ2(L̄sym), 2− λn(L̄sym)}. (E.27)

To prove (5.11), we bound ∥Lsym−L̄sym∥2 from above and s̄ from below, respectively. We begin
by introducing the definitions of the Cheeger constant and its dual version in the spectral graph
literature; readers familiar with the relevant materials may skip Section E.4.1.
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E.4.1 Review of Cheeger constants

For a weighted undirected graph G (not a hypergraph) with vertex set [n] and nonnegative
symmetric edge weights {χij}i,j∈[n] (χij = χji), the Cheeger constant of G is defined as

gG := min
U⊂[n]

∑
i∈U,j∈U∁ χij

min{vol(U), vol(U∁)} vol(U) =
∑
i∈U

∑
j∈[n]

χij . (E.28)

This definition is more often used in the literature to characterize the spectral gap of a graph
(Chung, 1997, Lemmas 2.1-2.2) and is different from the modified Cheeger constant hG where
normalization in the denominator counts vertices rather than edges.

Lemma E.2 (Cheeger’s inequality). Let λ2(G) be the second smallest eigenvalue of the normalized
graph Laplacian matrix of the weighted undirected graph G, and gG be the Cheeger constant defined in
(E.28). Then,

g2G
2
< λ2(G) ≤ 2gG. (E.29)

We also need a dual version of the Cheeger constant defined in (E.28):

gdualG = max
U1,U2⊂[n],U1∩U2=∅

2
∑

i∈U1,j∈U2
χij

vol(U1) + vol(U2)
, (E.30)

This definition was introduced in Bauer and Jost (2013) to study the largest eigenvalue of the
weighted graph Laplacian of G. A similar inequality for the dual Cheeger’s constant is proved in
(Bauer and Jost, 2013, Theorem 3.2).

Lemma E.3 (Dual Cheeger’s inequality). Let λn(G) be the largest eigenvalue of the normalized graph
Laplacian matrix of the weighted undirected graph G, and gdualG be the dual Cheeger constant defined in
(E.30). Then,

λn(G) ≤ 1 +
√
1− (1− gdualG )2. (E.31)

Both Lemmas E.2 and E.3 will be used in Section E.4.2 to obtain lower bound on min{λ2(L̄sym), 2−
λn(L̄sym)}.

E.4.2 Proof of (5.11)

The proof consists of three steps:

Step I: Bound on ∥Lsym − L̄sym∥2
The idea to bound ∥Lsym − L̄sym∥2 is as follows:

∥Lsym − L̄sym∥2 = ∥D−1/2WD−1/2 − D̄−1/2W̄D̄−1/2∥2
≤ ∥D−1/2WD−1/2 − D̄−1/2WD−1/2∥2
+ ∥D̄−1/2WD−1/2 − D̄−1/2W̄D−1/2∥2 + ∥D̄−1/2W̄D−1/2 − D̄−1/2W̄D̄−1/2∥2

≤ ∥D−1/2 − D̄−1/2∥2∥W∥2∥D−1/2∥2
+ ∥D̄−1/2∥2∥W − W̄∥2∥D−1/2∥2 + ∥D̄−1/2∥2∥W̄∥2∥D−1/2 − D̄−1/2∥2

(E.38),(E.42)
≲

√
ξ2n,+ log n

ξ3n,−
+

√
ξn,+ log n

ξ2n,−

≲

√
ξ2n,+ log n

ξ3n,−
.

