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Abstract

The Plackett—Luce model is a popular approach for ranking data analysis, where a util-
ity vector is employed to determine the probability of each outcome based on Luce’s choice
axiom. In this paper, we investigate the asymptotic theory of utility vector estimation by
maximizing different types of likelihood, such as the full-, marginal-, and quasi-likelihood.
We provide a rank-matching interpretation for the estimating equations of these estima-
tors and analyze their asymptotic behavior as the number of items being compared tends
to infinity. In particular, we establish the uniform consistency of these estimators under
conditions characterized by the topology of the underlying comparison graph sequence and
demonstrate that the proposed conditions are sharp for common sampling scenarios such as
the nonuniform random hypergraph model and the hypergraph stochastic block model; we
also obtain the asymptotic normality of these estimators and discuss the trade-off between
statistical efficiency and computational complexity for practical uncertainty quantification.
Both results allow for nonuniform and inhomogeneous comparison graphs with varying edge
sizes and different asymptotic orders of edge probabilities. We verify our theoretical findings
by conducting detailed numerical experiments.
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1 Introduction

Combining scores of multiple agents to produce a collective ranking is a frequent task across
various domains, including econometrics [33|, game analytics [31, 20|, psychometrics [40], and
others [24, 4, 8]. One common statistical approach to modeling such situations involves in-
corporating latent parameters into the subjects under comparison. Assuming that pairwise
comparison outcomes are not influenced by irrelevant alternatives [29], a unique parametrization
of the model can be obtained, leading to what is known as the Plackett—Luce (PL) model [37].

As a special instance of random utility models [40], the PL model is particularly popular
owing to striking a balance between the model complexity and computational tractability [44].
When the comparison data are pairwise, the PL model reduces to the Bradley—Terry (BT)
model [6], which has been actively investigated over the last two decades [39, 26, 42, 38, 34,
11, 23, 9, 28, 18, 10]. In contrast, the theory of the PL model received less attention due
to the more involved data structure. Only recently emerged a few studies that examined the
asymptotic properties of estimators in the PL model with equal-sized comparison data [27, 15].
Their approaches, however, do not easily extend to the PL model with a general comparison
graph structure. To fill this gap, this paper develops a unified asymptotic theory for a class
of likelihood-based estimators in the general PL model, assuming neither graph homogeneity
nor uniform comparison data size. Before diving into the technical details, we provide a brief
overview of related work in the field. We focus on the works directly related to the PL model
rather than the BT model.



1.1 Related work

A large body of work in the PL model involves estimating parameters using likelihood-based
methods. [26] has used the Minorization-Maximization (MM) algorithm to find the maximum
likelihood estimation (MLE), and alternative Bayesian approaches have been proposed in [21,
7]. In [32], the authors provided a Markov chain interpretation of the MLE, leading to a spectral
algorithm that was later improved in [2]. Additionally, [3] introduced a breaking technique in the
full-ranking setting by first breaking multiple comparisons into pairwise comparisons 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.

The existing study of the asymptotic properties of the utility vector estimators focuses on a
special class of PL models with equal-sized comparison data. In [27], the conditions for achieving
exact recovery of top-K ranking were discovered and a spectral method was applied to achieve
this, albeit under suboptimal conditions. When only the top-1 comparison data are considered,
the PL model falls into a general framework introduced in [38], and a weighted ¢ convergence rate
is established for the MLE. More recently, [15] conducted a comprehensive analysis of the top-1
MLE and obtained both the uniform convergence rate and asymptotic normality. However, none
of these findings admit an immediate extension to the general PL. model where the comparison
graph is inhomogeneous and comparison data have varying sizes. Analyzing network models
with a general nonuniform hypergraph structure is typically considered a challenging task [45].

1.2 Contributions

This paper aims to take a step forward to understand the asymptotic theory of utility vector
estimation in the PL model with a general underlying hypergraph structure. Our contributions
at a high level can be described as follows.

e We formulate several likelihood-based estimators in the PL model, including the full-
likelihood, the marginal-likelihood, and the quasi-likelihood, and interpret their estimating
equations through the lens of rank matching.

e We develop a unified uniform consistency theory for the likelihood-based estimators under
suitable graph topology conditions. For several models of interest, including the nonuni-
form random hypergraph model and the hypergraph stochastic block model, the conditions
are optimal in terms of the leading-order asymptotics describing the model sparsity.

e Under an additional balancing condition, we establish the asymptotic normality of the
likelihood-based estimators and discuss the trade-off between statistical efficiency and
computational complexity. These results provide both theoretical foundation and prac-
tical guidance for statistical inference in the PL model.

We utilize an innovative chaining technique to establish the uniform consistency result. In
the case of asymptotic normality, we employ a meticulous truncated error analysis of the se-
ries expansion of the graph Laplacian pseudoinverse that naturally arises in the context. Our
strategy substantially differs from the leave-out analysis [15, 9], which is tailored for analyzing
homogeneous graphs. Our findings not only generalize the assumption on the comparison graph
structure but also incorporate other computationally efficient estimators such as the QMLE,
which has not been studied in the existing literature with regard to its asymptotic properties.
To support our results, we provide numerical simulations at the end.

1.3 Organization

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the multiple comparison
model and the multiple comparison graphs that are studied throughout the paper. Section 3
reviews several likelihood-based estimators in the comparison model, including the full MLE,
the marginal MLE, and the QMLE. An intuitive interpretation of their estimating equations is
given based on the view of fitting certain rank-related equations. Section 4 contains the main
uniform consistency results for the likelihood-based estimators, while their proof is deferred



to Section 5 where a more general result for deterministic hypergraph sequences is presented.
It is also shown that, under nearly optimal sparsity conditions, several commonly used random
hypergraph models introduced in Section 2 can be used for sampling to ensure the desired uniform
consistency. Section 6 establishes the asymptotic normality of the likelihood-based estimators
and discusses the trade-off between statistical efficiency and computational complexity. Section
7 conducts a number of simulations to support our theoretical findings. To help the reader better
understand the key ideas, the proof sketch of the main results is presented in Appendices. Other
technical details are postponed to the supplementary file.

1.4 Notation

Let N denote the set of natural numbers. For n € N, let [n] = {1,...,n}. For T C [n], the
power set of T' is denoted by Z(T'). A permutation m on T is a bijection from T to itself, and
the set of permutations on T is denoted by S(T). If |T| = m, we write 7w as w(1),...,7(m),
where 7(4) is the element in T that is mapped to the ith element in 7" under 7. For a multiple
comparison model with n items, we reserve the notation u* = (uj,...,u}) for the ground truth
utility vector, and 4 and w the corresponding (marginal) MLE and QMLE, respectively.

In the subsequent analysis, a comparison graph can be stated as a hypergraph H(V, E), where
V is the vertex set and F is the edge set (E C Z(V)). For Uy,Us C V with Uy NUz = &, we
define the edges between Uy and U, as E(Uy,Uz) ={e € E:enU; # @,i = 1,2}. The set of
boundary edges of U is defined as U = £(U, UY).

Some general notation. For & € R*, B € R"*" and 1 < p < 0o, we denote the £,-norm of x as
|z, the operator norm of B induced by the £,-norm as || B|, = maxXgcpn.|z|,=1 [ BZ|p, and the
{so-norm of vectorized B as || Bl|max := max; je[n) |Bij|. For a smooth function f(x): R™ — R
and ki,...ks € [n], we let Ok, . . f denote the s-order partial derivative of f with respect to the
k1,...ks components. We use V and A to denote the max and min operator, respectively. We
use O,(-) and o,(-) to represent the equivalent and higher-order relation between two random
sequences in probability, respectively. For a fixed sequence, we use O(-) in place of Op(-). We
use < and 2 to denote the asymptotic inequality relations, and =< if both < and = hold. We use
14(z) to denote the indicator function on a set A, that is, 14(x) = 1if x € A and 14(z) =0
otherwise. We use (1) to denote the all-ones vector (1,...,1)T with a compatible dimension that
is often clear from the context.

2 Preliminaries and Problem set-up

We begin with a brief introduction to the PL model, then proceed to explain the data
structure observed in a multiple comparison model based on the PL model, and two commonly
used random hypergraph models to generate the comparison graphs.

2.1 The PL model

Consider a comparison dataset consisting of n items of interest. In the PL model, each item
k € [n] is assumed with a latent score e+, where u* = (uf,...,u*) € R" is known as the utility
vector. Given T' C [n] with |T| = m, a full observation on T is a totally ordered sequence
(1) = --- = w(m), where m € S(T'), the set of permutations on T', and 7 (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) := 7= 1(k) = {j : n(j) = k}. Given T and identifying the full
observation as 7, the PL model assumes the probability of observing = on 7T is

m

Pu-(x|T) == [ |

j=1 Z?:J er®

The subscript of P denotes the dependence on the utility vector and is dropped whenever clear
from the context. Note (2.1) is invariant under the shift of 4*. An additional linear constraint
is needed to make the model identifiable, for which we adopt the commonly used (1) u* =
> jefn u; = 0, where (1) is the all-ones vector with compatible size.

el

(2.1)



As the name suggests, the PL model is related to Luce’s choice axiom [29], which states that
selecting one item over another is not affected by the presence or absence of other items. In fact,
the PL model can be characterized using the following conditions:

Condition 1. There exist a family of choice-one selection probabilities {P”}7c(, satisfying
Luce’s choice axiom.

Condition 2. For T C [n] with |T| = m, 7 € S(T) is a random permutation obtained by
sequentially sampling 7(j) from PT-i+1, where T_q =T and T_; = T\ {n(1),...,7(j)}.