In the rest of this section, we shall justify the penultimate step using matrix concentration.
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For both the marginal MLE and QMLE, the ith diagonal entry of D can be written as a sum of
independent uniformly bounded random variables:

M∑
m=2

∑
T∈Ω

(m)
i

1{T∈En}
∑

j∈T :j ̸=i

zij(T )︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:zi(T )

(E.32)
≍ 1

where

zij(T ) =


1

|T |!
∑

r−1=π∈S(T )

∑
s∈[r(i)∧r(j)∧yT ]

exp(u∗
i ) exp(u

∗
j )

(
∑

t≥s exp(u∗
π(t)

))2 (marginal MLE)

exp(ui) exp(uj)
(exp(ui)+exp(uj))2

(QMLE)

(E.32)

≍ 1 (Assumptions 1-2)

and 1 ≤ yT ≤ |T | refers to the choice-yT observations on T in the marginal MLE2. The expectation
of Dii (taken with respect to 1{T∈En}) satisfies

(log n)3 ≤ ξn,− ≲ D̄ii =

M∑
m=2

∑
T∈Ω

(m)
i

p
(m)
T,nzi(T ) ≲ ξn,+ i ∈ [n], (E.33)

where p(m)
T,n are defined in (2.5).

By the Chernoff bound, with probability at least 1 − n−3, all Dii are concentrated around their
means

|Dii − D̄ii| ≲
√

D̄ii log n
(E.33)
= o(D̄ii) i ∈ [n]. (E.34)

As a result,

∥D−1/2 − D̄−1/2∥2 = max
i∈[n]

|D−1/2
ii − D̄−1/2

ii |
(E.34)
≲ max

i∈[n]

(
D̄−3/2

ii |Dii − D̄ii|
)

(E.33),(E.34)
≲

√
log n

ξ2n,−
(E.35)

∥D−1/2∥2
(E.34)
≲ ∥D̄−1/2∥2

(E.33)
≲

√
1

ξn,−
. (E.36)

On the other hand,

∥W̄∥2 = ∥D̄1/2D̄−1/2W̄D̄−1/2D̄1/2∥2 ≤ ∥D̄1/2∥22∥D̄−1/2W̄D̄−1/2∥2 ≤ ∥D̄∥2

= max
i∈[n]

D̄ii

(E.33)
≲ ξn,+, (E.37)

where we used the fact that D̄−1/2W̄D̄−1/2 is symmetric and all its eigenvalues are contained in
[−1, 1]. Combining (E.35) and (E.37), we obtain

∥D−1/2 − D̄−1/2∥2(∥W∥2∥D−1/2∥2 + ∥W̄∥2∥D̄−1/2∥2) ≲
√
ξ2n,+ log n

ξ3n,−
. (E.38)

For W − W̄, note that it can be written as a sum of independent symmetric matrices

W − W̄ =

M∑
m=2

∑
T∈Ω(m)

(1{T∈En} − p
(m)
T,n)ΛT ,

2For notational convenience, instead of defining yi only for the observed edges in En, we assume each edge T corresponds
to a yT . In particular, for the ith edge Ti ∈ En, yi = yTi

.

53



where [ΛT ]ij = 1{{i,j}⊆T}zij(T ) when i ̸= j and [ΛT ]ij = 0 when i = j. Note that ΛT is symmetric
and has at most |T |2 nonzero entries. For all T with |T | = m ≤M , there exists an absolute constant
C > 0 such that

∥1{T∈En}ΛT − p
(m)
T,nΛT ∥2 ≤ ∥ΛT ∥2 ≤ ∥ΛT ∥F ≲M,

and ∥∥∥∥∥∥
M∑

m=2

∑
T∈Ω(m)

E
[
(1{T∈En} − p

(m)
T,n)

2Λ2
T

]∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
M∑

m=2

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑

T∈Ω(m)

p
(m)
T,n(1− p

(m)
T,n)Λ

2
T

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
M∑

m=2

q(m)
n

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑

T∈Ω(m)

Λ2
T

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

. (E.39)

To further bound the right-hand side, note for i ̸= j,∣∣∣∣∣∣
 ∑

T∈Ω(m)

Λ2
T


ij

∣∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

T∈Ω
(m)
ij

[Λ2
T ]ij

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∑

T∈Ω
(m)
ij

∣∣(ΛT [:, i])
⊤ΛT [:, j]

∣∣ (E.40)

≲
∣∣∣Ω(m)

ij

∣∣∣ ≲ nm−2,

and  ∑
T∈Ω(m)