Condition 1 is equivalent to parametrizing PT (k) = e% /3 jer e's for some u* € R" [29].
Condition 2 says that « is obtained by independently selecting the top element from the re-
maining comparison set, that is, P(n|T) = H;"Zl PT-i+1(7(5)). With such interpretation, the
equivalence between (2.1) and the above conditions is obvious.

An important property of the probability measures defined in (2.1) is that they are internally
consistent [26]. In particular, for 7" C T,

P('|T") = > P(n|T) e S(T'), (2.2)

Te€S(T), 7= | pr~om! 1

where 7717, ~ 7/~1 means that the relative ranks of 7" under 7 and 7’ are the same. This

implies that the probability of a multiple comparison observation in the PL model, whether
treated as a full observation or a partial observation (on a larger comparison set), is well-defined.

2.2 Multiple comparison data

We now describe the data. Let N denote the number of independent comparisons, and
Ni == |{i € [N] : k € T;}| denote the number of those containing the item k. For i € [N], the
ith data can be represented as a pair (T3, ;) € Z([n]) x S(T}), in which T; (with |T;| = m;) is
where multiple comparisons take place, and m; encodes the observed ranks of items in T;. Here
we do not require m; = m; for i, j € [N], namely, the sizes of the comparison sets are allowed
to be different. We assume that m; is independent of the utility vector u*. The corresponding
full observation O*" is given by

Ofl — 7.(1) = - = mi(my).
The rank of k in 7; is denoted by r; (k).
More generally, one may consider the partial observation consisting of the top-y; < m; items:

Ofam‘al =m;(1) = --- = m;(y;) = others.

When y; = 1 for all ¢ € [N], the partial observations reduce to the choice-one observations. The
partial observations become full observations if y; = m; for all ¢ € [N].

It is helpful to recall the sequential sampling view in Condition 2. For every m; ~ P(-|T;), it
can be viewed as a random process adapted to the natural filtration

Fig = olmi(),t < ). (2.3)

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

2.3 Comparison graphs

The n items under comparison together with the multiple comparison data can be viewed as
a hypergraph H(V, E), where V = [n] and E = {T; : i € [N]}. For s € [n], Q, := {e € Z([n]) :
le|] = s} denotes the set of subsets of [n] with size s. In the following, we consider two types of
random hypergraph models that can respectively capture nonuniform comparisons and cluster
structures. All the parameters in the comparison graphs models are independent of the utility
vector u*.



2.3.1 Nonuniform random hypergraph models

We consider the following nonuniform random hypergraph model (NURHM). Fixing an ab-
solute integer M < n, we assume that

M
E=|JE® E®) CQ,, (2.4)
s=2

where E(*) are independent s-uniform random hypergraphs generated as follows. Fixing s,

licepoy are independent Bernoulli random variables with parameter pSf}L for e € Q,. Denote

by

pi) = min p(?, 4y’ = maxpy.

When p) = ¢{¥) = Pml{s=m) for some m € [2, M] and p,, € [0,1], H(V, E) reduces to the
m-~way uniform hypergraph model that generalizes the Erdés—Rényi model [14] when m > 2.
Nevertheless, 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 [19] and has been analyzed for community
detection [16, 36]. Analogous to the stochastic block model for conventional graphs [1], an m-
uniform HSBM model with K < oo clusters partitions V' into K subsets, V' = U;c[k)Vi, where
edges within and across partitioned sets have different probabilities of occurrence:

wn,ll{eeﬁm} eC ‘/1

Plec E)={" . (2.5)
W,k Lfeen,.y €S Vk
wn,0l{ecn,,; otherwise

The probabilities of the edges across different partitions are assumed the same in (2.5), although
they can be further refined depending on which V; intersects the edge as well as the intersected
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 (2.5) for HSBM. With proper
choices of wy, k, (2.5) can be used to simulate heterogeneous clusterable networks in the sense
that lim,,_, oo maxy wy ,/ ming wy,  is allowed to diverge as n — oo. (NURHM can also be used
to sample heterogeneous networks but the analysis is much harder if the degree of heterogeneity
is uncontrolled due to the lack of cluster structure.) In the literature on classification, the setup
is similar to the case of imbalanced data.

3 Estimation of utility scores

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

3.1 The likelihood approach

The likelihood function can be explicitly written down in a PL model with utility vector w.
Given data {(73, ;) }ic[n], the marginal log-likelihood function based on the top-y; items in each



;i (y; <|T;| and is independent of u*) is

mg

li(u) = Z Z Ur,(j) — log Ze“"im . (3.1)
t=j

i€[N] j€(y:]

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

Proposition 3.1. The MLE u obtained from mazimizing (3.1) (subject to a linear constraint)
satisfies

1
— Y Si(tsk) =0 k€ [n],
Nk wkeT;
where
Si(wik) = (D2 Eallpuw =5 and 9 < vy Frim1]) = Lrucoron) (32)
J€[mi]

and F; j_1 are defined in (2.3). Meanwhile, the true parameter u* satisfies E[S;(u*; k)] =0 for
every i € [N].

The proof follows directly from the first-order optimality of the (marginal) MLE and is given
in the supplementary. To better understand the estimating equations, we consider two special
cases introduced in the previous section.

3.1.1 Full observations

In this case, y; = m; for all ¢ € [N]. The quantity (3.2) in the estimating equation for each
i € [N] and k € [n] reduces to

( ) E“[]‘{W(k):j”‘gi,jfl]) - 1L (3.3)

J€[m;]

Note Eq[1r, (k) = j3]-Fi,j—1] estimates the probability of the rank of k being j given the infor-
mation revealed before ;(j). The first term in (3.3) is thus an aggregation of such 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, y; = 1 for all ¢ € [N], which coincides with the top-1 comparison model in [15].
Similar to the full-observation case, the quantity (3.2) in the estimating equation for each i € [N]
and k € [n] reduces to

Eullir,e) = 13] = Liru(e)=1y- (3.4)

In this case, 1y, (r)=1} estimates the probability of & being the first element in 7; without
observing any information.

Remark 1. The conditional expectation E,[-|.%; j_1] in (3.2) is random and depends on the
ranking outcome when |T;| > 2. This is different from the BT model (|T;] = 2), whose score
function can be written as the difference of two parts: one that only depends on uw and the
other that only depends on the ranking outcome. In dealing with the marginal MLE, only the
choice-one form (3.4) can be split similarly to the BT model.



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
comparison outcomes. For example, for T' C [n] with |T'| = m and © € S(T)),

{r(1) = - = 7n(m)} = ﬂ {m(5) = w(t)}. (3.5)

1<j<t<m

The right-hand side of (3.5) is called the full breaking of w. Other types of breaking such as
the top/bottom breaking [3] 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), their individual probabilities
could be treated under a unified setup, for example, 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 corresponding log-likelihood function

lo(u) = Z (tny () — log(e¥mi@) + e"mit0)) (3.6)
i€[N] 1<j<t<m;

and seek the corresponding MLE w, which is a QMLE approach per se. The general theory
of the QMLE in finite dimensions points out 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 BT model in the
sense of KL divergence has the same parameters as the true PL likelihood. Although the result
provides evidence that the QMLE is a promising estimator in practice, it is different from the
uniform consistency result in Section 4 where both n and N tend to infinity.

For ease of illustration, we consider a mixed model setup as follows. For T' C [n] and
m e S(T),

IT|

Ur(5)
PL likelihood: f(m;u) = Q(T) - [[ = ————
j=1 PIST
Ur(5)
BT likelihood: g(m;u) = Q(T) - [[ i,
1§j<tS\T\e Ve

where Q is a probability measure on & ([n]).

Proposition 3.2. Assume that the expected connectivity condition holds: For every k,k’ € [n],
there exists a sequence of edges {T71,..., T} C P([n]) such that minjcy Q(Tj) > 0, and k €
T,k €Ty and T;NTjy # @ for 1 <j <s. Then for every u € R",

S

u = argmin Er;[KL(f(m;u)[|g(m;v))],
v:(1) Tv=0

where KL(+||-) is the KL-divergence.

The expected connectivity condition is weaker than the resulting graph being connected
since it only requires that for any k,k’ there exists a configuration under Q such that k and
k' are connected. The proof is given in the supplementary file. Moreover, an almost identical
computation as the proof reproduces an analogous result as Proposition 3.1.

Proposition 3.3. The QMLE u obtained from mazimizing (3.6) satisfies

LS (i) = Balri(k)]) = 0 k€ [n].

Meanwhile, for every i € [N], the true parameter u* satisfies Elr;(k) — Eqy«[r;(k)]] = 0 (this is
trivial but stated as a comparison to the above equations for convenience).



4 Uniform consistency

In this section, we establish the uniform consistency of the MLE/QMLE in the previous
section. To prove uniform consistency, we require the following assumption on the comparison
model.

Assumption 1. The utility vector w* is uniformly bounded, that is, there exists a universal
constant C7 > 1 such that ||[u*|e < log(Ch).

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 introduced in Section 2.3.

Assumption 2. The maximum size of the comparison sets is bounded as n — oo, that is,
M := sup,,cy max;e[n 13| < oo.

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

2 (logn)3
lim 5”*(37g) 0, (4.1)
n—00 n,—
where
M M
bn,o =y 0 1plY) Gy = n* gl (4.2)
s=2 s=2
Assumption 4. For an HSBM in Section 2.3.2, we assume
1 3
lim (187"
n—o00 n,—
where
e aam—1 : .
Cn— =1 OglgannJ. (4.3)

Assumption 2 is a realistic assumption on the maximum comparison data size. Both Assump-
tion 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 2 (logn)3tr/ (::L__ll) for any x > 0, a near-minimal sparsity condition that matches the result
in [15]. We now state the main results of this section.

Theorem 4.1 (Uniform consistency under NURHM). Suppose the comparison graph sequence
is sampled from a NURHM in Section 2.3.1. Under Assumptions 1-3, a.s., both the marginal
MLE w and the QMLE w in Section 3 uniquely exist and are uniformly consistent, that is,

2

logn)3
lw — u*flo < ”7+(37g)ﬁ0 n — oo, (4.4)

n,—
where w = U or u and &, + 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 /, a.s., both the marginal
MLE u and the QMLE @ in Section 3 uniquely exist and are uniformly consistent, that is,

(log n)?
Cny—

[w — 4o S =0 n— oo,

where w = U or w and (,,_ is the same as (4.3).



The random hypergraph models in Theorems 4.1-4.2 cover a range of intriguing multiple
comparison graph models. For instance, the conditions in Theorem 4.1 admit hyperedges with
varying sizes independently generated with balanced probabilities. The balancing condition
can be removed if community structure exists. In the case of HSBM, according to Theo-
rem 4.2, requiring (ming<;<x n™ twy, ;) > (logn)3T* in (2.5) alone is sufficient for the uniform
consistency. Under such circumstances, typical configurations are extremely heterogeneous if
(maxo<i<k nm_lwn’i) 2 n. Both Theorems 4.1-4.2 significantly generalize the graph conditions
in [27, 15]. The proofs of these theorems follow as an immediate consequence of Theorem 5.1
and Lemma 5.1.

Remark 2. The technical details of Theorem 4.1-4.2 are quite different from the leave-one-out
analysis used in [9, 15]. The leave-one-out analysis is based on the intuition that ignoring one
item in data has only a mild influence on the estimation of other items. This intuition holds
when the data are homogeneous, that is, each item participates in the comparison with the same
probability. Then, by standard degree concentration, the number of comparisons for each item is
of the same order. Consequently, ignoring one item only reduces the O,(1/n) proportion of the
data. However, in the inhomogeneous case, such as the HSBM with m > 3, ignoring one item
that is compared with all the other items can potentially reduce O,(1) data which can result in
a substantial change of the estimation of other items.

5 Uniform consistency for deterministic graph sequences

The uniform consistency in Theorem 5.1 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 [22] to the setup of hypergraph sequences. Toward this,
we need the concept of modified Cheeger constant and admissible sequences.

Definition 1 (Modified Cheeger constant). Given a hypergraph H(V, E) with V' = [n], let

_ .
O o o vl

The modified Cheeger constant of H is defined as hy = ming ) hn(U).
A larger value of hy suggests the better connectivity of H.

Definition 2 (Admissible sequences). Given a hypergraph H(V, E), a strictly increasing se-
quence of vertices {4;} ]J:l is called admissible if at least half of the boundary edges of A; lie in
Aj+1 fOI‘j < J, that is,

[{e € 0A; e C Ajii}
|0A;]

> 1<ji<J

1
2
In an admissible sequence {Aj}}]:p more than half of the edges in 0A; are contained in
Ajy1. Assuming the hypergraph is well-connected, |A4;| is expected to grow quickly when |A,|
is “small”. Such intuition is formalized via the following definition.

Definition 3 (Rapid expansion). Let H,(V,, E,) be a sequence of hypergraphs with V;, = [n].
Let 7, denote the set of admissible sequences in H,,. {H;,}nen is said to be rapidly expanding
(RE) it

= logn

— =0 n — 00,
hn, (4;)

FffE = max
{Aj }f=1€ﬂn j=1

where Ay, (A;) is defined in Definition 1.
The RE property provides a different approach to characterizing graph connectivity. To state

the general uniform consistency theorem, we only need the following assumption:

10



Assumption 5. For every U C [n], there exists a pair (k1,ks) € U® U® and a comparison edge
T;, such that ki, ke € T; and ky > ko is observed.

Assumption 5 is both sufficient and necessary to ensure the unique existence of the MLE/QMLE.
Intuitively, Assumption 5 implies that the log-likelihood function diverges to negative infinity as
||| — 00, and a concrete interpretation depends on the likelihood estimators. For example,
for both the full MLE and QMLE, k; > ko is observed if and only if they appear in a common
edge and ki > ko regardless of their absolute ranks. However, for the top-1 MLE, ky = ko is
equivalent to k1 being the top-ranked item in a common comparison.

Theorem 5.1. Under Assumptions 1, 2, and 5, a.s., for all sufficiently large n, both the marginal
MLE @ and the QMLE w in Section 3 uniquely exist and satisfy |lw — u*||oc < TEE with
probability at least 1 —n~2, where w = 4 or w. Moreover, if the comparison hypergraph sequence
is RE, then ||lw — u*||cc — 0 a.s. That is, both & and u are uniformly consistent estimators for

u*.

The idea of the proof is to create a chain between vertices with large positive and negative
biases, meanwhile ensuring a smooth transition of error along the chain. This technique is rather
different from many existing results in the field [11, 15, 9] and has recently been employed to
demonstrate uniform consistency of the MLE in pairwise comparison models [22]. However, the
use of chaining for analyzing multiple comparison data is novel and requires addressing additional
technical challenges when dealing with hypergraphs. The proof is given in Appendix 8.1. The
uniform consistency results in the previous section will follow if the corresponding comparison
graph models are RE under the designated assumptions.

Lemma 5.1. Let H,(V,,, E,,) be a hypergraph sequence with V,, = [n]. The following statements
hold:

1. If H, is sampled from a NURHM in Section 2.3.1, then under Assumption 3, H, satisfies
Assumption 5 and is RE a.s., with the corresponding TEF satisfying

RE < 72z,+(10gn)3
n ~ 3 I
n,—

where &, + are the same as (4.2).
2. If H,, is sampled from an HSBM in Section 2.5.2, then under Assumption 4, H,, satisfies

Assumption 5 and is RE a.s., with the corresponding TE¥ satisfying

FRE < (log n)B

n o~ Cn,— )

where (,, _ is the same as (4.3).

The proof of Lemma 5.1 is given in supplementary file.

6 Asymptotic normality

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

Assumption 6. The comparison hypergraph is sampled from a NURHM defined in Section
2.3.1, satisfying

I rlL?+ (logn)® 0
TL1—>OO 11 ’
n,—
where
M M
gn,— = Zn571p$f) fn,—i— = Zn571Q$LS)~
s=2 5=2
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Assumption 7. The comparison hypergraph is sampled from an HSBM in Section 2.3.2, satis-
fying

(o (logn)® (% (logn)?
lim — vV —0 6.1
n—o0 771’7 }L{ ’ (6.1)
where
_=n""! min w =n""1 max w
Cn, o<i<k G+ o<ick

Contrary to Assumption 4, Assumption 7 imposes an additional requirement for an upper
bound on (, 4 in the HSBM. This can be heuristically explained by the distinction between uni-
form consistency and asymptotic normality. While uniform consistency requires the estimation
errors of all parameters to converge to zero, asymptotic normality further demands that each
estimated parameter converges at a rate consistent with its respective normalization. To illus-
trate this point, consider an item k that is involved in N comparisons. If asymptotic normality
holds for k then its estimated error will converge to zero at a rate of O,(1/v/Ny). However, in
the presence of graph heterogeneity, the convergence of item k is influenced by other items with
slower convergence rates. Such influence results in an additional bias term in the analysis. This
is similar to the analysis of semi-parametric models where the nonparametric part plays a role as
a bias term [35, Assumption 5.1(ii)]. Therefore, although our approach to asymptotic normality
can handle inhomogeneous graphs, the level of inhomogeneity needs to be controlled to a certain
extent.

To describe the asymptotic normality results of the marginal MLE and QMLE in detail, we
require some additional notation. For the marginal MLE, given an edge T' C [n] with |T| = m
and k€ T, for y=1,...,m — 1, we define a sequence of quantities:

O (w5 y,T)
= > Py (r(j) <r(k) =y for j € S|T) (1 = Pu-(r(k) = 1|T"\ 9)),

SCT\{k}:|S|=y—1

where Py« (-|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. The quantity 0 1(u*;y,T) depends on the true utility score u* and
its explicit form is tedious and thus deferred to the supplementary file. The inverse asymptotic
variance of the marginal MLE is characterized by

pk 1 Z Z ek 1 ,ya )7 (62)

i:k€T; yely:]

where y; refers to the top-y; observations in the ith data as assumed in the marginal MLE
estimation. The asymptotic normality of the marginal MLE is summarized as follows.

Theorem 6.1 (Asymptotic normality of marginal MLE). Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 6 or
Assumptions 1, 2 and 7, for any fized k € [n], the marginal MLE u satisfies

P (u™) (W, — uy) — N(0,1) n — 0o.

In Theorem 6.1, 1/ps 1 (u*) is the asymptotic standard deviation of Uy —uj, for large n. Since
each 0y 1(u*;y,T;) > 0, (6.2) implies that the standard deviation of @, — uj, will decrease if Ny,
increases.

On the other hand, (6.2) reveals a trade-off between statistical efficiency and computational
complexity between different marginal MLEs. The larger y;, the smaller the standard devia-
tions, but with the increasing cost of computation. The computational cost for 8y 1 (u*;y, T;)
is |Ti!/(|Ti] — y)!. When |T;] = M and y; = y for all ¢ € [N], the total computational cost for
(6.2) is Np(M!/(M —y)!). Specifically, for the full observation, the complexity reaches Ny (M!).
Despite obtaining the best statistical efficiency, the full MLE can be computationally prohibitive
even for moderate M. For instance, in the horse-racing data analysis in Section 7.3, M = 14,
and in this case, we don’t use the full MLE due to its heavy computational cost.