Λ2
T


ii

=
∑

T∈Ω
(m)
i

[Λ2
T ]ii =

∑
T∈Ω

(m)
i

∥ΛT [:, i]∥22 ≳
∣∣∣Ω(m)

i

∣∣∣ ≳ nm−1,

where ΛT [:, i] is the ith column of ΛT . By the Gershgorin circle theorem, every eigenvalue of
(
∑

T∈Ω(m) Λ2
T ) lies in some circle centered at one of its diagonal entries with radius equal to the ℓ1-

norm of the remaining entries of that row. Since (
∑

T∈Ω(m) Λ2
T ) is also symmetric and nonnegative

definite, proceeding with (E.39),∥∥∥∥∥∥
M∑

m=2

∑
T∈Ω(m)

E
[
(1{T∈En} − p

(m)
T,n)

2Λ2
T

]∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
M∑

m=2

q(m)
n

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑

T∈Ω(m)

Λ2
T

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≲
M∑

m=2

q(m)
n

(
nm−1 + (n− 1) · nm−2

)
≲ ξn,+.

By the matrix Bernstein inequality (Tropp, 2012), with probability at least 1− n−3,

∥W − W̄∥2 ≲
√
ξn,+ log n. (E.41)

Combining (E.36) and (E.41) using a union bound, we obtain that, with probability at least 1−2n−3,

∥D−1∥2∥W − W̄∥2 ≲

√
ξn,+ log n

ξ2n,−
. (E.42)

Step II: Bound on s̄

It suffices to lower bound λ2(L̄sym) and 2 − λn(L̄sym), respectively, for which we appeal to
Lemmas E.2 and E.3. Note that L̄sym can be viewed as the normalized graph Laplacian of a weighted
graph Ḡ, where the weight between i, j ∈ [n] is given by W̄, where

W̄ij =

M∑
m=2

∑
T∈Ω

(m)
ij

p
(m)
T,nzij(T ). (E.43)
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For λ2(L̄sym), (E.29) in Lemma E.2 implies λ2(L̄sym) > g2
Ḡ
/2, and the lower bounded can be esti-

mated using (E.43) as follows:

gḠ = min
U⊂[n]

∑
i∈U

∑
j∈U∁

∑M
m=2

∑
T∈Ω

(m)
ij

p
(m)
T,nzij(T )

minS∈{U,U∁}

{∑
i∈S

∑
j∈[n]

∑M
m=2

∑
T∈Ω

(m)
ij

p
(m)
T,nzij(T )

} (E.44)

(E.32)
≳ min

U⊂[n]

|U |(n− |U |)∑M
m=2

(
n−2
m−2

)
p
(m)
n

min{|U |, n− |U |)n∑M
m=2

(
n−2
m−2

)
q
(m)
n

≳
ξn,−
ξn,+

,

where ξn,− is defined in (4.2). Therefore,

λ2(L̄sym) ≳

(
ξn,−
ξn,+

)2

. (E.45)

To bound 2− λn(L̄sym), we resort to Lemma E.3 and obtain

2− λn(L̄sym) ≥ 1−
√
1− (1− gdual

Ḡ
)2 ≥ (1− gdual

Ḡ
)2

2
, (E.46)

where for the last inequality follows from the elementary inequality 1−
√
1− x ≥ x/2 for 0 ≤ x ≤ 1.

To estimate 1 − gdual
Ḡ

, we assume gdual
Ḡ

is attained at some disjoint sets U1, U2 ⊂ [n] with |U1| ≥
|U2|. Then,

gdualḠ =
2
∑

i∈U1,j∈U2
W̄ij

2
∑

i∈U1,j∈U2
W̄ij +

∑
i∈U1,j∈U∁

2
W̄ij +

∑
i∈U∁

1 ,j∈U2
W̄ij

=
1

1 +

∑
i∈U1,j∈U∁

2
W̄ij+

∑
i∈U∁

1 ,j∈U2
W̄ij

2
∑

i∈U1,j∈U2
W̄ij

.