12



Remark 3. Theorem 6.1 extends the results in [15] to the setting of both nonuniform and hetero-
geneous hypergraphs. In particular, among other asymptotic normality results for the BT model
[23, 28, 18], Theorem 6.1 provides the first result that allows for truly inhomogeneous graphs in
the sense that the upper and lower bounds can have different orders as n — oo (although in a
controlled manner). In the homogeneous case, our assumptions are similar to [15]. For example,
when ¢, — = (n 4, (6.1) becomes (, — > (logn)® while [15] requires (, — = poly(logn).

Remark 4. Theorem 6.1 comes from

ﬁk—uzzm—l—%(\/}w) ke ). (6.3)

Instead of focusing on a single parameter, one can make use of (6.3) 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.

For the QMLE, computing the asymptotic variance only uses probabilities of relative ranking
of pairwise comparisons. Let

euz+u:
*, — —_—
6k72('u, ,T) = ‘ Z (eu: _’_eu;‘)27
{i}cT\{k}
eu; ezu;:
Ops(u™sT) = Opo(u™sT)+2 { Tt (et (et e’
a( ) 2 ) Z eli 4 et 4 % (e¥r 4 e%i)(e¥k + e"7)

{153 ST\{k}

we define

. 2
P2 (") = (Xier, O 2(u*; Ti))
i >iker, Or3(u; 1;)

(6.4)

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

Theorem 6.2 (Asymptotic normality of QMLE). Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 6 or Assump-
tions 1, 2 and 7, for any fized k € [n], the QMLE u satisfies

pr,2(u™) (U — uy) — N(0,1) n — 00.

The explicit form of p%g(u*) is derived from a sandwich formula. Note

~ 8kl2(u*) 1
Up —up = —-—~<+o0, | — | .
k 8kkl2(’u,*) p v N

Unlike the log-likelihood function Iy (u*), E[-V2la(u*)] # E[Via(u*) T Vig(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 |T;| = M for each ¢ € [N]. The computational cost of (6.4) is NM (M — 1) which is
tiny as opposed to Ni(M!). On the other hand, our numerical studies in Section 7.2 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.

7 Numerical results

In this section, we provide a detailed numerical study to support the theoretical results
established in the previous sections. This includes verification of the uniform consistency and
asymptotic normality of the likelihood-based estimators using synthetic data generated from
the PL model. Moreover, we apply the QMLE to analyze a real horse-racing dataset; we do
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Figure 1: Average (o error with corresponding quartiles for the marginal MLE (the top-1 MLE and the top-2
MLE), the full MLE, and the QMLE and the frequencies of each estimator yielding the smallest £ error among
others in 300 experiments as the number of items n increases from 200 to 1000. (a)-(b): NURHM,; (c)-(d): HSBM.

not apply the full/marginal MLE for computational reasons that are clarified in Section 7.3.
All likelihood-based estimates are numerically computed using the MM algorithm in [26]. The
estimated standard deviations are computed using the plug-in method by replacing u* with
the estimated scores @ and @ in (6.2) and (6.4), respectively. All numerical experiments are
conducted on a laptop with Intel i7-4790 CPU.

7.1 Uniform consistency

We verify the uniform consistency of both the (marginal) MLE and the QMLE in the PL
model using two different sampling models: NURHM and HSBM. The edge sizes of the NURHM
are chosen in {3,4,5,6,7}, while the edge size m in HSBM is 5. Both the number of edges in
NURHM and the sizes of different blocks in HSBM are generated in a balanced fashion. The
total number of edges N = 0.1n(logn)3; see Table 1 for the exact values of N. A detailed
description of the sampling procedure is given in the supplementary file. The utility vector u*
is selected uniformly between the range [—0.5,0.5].

The total number of items 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 /o, norm. To get a thorough comparison, the likelihood-based estimators considered
in this experiment include the top-1 MLE, the top-2 MLE, the full MLE, and the QMLE. Due
to the more stringent conditions (Assumption 5) for the existence, the top-1 MLE may not have
solutions. In our setup, the top-1 MLE does not exist in 3 out of 300 experiments while other
estimators always exist. We drop the invalid experiments when computing summary statistics
which are reported in Figure 1.

Figure 1 shows the average £, error of the top-1 MLE, the top-2 MLE, the full MLE, and the
QMLE in the PL model as the total number of items n increases. For each n, we also provide the
frequency of each estimator obtaining the smallest /., error among others in the 300 simulations.
As expected, in both sampling scenarios, the £, errors of the estimators decrease to zero as n
increases, verifying the uniform consistency results in Section 4. For fixed n, the full MLE has
the smallest /., error. The QMLE achieves a competitive result as the full MLE despite using
misspecified information, and in around one in five experiments on average, the QMLE has a

Number of items = Number of edges N in Section 7.1 Number of edges N in Section 7.2

200 2,300 5,300
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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smaller ¢, error than the full MLE. Meanwhile, the marginal MLE estimators in this example
have a slower convergence rate due to using only a fraction of the data.

7.2 Asymptotic normality

We next demonstrate the asymptotic normality of both 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 7.1 except that we choose the edge sizes of the NURHM
as {3,4,5,6} to accelerate computation and a slightly larger N; see 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 the NURHM as Section 7.1. 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% con-
fidence interval, and the computational time of the estimated standard deviation for the top-1
MLE, the top-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, support-
ing 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 significantly 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 compar-
ison set. The top-1 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
QMLE 0.131 0.122 0.118 0.114 0.112
Full MLE 0.124 0.116 0.111 0.108 0.105

Standard Deviation Top-1 MLE 0220 0.205 0.197 0.191 0.187

Top-2 MLE 0.159 0.148 0.141 0.138 0.135
QMLE 0.950 0.950 0.950 0.950 0.950
Full MLE 0.950 0.950 0.950 0.949 0.950
Top-1 MLE 0.951 0.951 0.950 0.949 0.950
Top-2 MLE 0.950 0.950 0.950 0.950 0.950
QMLE 0.933 2.149 3.676 4.755 5.485
Full MLE 4774 1117 193.6 247.0 284.1
Top-1 MLE 0.644 1.519 2.599 3.346 3.820
Top-2 MLE 1.844 4.335 7.438 9.588 10.99

Coverage probability

Computation Time(s)

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

7.3 Horse-racing data example

We apply the proposed likelihood-based estimators to the Hong Kong horse-racing data'.
The dataset contains horse-racing competitions from the year 1999 to the year 2005. After
preprocessing, there are 3,981 horses and 6,348 races. The comparisons in this dataset are
nonuniform and take values between 4 and 14. Aside from the nonuniformity, most of the
sizes are either 12 or 14, making the estimation of the standard deviation in the full MLE
computationally prohibitive. (The computational complexity for the full MLE reaches O(M!) ~
10*%.) 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

Lhttps://www.kaggle.com/datasets/gdaley /hkracing
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Method Sample size n

200 400 600 800 1000
QMLE 0.153 0.143 0.137 0.133 0.130
Full MLE 0.146 0.136 0.131 0.127 0.124
Top-1 MLE 0.279 0.258 0.247 0.240 0.234
Top-2 MLE 0.196 0.182 0.175 0.170 0.166
QMLE 0.946 0.949 0.948 0.949 0.949
Full MLE 0.945 0.947 0.948 0.948 0.948
Top-1 MLE 0.946 0.948 0.949 0.946 0.943
Top-2 MLE 0.947 0.948 0.949 0.949 0.949
QMLE 1.208 2.607 4.202 5.607 6.833
Full MLE 23.54 54.08 86.71 1179 142.6
Top-1 MLE 0.750 1.721 27772  3.767 4.562
Top-2 MLE 2.231 5.144 8.283 11.26 13.59

Standard Deviation

Coverage probability

Computation Time(s)

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

Horse id Race Average place Estimation 95% confidence interval Rank

3780 6 1.667 6.239 (4.935, 7.543) 1
2402 14 2.000 5.591 (4.748, 6.433) 2
1033 21 1.952 5.578 (4.882, 6.275) 3
3331 3 1.333 5.565 (3.249, 7.881) 4
504 2 1.500 5.217 (2.748, 7.686) 5
3858 6 1.333 5.062 (3.398, 6.726) 6
1588 12 3.083 4.994 (4.215, 5.772) 7
218 16 2.438 4.912 (4.176, 5.649) 8
2558 28 2.536 4.831 (4.302, 5.359) 9
3569 2 4.000 4.829 (3.060, 6.598) 10

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

estimated utility score, and the estimated 95% confidence interval. The identified top-10 horses
by the QMLE performed consistently well with their historical record.

8 Proof sketch of the main results

8.1 Proof of Theorem 5.1

Recall that w denotes either the (marginal) MLE @ or the QMLE @. The unique existence
of w follows from Assumption 5, which is a standard condition in the literature that ensures the
log-likelihood function diverges to negative infinity if ||w| o diverges [43, 17]. The details of the
proof are similar to [22, Lemma 1] and are omitted. In the rest, we shall focus on the uniform
consistency part.

Since (1)Tu* = (1)Tw = 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
lw—u"||oe < maxpep)(wi —uj) — mingep, (w — uj). To prove the theorem, it suffices to show
that for sufficiently large n, with probability at least 1 — n=2,

(

max (wy, — u}) — min (wy, —uj) < TEE,
keln] keln]

Defining o € arg maxy¢,)(wg—uj) and 8 € arg mingep,) (wg —uj), we show that (we—uy,)—(ws—
ug) is bounded by a constant times I'/*¥ as n tends to infinity with high probability. To this end,
we first construct an increasing sequence of neighbors based on RE-induced estimation errors
to chain them together. We then show that a chain constructed in such a way is admissible
(Definition 2) for all sufficiently large n. Under the assumption that the comparison graph
sequence is RE, the desired bound follows.

16



Let ¢ > 0, and {Ab,}2,, {Ad,}32, be two increasing sequences that are specified shortly.
Consider the two sequences of neighbors started at « and S respectively defined recursively as
follows. Let Aby = Ady = 0, and for z > 1,

z—1

logn
B, =1<7:(wg —ul) — (w; —u}) < Ab Ab, = ¢y | ——

— logn
DZ = ] : —u* > Ad Adz - 9
{2 - rih

where hy,, is defined in Definition 1. Let Z, ; and Z,, » be the stopping times
Zn71:min{z:|Bz|>g} Zn’gzmin{z:|Dz|>g}.

Note Ab, and Ad. are defined similarly as the summand of T'E¥ in Definition 3 (up to a
multiplicative constant) but for random sequences {B.}.¢(z, ,} and {D.} z¢[z, ,)- We make the
following claim:

Claim. There exists an absolute constant ¢ such that for all sufficiently large n, with probability
at least 1 — n=2, {B:}:¢(2,1)s {D=}z2€(2,..) are admissible sequences.

By the construction of Z, 1 and Z,, 2, Bz,, N Dz, , # &, so that « and 8 can be chained
together using {B.}.¢(z, ;| U {D }z€(Zn0)- AS a result, (wo — uy,) — (wg — uj) is bounded by a
constant times TZF. The Borel- Cantelh lemma and noting TZF — 0 under the RE assumption
do the rest. Therefore, it remains to verify the claim. For ease of illustration, we only prove for
{B.}:¢|z,..) as the case for {D.}.¢(z, ,) can be treated similarly.

8.1.1 The marginal MLE
Recall the marginal log-likelihood function based on the top-y; observations in the ith data
is given by

|75

h(w) =3 4 D um) —log Z@“””” T3] = m,

i€[N] 7€l
where m; € S(T;) is the permutation associated with the ith observation. By the first-order
optimality of the MLE,
Okl (@) = Y (k; Ty, miy ) = 0 k € [n], (8.1)
i:k€T;

where
etk
Yk Ty, miw) = i (k)<ysy — Z

ST g, o)
]e[rz /\y]z i

for every k € T;, m; € S(T;), w € R™, and r;(k) is the rank of k in m;. Under Assumption 2,
Y(k; T;, m;,w) are uniformly bounded random variables as n — oo since

sup sup max ¢ (k; Ty, m;, u) < M. (8.2)
n w €[N]

Fixing T;, m;, and u, a crucial property of v is that

DV Timw =yi= >, > o

kET; kET; je[ri(k)Ay:) Zt_]

Z Z elmi(ri(k))

|T | U t
RET: jelrmay] 2oimg €7

uﬂ' i (k)

> Z ST g

s€ly:] kiri(k

elr

(8.3)
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On the other hand, by Proposition 3.1, the true parameter u* satisfies
E[(k; Tiy mi,u®)] = 0 (8.4)

for every k,T;. Combining (8.1), (8.3), and (8.4) yields the following probabilistic upper bounds
for all S C [n]:

S opa(w) = 3 opla(@) C 3 (04 (u) — Eldpl (u)))

keS keS keS

=> Y @k T mi,u*) — Efp(k; Ti, mi, u*)))

k€eS i:keT;
(8.3) * *
= Z Z (¢(k;n’ﬂi’u ) _E[w(k;Ti’ﬂ-i’u )]) (8'5)
#:T;€0S keSNT;
Owing to Assumption 2 and (8.2), {>_,csnr, ¥ (k; T3, i, u*) }; are independent random variables
uniformly bounded by max;eny [T M < M 2. By Hoeffding’s inequality, with probability at least

1 —n~!51] (8.5) is bounded by M?2,/[S[[0S]logn. Hence, for B, (which are random) with all

z < Zp1 (namely |B,| < n/2), it follows from a union bound over all S with |S| < n/2 that,

with probability at least 1 — n =2,

> Okhi(u) = Y Okly (@) < M?/|B.[|0B:[logn 2 < Zna. (8.6)
keB., keB.

We now derive a lower bound for the left-hand side of (8.6) from which we deduce the desired
property.

D Ohi(u) = Y Ola(a) (8.7)

keB. keB.

(8.3) el el
Z Z ZAM< \ty U, (1) _E'T' ur m)

:T;€0B; k€B.NT; j€[r; (k)Ay;

>

maxke B, nT; (1i (k) Ay:) (
T, COB. j=1

U (t Ur (4
thj:m(t)eBzﬂTi etri® thj:m(t)eB ar; € i
ZE; el ‘T| elri)

()

Uy wr
Dt en.nT € D s i ()eB. N e Mt))

maxye B, n; (7i (k) AYi) (

> E E
- - |Tz‘ elm; (t) T3 e s, (t)
©:T;€0B,NOB, 41 j=1 t=j t=yj
U, (¢ U (¢
S Z thl:m(t)eB Ar; € Y thl,m(t)eB A, € i
- | T3 u 5 (t) |75 7'1(0 ’
i:Tieé)BzﬂaBerl t=1 t=1

where the key observation (x) > 0 was used and can be seen by taking the quotient of the two
terms in (x) and using the elementary inequality (a+b)/(c+d) < max{a/c,b/d} for a,b,c,d > 0.
By definition, for T; € 0B,+1 N 0B, T; N BE+1 # &, so that

seT;

z
max { (o — u) — (s —ul)} > > Ab,.
t=0
In this case, under Assumption 1,

t
thhm(t)eanTi elmi® /Zt>1 mi(t)EB.NT; et

ITi| . e \T|
i—1 € i () —

e "i(t)

U, (¢ u; t ujrl t
_ thhm(t)eBzmTi e'mi® thl,m(t)eBzﬁTi e i 4 Zt21,m(t)eB§mTi e mi®

v U, Uney (4
thl,ﬂ'f,(t)EBzﬁTi e i) Ztgl:m(t)GBzﬁTi e 4 EtZl:ﬂ'i(t)GBEﬂTi ermi®
> 1 4 k(Cy)Ab.,
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where k(C1) is an absolute constant depending on C only (see Assumption 1 for the definition
of C1). As a result,

U, (t
thhm(t)eBzmTi ermi®

B D> 1,7 () EB.AT, e S k(C1)

= g > Ab,
I e Sim e Met
which is substituted into (8.7) to yield
. k(C
Y Ohi(u) = > Oly(@) > ( 1)|aBzﬁaBz+1|Abz. (8.8)

MC?
keB. keB.

Combining (8.6) and (8.8),

k(C1)
NC? |0B. N OB, 1]|Ab, < M?*\/|B.||0B.|logn

Taking ¢ = 2M3C%/k(C) yields

1 1
|0B, NOB,41| < §|8Bz\ = |{e € 0B.,e C B,41}| > 5\3BZ|.
This finishes the proof of {B.}.¢|z, ,) being admissible.

8.1.2 The QMLE

The proof is similar to the MLE case so we only provide a sketch of it. Writing down the
log-quasi-likelihood, we have

bu)= > > |ung =D log(e"v) +etni)

1€[N] j€[m;] t>j

By the first-order optimality of the MLE,

Okla(@) = > (ks Ty, mi ) =0 k € [n],
i:keT;
where
kT, T, k e
90( ) i,ﬂ'i,’U;)—I i|_7"i( )_ Z m
k€T, k' £k

for every k € T;, m; € S(T;), and uw € R™. Under Assumption 2, ¢(k;T;, 7;,u) are uniformly
bounded random variables as n — oo since

sup sup max @ (k; T;, m;, u) < M.
n w €[N]

Analogously, when fixing T3, m;, and u, > 7. ¢(k; T3, 7, w) = 0, and Elp(k; T;, m;, u*)] = 0. By

similar reasoning, we obtain that, with probability at least 1 — n =2,

> Okla(u*) = Y Okla(w) < M?/|B.[|0B:[logn 2 < Zn1. (8.9)

keB. kEB.
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The lower bound is also similar and in fact, simpler than the MLE case:

> Ola(ut) = Y Okla(u)

keB. keB.

)DIED DD DI P =
eli + et eu; + eui

i T;€EOB, JeET:NB, teTiﬂBE

>0
> >y (ha-at
€%+ et oY 4 eui
i:T,€0B.N9B. 11 jETiNB. tcT;NBS + e te

E(Cy)
MC?