By a similar computation as (E.44),∑
i∈U1,j∈U∁

2
W̄ij +

∑
i∈U∁

1 ,j∈U2
W̄ij

2
∑

i∈U1,j∈U2
W̄ij

≳
(|U1||U∁

2 |+ |U∁
1 ||U2|)ξn,−

|U1||U2|ξn,+
≥ |U1||U∁

2 |ξn,−
|U1||U2|ξn,+

≥ ξn,−
ξn,+

.

Consequently, there exists an absolute constant C > 1 such that

gdualḠ ≤ 1

1 +
ξn,−
Cξn,+

=⇒ 1− gdualḠ ≥ ξn,−
2Cξn,+

.

This combined with (E.46) implies

2− λn(L̄sym) ≳

(
ξn,−
ξn,+

)2

. (E.47)

Putting (E.45) and (E.47) together,

s̄ ≳

(
ξn,−
ξn,+

)2

.

Step III: Wrap-up

Under the assumption ξ7n,−/(ξ
6
n,+ log n) → ∞, the expected spectral gap dominates the fluctua-

tion errors: √
ξ2n,+ log n

ξ3n,−
= o

(
ξ2n,−
ξ2n,+

)
.

Substituting this into (E.27) finishes the proof for (5.11).
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To prove the lower bound on λleave2 in (5.11), note

λ2(−H∗(u∗)) = λ2(D1/2LsymD1/2) ≥ λ2(Lsym) · min
i∈[n]

Dii ≳
ξ3n,−
ξ2n,+

. (E.48)

To bound λ2(−H∗(−k)(u∗)) in the leave-one-out analysis, notice that after removing k and the
corresponding edges, the remaining comparison remains a NURHM model with n − 1 vertices.
Consequently, (E.48) holds for each −H∗(−k)(u∗) with probability at least 1− 2n−3. Taking a union
bound over k ∈ [n] yields the desired result.

E.4.3 Proof of (5.12)

We first consider the setting of NURHM and then discuss a refined estimate for HSBM. To begin
with, note that under the assumptions ξn,− ≳ log n and ζn,− ≳ log n, the estimate (5.10) holds with
probability at least 1− n−5. In NURHM, for j ̸= k ∈ [n],

Njk =

M∑
m=2

∑
T∈Ω

(m)
jk

1{T∈En}︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:YT

, E[YT ] = p
(m)
T,n .

is a sum of independent Bernoulli random variables, where p(m)
T,n are the edge probabilities defined

in (2.5). Since we wish to obtain an upper bound on Njk, without loss of generality, we assume
p
(m)
T,n = q

(m)
n as defined in (2.5). Under such circumstances, we can compute E[Njk] as

E[Njk] =

M∑
m=2

(
n− 2

m− 2

)
q(m)
n ≤

M∑
m=2

nm−2q(m)
n

(4.2)
=

ξn,+
n

.

We first consider the case where ξn,+/n ≥ 15 log n. It follows from the Chernoff bound that

P (Njk ≥ 2E[Njk]) ≤ exp(−E[Njk]/3) ≤ n−5. (E.49)

On the other hand, if ξn,+/n < 15 log n, then we can construct a coupling Y ′
T of YT such that YT ≤ Y ′

T

and
∑M

m=2

∑
T∈Ω

(m)
jk

E[Y ′
T ] = 15 log n. Applying the estimate (E.49) to N ′

jk :=
∑M

m=2

∑
T∈Ω

(m)
jk

Y ′
T

and utilizing YT ≤ Y ′
T shows that

P (Njk ≥ 30 log n) ≤ P
(
N ′

jk ≥ 30 log n
)
≤ n−5. (E.50)

Combining (E.49)-(E.50) and applying a union bound over all distinct pairs (j, k) yields that, with
probability at least 1− n−3,

max
j ̸=k∈[n]

Njk ≲ max

{
ξn,+
n

, log n

}
.