Y

0B, N OB.1|Ab.,

where k(C}) is another absolute constant depending on C; only. Setting ¢ = 2M3C2/k(C}) and

combining the upper and lower bounds as before yields the admissibility of {B.}.¢(z, ,]-

8.2 Proof of Theorems 6.1-6.2

We establish the asymptotic normality for both the (marginal) MLE and the QMLE. For
convenience, we only sketch the proof and leave the technical details in the supplementary file.
Denote by [ the log-likelihood function and w the corresponding (marginal) MLE or QMLE
estimator. Recall in the uniform consistency proof we have E[VI(u*)] = 0 and Vi(w) = 0. By
the Taylor expansion of VI at u,

—Vi(u*) = Vi(w) — Vi(u*) = H(w)(w — u*), (8.10)

where H(u) := V2[(u) is the Hessian of [ at w and w is some point on the line segment
between w and w. Fixing the comparison graph, H(u*) may still be random due to the multiple
comparison outcome. To derandomize, we let H*(u*) := E[H(u*)|E := {T};};c;7)] where the
expectation is with respect to the potential randomness of ranking outcome in the comparison
model. Rewriting H (w) into three parts:

H(w) = {H(w) — H(u")} + {H(u") — H"(u")} + H* (u").
Substituting this into (8.10) and reorganizing yields

—H () (0 — )
= Viu")+{H(w) - Hu")}w-v")+ {Hu") — H (u") }(w — u"). (8.11)

For both the (marginal) MLE and the QMLE, a key observation is that —H*(u*) is the un-
normalized graph Laplacian matrix of some weighted graph with weights wyp = [H(u)]gs for
k,k" € [n]. In particular, letting the corresponding degree matrix and weight matrix be D and
az

—H*(u*) =D -W =DY%,,,,D'/? (8.12)
where Lgy, = (I — .A) is the symmetric normalized Laplacian with A = D~1/2WD~1/2,
Meanwhile, the weighted graph is connected when w exists so that the zero-eigenspace of
—H*(u*) is one-dimensional and spanned by the all-ones vector, that is, span((1)). Since
w — u* € span((1))1, we can use (8.11)-(8.12) to obtain

DV (w—-w*) = £i,D7'VVi(u)+Ll,, DV H W) - Hu)}H(w—u*)
@ (ii)
+ L1, D7 VA{H(u) — H* (u)}(w — u®),
(iii)
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where Elym is the pseudoinverse of Lgy,. Since each component of VI(u*) is a sum of inde-
pendent mean-zero independent random variables, each component of D~1/2VI(u*) is expected
to converge to a normal distribution (of constant order) by the Central Limit Theorem (CLT).
The distinct components of VI(u*) are weakly correlated for large n and asymptotically inde-
pendent. Meanwhile, thanks to the uniform consistency and concentration, both (ii) and (iii)
are higher-order terms ((ii) + (iii) = o0,(1)). The heuristics are made precise by the following

lemmas.

Lemma 8.1. Let [ denote the log-likelihood of the marginal MLE or the QMLE. Under Assump-
tions 1, 2 and 6 or Assumptions 1, 2 and 7, for any fix k € [n],

ct DY2VI(u*))r — N(0, Sir)

sym
in distribution as n — oo, where ¥ = D™2E[VI(u*)Vi(u*)"|D~1/2,

Lemma 8.2. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 6 or Assumptions 1, 2 and 7, the following events
hold:

I1£5,,, D {H(w) — H(u")}(w — u*)||lo= 0p(1) (8.13)
and
1L, , D2 {H (u") — H*(u*)}(w — u”)||sc= 0p(1). (8.14)

Combining Lemmas 8.1-8.2 yields the desired CLT result. For the reader’s convenience, we
provide some key ideas for the proof of Lemmas 8.1-8.2. Lemma 8.1 follows from an application of
Chebyshev’s inequality, and Lemma 8.2 requires the following intermediate estimates in Lemma
8.3 (only stated for the NURHM). In both proofs, a crucial component is the truncated error
analysis associated with the series expansion of Eiym. To further illustrate, we sketch the proof
of Lemma 8.2 under the NURHM in greater detail while leaving the HSBM in the supplementary
file.

Lemma 8.3. For the NURHM, under Assumptions 1, 2 and 6, the following equations hold

Z,+(10g n)® >

ID~Y2{H (w) — H(u")}(w — u)|| =0p< 5 (8.15)

n,—
and

2 (logn)4 5 (logn
D=2 ()~ ()} w — ) = O, (f"*(g =) +\/ e )>- (5.16)

n,— n,—

Assuming Lemma 8.3 holds, we demonstrate how to prove Lemma 8.2. Note that a crude
l5-f~ estimate would fail since

€L, DY H (@) — H(u") }(w — u*)|o
< 1£L, D H(w) — H(uw")}Hw —u')l2
< Lyl DTV2{H () — H(uw")} (w —u)l2

< VL D72 H (w) — H(w)}H(w — u”)|oo.

Since ||£1,,.[l2

sym

2 1, the last term diverges if using the bound in Lemma 8.3. To address this

~

issue, we need a more explicit computation. In particular, we write Elym as

o0

Elym = Z(A - Pl)t - ,Pl
t=0
where P; is the projection operator onto the zero-eigenspace of E};ym. One key observation is

that

P10V H(w) — H(u*)}(w — u*) = PyD~V*{H(u*) — H* (u*)}(w — u*) = 0,
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which can be checked by direct computation. Consequently,

Ll D HH(w) — H(u")Hw — u")

sym
9]

= (A—P)'DV2{H(w) — H(u")}(w — u*).

t=0

To control the series on the right-hand side, we need to bound |4 — P1 |2 away from 1. This
is true when the underlying graph is homogeneous and in this case, ||A — P1]|2 is uniformly
bounded away from 1 (and in fact ||A — Pi|la = 0p(1)). For general inhomogeneous graphs,
however, ||A — P12 can be arbitrarily close to 1. To quantify the difference between ||.A — P |2
and 1, we need to bound the second smallest and the largest eigenvalues of Ly, respectively
from below and above, for which we appeal to the Cheeger’s inequality [13, Theorem 2.2] and a
dual version of it [5, Theorem 3.2]. In particular, we show that in a NURHM, under appropriate
conditions, there exists an absolute constant C such that || A —Pi|ls <1 —C((&n—/&n.+)?) ass.

Lemma 8.4. For the NURHM, if lim,,_, (&7, log n)/(ﬁn ) — 0, then there exists an absolute
constant C such that || A —Pill2 <1 —C((&n,—/én+)?) for all sufficiently large n a.s.

The condition in Lemma 8.4 is weaker than Assumption 6. Thus, according to Lemma 8.4,
there exists a universal constant C' such that for

t >ty = O 4 /&) logn, (8.17)

[|[(A—P1)||2< n=3M where M is the upper bound for the comparison set as defined in Assump-
tion 2. As a result,

e’} 1 B é. 2 B
A-P)Y <|A-P t"~<n3M~<n’+> <n M,
t;( 1) = || 1”2 1 _ HA_PIHQ ~ §n7_ ~
n 2
Writing
Elym “VZAH(w — u*)
tn—1 e}
= > (A=P)'DPAH(w —u*)+ Y (A—P)'D/?AH(w — u*)
t=0 t=t,

(iv) (v)
and applying a truncated error analysis, where AH = {H(w) — H(u*)} or {H(u*) — H*(u*)},

we can bound ||(v)]|« as

_ " (8.15),(8.16
[le < VR IDTVPAH(w —u)|eo =7 0p(1).

D (A-Py)

2
Meanwhile,

tn—1

1)l < D NA=PYDTV2AH(w — u")||oo S tn %Ilp_l/zAH(w—U*)llw

ot |&nr logn noy (logn)®
tn € T .

The second inequality is not straightforward and requires analysis of (A — P;)t. The details are
deferred to the supplementary file.

AN
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9 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 in a unified perspective through
their estimating equations. With the aid of such interpretation, we established a uniform con-
sistency result for the estimators under appropriate conditions characterized by the underlying
comparison graph sequence. For a variety of sampling scenarios such as NURHM and HSBM,
the proposed conditions hold optimally in terms of graph sparsity. We also proved that the
estimators are asymptotically normal and discussed the trade-off between statistical efficiency
and computational complexity. To the best of our knowledge, the asymptotic results in this
paper are amongst the first works in the PL model that apply to both 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 consistency 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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A

Supplementary

In this section, we provide rigorous justifications for the technical results in the manuscript
that are stated without proof. For the reader’s convenience, we list below the notation that
appears frequently in the subsequent analysis.

Al

[n] :={1,...,n}, where n € N is the number of subjects.
w = (uy,...,u,)": true score vector of the model, where uy, is the latent score of subject
k for k € [n].

N: the number of total comparison data; Ni: the number of the comparison that subject
k involves.

T;,i € [N]: the set collecting the subjects that participate the i-th comparison.

m;: the number of subjects that participate the ith comparison, namely m; = |T;|. The
upper bound of m; is M. y; denotes the number of subjects observed from the top.

m;(k): the index of the subject who ranks at kth position in Tj; r;(k): the rank of kth
subject in T;.

l1(u): the log-likelihood function for the (marginal) MLE; I3(u): the log-likelihood function
for the QMLE.

pgf): the lower bound of the probability of an s-size edge in NURHM; qgf): the upper
bound of the probability of an s-size edge in NURHM.

In NURHM, we define §,, _ := ZiviQ ns_lpgf) and &, 4+ := Zi\iz ns_lqgf).

Wnk, k € [K]: the probability of an edge in kth community in HSBM.

In HSBM, we define ¢, _ = nm1 ming<i<x Wr; and G, 4 = nm-1 Maxo<i<K Wn,i-
Hypergraph H(V, E), where V is the vertex set and E is the edge set (E C (V).

For Uy,U; CV with Uy NUs = &, we define the edges between Uy and Us as E(Uy,Us) =
{e € E:enU; # @,i=1,2}. The set of boundary edges of U is defined as U = E(U, UL).

Given a hypergraph H(V, E) with V = [n], for U C [n], let hy(U) = |8U|/min{|U|,|UC|}.
The modified Cheeger constant of H is defined as hy = ming ) hu(U).

H(u): the hessian matrix of log-likelihood function at w. H*(u*) : the conditional expec-
tation of H(u), namely H*(u*) = E[H (u*)|E := {T;}ic[r]. (With some abuse of notation,
we do not distinguish between [; and Il since their analyses are quite similar 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 Loym = (I — A) with A =D~1/2WD~1/2,

0=MX < <A, < 2: the eigenvalue of Ly, in the increasing order.

Proof of Proposition 3.1

The linear constraint breaks the translation invariance to ensure the uniqueness of the max-
imizer. By the first-order optimality condition, Oxli (@) = 0 for k& € [n]. This can be further
expanded as

ri(k)Ay; s
(@) = Y | Lpw<wy — D | =0
ikeT; j=1 t=j €
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where 7;(k) is the rank of k in ;. Dividing both sides by N} and rewriting,

1 Y
A Z l{ri(k)Syz‘} - Z 777; o 1_ , =0.
N ikeT; j€[mal Zt:j e

To understand the second term in the parenthesis, note that assuming m; (or r;) is observed in
a PL model with parameters wu,

Lij<ri(k)nyy e
> TN gy > Eullink) = j and ri(k) < w2}

t=j J€[m;]

Fij-1].
J€[m]

The first statement in the lemma follows by setting w = @, while the second statement follows
by setting u = u* combined with taking expectation with respect to 7; (which is sampled from
the PL model with the true utility vector u*):

E Z Eq- [1{r7(k) =j and r;(k) < yi}‘gzi’jfl] - 1{Tz(k)§yz}
JE€Im;]

=K Z 1{7“1(76) =jand ri(k) <wyi} — l{rq(k)ﬁyl} = 0,
J€[m;)

where the first step uses the tower property.

A.2 Proof of Proposition 3.2
By definition,

argmin B, [KL(f(m;w)||g(r;v))] = argmin By, [bg ! (W?u)}

v:(1) Tv=0 v:(1) Tv=0 g(ﬂ—; ’U)
= argmax E..y [log g(m;v)].
v:(1) Tv=0

Denoting G(v) = Ex~¢ [log g(m; v)] and expanding G(v),
Gv) =

Yoo Y fmw) > (Tl =)o — > log(e™ e |

TeZ([n]) weS(T) keT k' €T:rn (k') >rx (k)

where 7.(k) is the rank of k in w. To show w is the unique maximizer of G(v), it suffices to
verify that u satisfies the first-order optimality conditions and G(v) is concave. The former can
be verified by a direct calculation as follows.

aGw)= Y om Y fmw (11— - S

TeP([n]):keT TeS(T) k'€T:k'#k

= D> Q) Ermsprrw[re(B)] = Enngrpom [re(R)])

TeZ([n]):keT

evk + eVk’

where fr is the conditional distribution when knowing the comparison set is 7. Taking v = u
yields 0yG(u) = 0 for all k.
To prove concavity, we compute the Hessian of G(v):

_evk+'uk/

ZT@@([n]):keT Q(T) Zk/eT:k’;ék ek +e k)2 K=k

akk/G('U) == 1,,, evk+vk/ .
S resnrer QT ~fontemy— K #k
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This expression shows that —V2?G (v) is the unnormalized graph Laplacian of the weighted graph
on [n] with weights wyis 1= O G(v) for k # k'. As a result, —V2?G(v) is nonnegative definite.
Meanwhile, the assumption on Q ensures that the weighted graph is connected. Hence, the
eigenspace of V2G(v) associated with eigenvalue zero is one-dimensional and spanned by the
all-ones vector (1). Since the constraint requires (1)Tv = 0, G(v) is strictly concave in the
feasible set of v. This verifies the uniqueness of the minimizer.

A.3 Proof of Lemma 5.1

The proof of that Assumption 5 is satisfied follows from a similar argument as [39, Lemma
1] or [22, Theorem 1] and thus is omitted. In the rest, we will focus on the RE part only. For

any admissible sequence {A; }‘jjzl,

J

logn logn
E <J . Al
: \/th(Aj)— \/hH" (A1)

To establish the RE property for the hypergraph sequences of interest, it suffices to show that the
bound in (A.1) converges to zero uniformly regardless of the choice of {A; }}’:1, and we proceed
to show this case by case. To reduce notational clutter, we let

ajy 1= ‘AJ‘ Aaj =041 — Gy
6Ajgj+1 = {6 € 8AJ e C Aj+1} - 814]

A.3.1 NURHM

For 2 < s < M and U C V with |U| = ¢, the number of edges in QU with size s is a sum of
L, (n,t,s) independent Bernoulli random variables with probabilities bounded between pgf) and

qgf), where L, (n,t,s) = (") — (t) — ("S_t) Thus,

S S

M M
Y Lu(nt,s)pl) = pa(t) < E[OU|] < va(t) := Y La(n,t, )as. (A.2)
s=2 s=2

For Uy C Uy C V with |Uy] = t; and |Us| = t2, the number of edges in dUs contained in Uy with
size s is bounded by the number of edges in d(U; \ Uz). Hence,

EH{B S BUQ e C Ul}” < E[|8(U1 \ UQ)” < l/n(tl — tg). (A3)
Both pu,, and v,, will appear in the subsequent analysis. To begin with, we provide an estimate
for L, (n,t,s).
Lemma A.1. Fort > s, the following inequalities hold:

smin{t,n — 1} (Z) < Lo(n,t,s) < smin{t,n =t} <n> (A4)

n n—s+1 s

Proof of Lemma A.1. Without loss of generality, we assume n — ¢t > s; the other case can be
discussed similarly. It follows from the direct computation that

nnn = (0) [ -
()

It is easy to see that
t S t S tf 1 S t S
1—(—=) —(1—-=) <(x)<1- Postl) L 1——F .
n n n—s+1 n—s+1
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The lower bound in (A.4) follows by noting

1—2°—(1—2x)°
smin{z,1 — x}

is uniformly away from 0 for « € [0, 1], and the upper bound follows by noting (1 —z)* > 1 — sz
for z € [0, 1]. O

By the Chernoff bound [12], for all U C V with |U| =t < n/2 and all sufficiently large n, it
holds with probability at least 1 — n =3,

1 6t logn

() < (=0 < |91 < (L4 ) S 2alt) 0=\ [grabn =0 (A5)

where § — 0 is implied by (4.1). Taking a union bound over U in (A.5) yields a uniform bound
for all U with |U| < n/2 that holds with probability at least 1—n~2. In what follows we condition
on this event. By definition, the modified Cheeger constant Ay, can be bounded below as

) M
,Un(t) (A.2),(A4) L1
hy > > o = s=1p(s) A6
W, Z | Inin SO z &, &n, Z::n Pn (A.6)
A similar notation &, 4 := Zi\ig ns1 51 *) is used for the upper-bound counterpart of &, _.

Without loss of generality, we assume a; < n/2 for all j < J, as those with size above n/2

can be handled similarly by working with AE, namely the complement of A;. It follows from
(A.6) and (A.5) that

(4.1)
04,] 2 max {jin(a;), 460 -} 2 max {jin(a;), a;(logn)?} . (A7)

Meanwhile,

(A.3) (A.5) 2Aa;logn
0Ajcir1| < [0(Aj41\ A45)] < (14 7)va(Agy) Y= m-
Therefore, depending on v > 1 and v < 1,

4Aajlogn if v, (Aaj) < 2Aajlogn

oA < , A8
| JC“1|{2V,L(Aaj) if v,(Aa;) > 2Aa;logn A

Since {A;}; is admissible, [0A;cj+1| > [0A;]/2. Comparing (A.8) with (A.7), we note that if
vn(Aaj) < 2Aajlogn, a; grows exponentially at least with rate (logn)?. This regime has at
most O((logn)/(loglogn)) steps, and an upper bound for (A.1) is

logn logn (logm)3 (A.9)
loglogn\| &, \/ (loglogn)2¢,

In the regime v, (Aa;) > 2Aa;logn, |0Ajcj+1| > |0A;|/2 implies

M (A.4)
ZL (n, Aay, s) va(Aay) 2 pin(ay) 2 Ln(n,aj,8)plY) 2 &n—aj. (A.10)
s=2

According to the upper bound in (A.4),

sAa;
L)< < -
Ln(n?Aa‘]?S)— n_8+1< ) N(Aa])
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Consequently,
M
va(Aa;) $ D (Bain® ¢ = & 4 Aay. (A.11)
5=2
Substitution of (A.11) into (A.10) yields that, there exists an absolute C' > 0 such that

aj+1 >14 an,f .
a; fn,-i—

The above inequality tells us that when v, (Aa;) > 2Aa;logn, a; grows exponentially with the
rate 1 + (C&, — /&, +). Analyzing each factor separately, we find that it takes at most takes
O(&n,+(logn)/&, —) steps for A; to reach n/2. Combining this with (A.6), we get the following

bound for (A.l):
1()

Combining (A.9) and (A.12) and applying the Borel-Cantelli lemma yields the desired RE
property.