The proof is finished by combining this with (5.10) and the Borel–Cantelli lemma:

r = max
j ̸=k∈[n]

Njk

Nj
≲ max

j ̸=k∈[n]

Njk

ξn,−
≲

max
{
n−1ξn,+, log n

}
ξn,−

. (E.51)

We finish the proof of Lemma 5.3.
For HSBM, more refined estimates can be obtained for Nj and Njk. Consider an HSBM with

edge size M ≥ 2 and K communities V1, . . . , VK . The edge probabilities within V1, . . . , VK and
across them are ωn,1, . . . , ωn,K , and ωn,0, respectively. Fix i ∈ [K] and any object j ∈ Vi. By degree
concentration, with probability at least 1− n−5,

Nj ≳ E[Nj ] = ωn,i

(|Vi| − 1

M − 1

)
+ ωn,0

M−1∑
s=1

(
n− |Vi|

s

)( |Vi| − 1

M − 1− s

)
≳ max

{
|Vi|M−1ωn,i, (n− |Vi|)nM−2ωn,0

}
. (E.52)
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On the other hand, for each k ∈ [n] \ {j}, it follows from a similar concentration argument as in the
NURHM setting that, with probability at least 1− n−5,

Njk ≲ max {E[Njk], log n} ≲ max
{
|Vi|M−2ωn,i, n

M−2ωn,0, log n
}
, (E.53)

where the last step follows from the observation

E[Njk] =


ωn,0

(
n−2
M−2

)
≲ ωn,0n

M−2 k /∈ Vi

ωn,i

(|Vi|−2
M−2

)
+ ωn,0

∑M−2
s=1

(
n−|Vi|

s

)( |Vi|−2
M−2−s

)
≲ |Vi|M−2ωn,i + nM−2ωn,0 k ∈ Vi

.

Putting (E.52) and (E.53) together, we have

Njk

Nj
≲

max
{
|Vi|M−2ωn,i, n

M−2ωn,0

}
max {|Vi|M−1ωn,i, (n− |Vi|)nM−2ωn,0}

≲ max

{
1

|Vi|
,

1

n− |Vi|

}
≲

1

mini∈[K] |Vi|
. (E.54)

Taking a union bound over i, j, k and combining with (E.51) (HSBM identified as a special case of
NURHM) yields that, with probability at least 1− n−2,

r ≲ min

{
1

mini∈[K] |Vi|
,
max

{
n−1ζn,+, log n

}
ζn,−

}
.

When mini∈[K] |Vi| ≳ n, this becomes r ≲ max{n−1, (log n)/ζn,−}.

E.5 Proof of Lemma 5.2

We show how to lower bound the leave-one-out spectral gap λleave2 using λ2(Lsym) and r. Recall
that the weighted graph associated with −H∗(u∗) is G. For each k ∈ [n], denote the weighted graph
associated with −H∗(−k)(u∗) as G(−k). By definition, the edge weights in G and G(−k) are given by
the off-diagonal entries of H∗(u∗) and H∗(−k)(u∗), respetively.

Under Assumptions 1-2, a direct computation using (5.5) shows that

[H∗(u∗)]ij ≍ Nij , (E.55)

where Nij is defined in (5.3). Moreover, for i ̸= j ∈ [n] \ {k},

[H∗(u∗)]ij − [H∗(−k)(u∗)]ij ≍ Nijk := |{t : {i, j, k} ⊆ Tt}| . (E.56)

We now use Cheeger’s inequality to obtain a lower bound on λ2(−H∗(−k)(u∗)). To this end,
we first conduct a perturbation analysis to estimate gG(−k) . Suppose the Cheeger constant gG(−k) is
attained at some partition U1 and U2 of [n] \ {k} (U2 is the complement of U1 in [n] \ {k}) with
vol(−k)(U1) ≤ vol(−k)(U2), where vol(−k)(·) is the volume defined on G(−k); see (E.28). Define
U ′
2 = U2 ∪ {k}. According to the definition in (E.28),

gG ≤

∑
i∈U1

∑
j∈U′

2
[H∗(u∗)]ij

min{vol(U1), vol(U ′
2)}

=

∑
i∈U1

∑
j∈U2

[H∗(−k)(u∗)]ij +
∑

i∈U1

∑
j∈U2

([H∗(u∗)]ij − [H∗(−k)(u∗)]ij) +
∑

i∈U1
[H∗(u∗)]ik

min{vol(U1), vol(U ′
2)}

≤
∑

i∈U1

∑
j∈U2

[H∗(−k)(u∗)]ij

min{vol(−k)(U1), vol
(−k)(U2)}

+

∑
i∈U1

∑
j∈U2

([H∗(u∗)]ij − [H∗(−k)(u∗)]ij) +
∑

i∈U1
[H∗(u∗)]ik

min{vol(U1), vol(U ′
2)}

= gG(−k) +

∑
i∈U1

∑
j∈U2

([H∗(u∗)]ij − [H∗(−k)(u∗)]ij) +
∑

i∈U1
[H∗(u∗)]ik

min{vol(U1), vol(U ′
2)}

. (E.57)
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To bound the second term in (E.57), note

vol(U1)− vol(−k)(U1) =
∑
i∈U1

∑
j∈[n]\{k},j ̸=i

([H∗(u∗)]ij − [H∗(−k)(u∗)]ij) +
∑
i∈U1

[H∗(u∗)]ik

(E.55),(E.56)
≲

∑
i∈U1

∑
j∈[n]\{k},j ̸=i

Nijk +
∑
i∈U1

Nik

≲
∑
i∈U1

Nik (E.58)

=
∑

T∈En:k∈T

|T ∩ U1| ≲ Nk;

and

vol(U ′
2)− vol(−k)(U2) ≥

∑
i∈U1

[H∗(u∗)]ik ≳ Nk.

Combining these with vol(−k)(U1) ≤ vol(−k)(U2), we have

vol(U1) ≲ vol(U ′
2). (E.59)

Thus, ∑
i∈U1

∑
j∈U2

[H∗(u∗)−H∗(−k)(u∗)]ij +
∑

i∈U1
[H∗(u∗)]ik

min{vol(U1), vol(U ′
2)}

(E.58),(E.59)
≲

∑
i∈U1

Nik

vol(U1)
≲

∑
i∈U1

Nik∑
i∈U1

Ni
≤ max

i∈U1

Nik

Ni
≤ r. (E.60)

Under the assumption r/λ2(Lsym) → 0 and applying Lemma E.2,

r

gG
≲

r

λ2(Lsym)
→ 0. (E.61)

Putting (E.57), (E.60), and (E.61) together yields gG(−k) ≳ gG.
To finish the proof, denote by D(−k) the degree matrix in G(−k). By another application of

Lemma E.2,

λ2(−H∗(−k)(u∗)) = λ2({D(−k)}1/2[{D(−k)}−1/2{−H∗(−k)(u∗)}{D(−k)}−1/2]{D(−k)}1/2)
≳ min

i∈[n]\{k}
[D(−k)]iiλ2({D(−k)}−1/2{−H∗(−k)(u∗)}{D(−k)}−1/2)

≳ min
i∈[n]\{k}

[D(−k)]iig
2
G(−k)

≳ min
i∈[n]\{k}

[D(−k)]iig
2
G

≳ min
i∈[n]\{k}

[D(−k)]iiλ
2
2(Lsym)

≳ Nn,−λ
2
2(Lsym),

where the last step follows because

max
i∈[n]\{k}

Dii − [D(−k)]ii
Dii

= max
i∈[n]\{k}

∑
j∈[n]\{k},j ̸=i([H∗(u∗)]ij − [H∗(−k)(u∗)]ij) + [H∗(u∗)]ik

Dii

≲ max
i∈[n]\{k}

Nik

Ni
≤ r → 0. (E.62)

The desired result follows by taking the infimum over k ∈ [n]. We finish the proof of Lemma 5.2.
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