A.3.2 HSBM

The proof for the HSBM requires more careful counting. Without loss of generality, we
assume that the HSBM is m-uniform and has only two blocks Vi, Va with |Vi| = nq, |Va| = na,
and n; + ne = n. More general cases of K > 2 can be analyzed similarly but require heavier
notation. Recall the probabilities of an m-edge lying in Vi, V5, and crossing V3 and Vs are
Wn,1,Wn,2, and wy, o, respectively. Fixing an admissible sequence {4; }/_,, we further define

Jj=1
aj1 = [V1iN A ajo = Vo N A
Aaji = [ViN (A1 \ A Aajo = [VaN (A1 \ Aj)l
By definition,
Aaj1 = aji1,1 — ajn Aajo =ajy12 —aj2
Aaj = Qj4+1 — ay. (A13)

A similar concentration argument as before yields that, with probability at least 1 — n =2, the
following analogs of (A.7) and (A.8) hold for all admissible sequences:
|0A;| 2 max {E[|04;|], min{a;,n — a;}(log n)S}
4Aa;logn if E[|0(A;41 \ A,)]] < 2Aa;logn
0Ajcii] < 0(Az51 \ Ap)| = 4 2 C O )= 20 o
(0(A;41\ Al E[0(Aj41\ 45)l] = 2Aa;logn

In this case, the modified Cheeger constant can be lower bounded as

hu, 2 Cn— Cn,— = ogi<nK Wt ™ L (A.14)

When E[|0(A;+1\4;)|] < 2Aaq; logn, it is similar as before that it takes at most O((logn)/(loglogn))
steps for A; to reach n. It remains to consider the case E[|0(A;41\ 4;)|] > 2Aa; logn, which
according to the definition of admissibility yields

1
E[J0(Aj41 \ 45)1] 2 104)c541] 2 510451 2 E[|0A;]]. (A.15)

In what follows we estimate E[|0A;|] and E[|0(A;4+1 \ 4;)|] to obtain an expansion (decay) rate
for A; (AE) Without loss of generality, we assume

ny
Aaj’l < —

=1,2 A.16
5 2, (A.16)
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since otherwise it takes at most two steps for a,; to reach n;.
Recall Ly, (n,t,s) = (1) — (}) = (*.") in Section A.3.1 that counts the number of s-boundary

edges of a size-t subset of an size-n set. Grouping edges in 0A; and 0(Aj41 \ 4;) based on
whether they are in Vi, V3, or crossing between V; and V5, we have

E[|04;|] = wn1L(n1, a1, m) +wp 2L(n2, aj2,m)

’191 192

+ wno(L(n,aj,m) — L(ni,a;1,m) — L(na, aj2,m))

93
E[|0(Aj41\ Aj)l] = wn1L(ny, Aaji,m) +wn 2 L(ng, Aajz,m)

+ wn0(L(n, Aaj,m) — L(ni, Aaj1,m) — L(ng, Aaj2,m)) .

T3
Substitution of these into (A.15) yields

T+ 1o4+73  E[0(A;01\ A4j)]]

= > 1,
91 + Yo + U3 E[|0A;]] ~
which implies
71 T2 T3
—, =, =5 > 1. Al
max{ﬂlwg,ﬂs}w (A17)

We now examine the implication of 7;/¢; = 1 for each ¢ = 1,2,3. If 71 /¢; 2 1, then by the
inequalities in (A.4),

Aa; (A.13) Aaj i (A'J‘)éA'm) Ty
min{aj,l, ny — aj)l} min{aj,l, ny — aj71} ~ ’191 ~

Consequently, {a;1}; grows exponentially if a;1 < ni/2 with some rate greater than 1 or

{n1—a;1}; decreases exponentially if a; 1 > ni/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 n,. The same
analysis applies if 75/92 2 1 and above statement holds for {a;}; and {ns —a;2};.

The case 73/93 2 1 is slightly more complicated, for which we introduce the following notation
for the index set. Let

INIPRES {(ml,mg,mg,m4) eN*: Z m; = m,my -+ mo < m,
i€ [4]

ms3 +myg < m,mp +ms <m,m2+m4<m}.

Similar to Vandermonde’s identity, we can rewrite 93 and 73 as sums as follows:

- aj,l ny — CLjJ (Lj’g Nng — aj}g
LR SR | G [ (eily

(m1,m2,m3z,m4)€l 2

2 > aj'(n — aj1)™ajs (ng — aj2)™

(m1,m2,m3z,m4)€l 2

- Aaﬂ ny — A(lj71 Aam Nng — Aajg
e Z ( my ) < ma ms my

(m1,mz2,m3,m4)€l 2

< Z (Aaj@)ml (n1 - Aaj’l)”” (ACLj)Q)mS (n2 - Aaj)g)m‘l.

(m1,mz,m3,m4)€l 2
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Since |I'y 2| is a constant that does not depend on n, 73/%5 2 1 implies that

(Aaj1)™ (1 — Aaj1)™ (Aaj2)™s (o — Aajo)™s
a

> ma Mng —a;1)™a”3(ng —a;9)™ A.18
~ (77L17m2,7n37)’f(ﬂ4)ef‘1,2 it ( ! ]’1) ]’2( ? ],2) ’ ( )
where
(my,m3,m3,mj) € argmax  (Aaj1)™ (n1 — Aaj1)™ (Aaj2)™ (ne — Aaj)™

(m1,ma,m3z,mq)€l 2

According to (A.16), Aaj < ni1—Aaj; and Aajo < no—Aaj 2. Since mi+mj < n, miVms > 0.
To achieve the maximum, we have (mj, m5,m%, mj;) = (1,0,0,m — 1) or (0,m —1,1,0). (One
of these two choices remains optimal even if other solutions exist.) To see the consequences of
(A.18), we consider four separate cases based on the values of a;1 and a; 2.

(I) When a;1 < n1/2 and a;2 < ng/2, choosing (mq,me, ms, ma) = (mj,ms,mj,m}) in
(A.18) and combining (A.16) yields

Aa~1 ™ Aa‘g ™3 Aa~1 Aa~2
Js 75 Z 1 S max Js , Js z 1.
aj,1 aj,2 aj,1 aj,2

Thus, at least one of {a;1}; or {a;2}; grows exponentially with an absolute rate greater
than 1.

(IT) When a;1 > n1/2 and aj > ng/2, choose (m1, ma, ms, ms) = (m3,mf,mj,m3) € I'y 5.
Similar to case (I), we conclude that at least one of {n; —a;1}; or {ny —a;2}; decreases
exponentially with an absolute rate smaller than 1.

(IIT) When a1 <nq/2 and a;j2 > n2/2, choose

(. g, g, mg) = 4 @ Lm = 1,0)if (i, m3, m3,m3) = (1,0,0,m —1)
) ’ ? (O,TTL71,1,0) if (m’{,mﬁ,m}mj):(O,mfl,l,())

In this case, either
Aajylng‘_l Z Aajvl(ng — Aajyg)mil z (77,1 — ajyl)a;f'fz_l z nlng‘_l
or
nTﬁlAajﬁg > (ng — A(lj’l)m_lAaj’g 2 (ng — ajﬁl)m_laj,g > n{”flng,

from which one can deduce that at least one of {a;1}; or {a;2}; grows exponentially with
an absolute rate greater than 1.

(IV) When a;1 > n1/2 and a;2 < na/2, choose

(1,0,0,m — 1) if (mf,m3,m%,m}) = (1,0,0,m — 1)

mi, Mo, M3, My) = ) .
(2, ma, ms, ma) {(m—l,0,0,l) if (mt,ms,mg,mi) = (0,m —1,1,0)

The conclusion is identical to case (III).

Putting all the cases in (A.17) together, we conclude that it takes at most O(logn) steps for A;
to reach n. Combining both regimes and (A.14) gives a uniform upper bound O(y/(logn)3/(,.—)
for all admissible sequences. The Borel-Cantelli lemma does the rest.
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A.4 Proof of Lemma 8.2

We only need to provide an upper bound for ||(iv)||s. Specifically, we aim to show for any
t>0,

I(A = P1)'DV2AH (w —u”) o< %IID’I”AH(’w — U)o

n,—

Recall that A = D™Y/2WD~1/2 and —H*(u*) = D — W. For convenience, we let H;; =
[—H*(u")]; for i # j € [n], H; := 3, , Hij and Hy; = 0 for i € [n]. The explicit form of A and
P can be written as

o Hij o \/HiHj ..
[A}z] — HZHJ, [Pl]zj - Z?:l Hl 1,7 S [Tl] (A]‘g)

To prove Lemma 8.2, note that Py is orthogonal to D~2AH (w — u*) and AP; = P1A. As a
result,

(A—P)'DV2AH(w — u*) = AD™V2AH (w — u*).

Then,

IA'D™V2AH (w — u") oo < A1 D2 AH (w — u)|oc,
where |- [|1 denotes the matrix ¢,-norm, that is || Bl|1 = max;e(n) >_ e[, |Bij| for a n x n matrix
B (]| -li = || - lloo for symmetric matrices). It remains to bound ||.A!||; to obtain the desired
results.

By Hoeffding’s inequality, we have under the NURHM, it holds with probability at least

1—n"2,

§n— Smin H; <max H; S &+ (A.20)
© el J€ln] ’

in either the marginal MLE or QMLE. Then, we compute ||A*||1, ¢ > 0 as follows:

H; o H.
||.A Hl_ Inax Z |{At}”‘ _ max Z Z J1 J1J2 Jt—1Jt
j€ln] i€[n] j1€[n] je€ln] VH ’ Jf 1V Jf

(A4<20) max Z Z Ul J1]2 B Hjt—ljt
~ /gn _i€[n] \ﬁ . H.

J1€[n] Jt€ln Je-1

1 Hl]lHjljz B Hjt—2jt—1
Yt DI Dby, 52 aeees 3
e J1€[n] Jji—1€[n] Je=2

= max/ H; < En.t

N/ = ) I VS

When ¢t = 0, || A*||;= 1. Therefore, for any ¢ > 0,

JAD YA (w — u*) o< ?’—’*HD””AH(w -

For the HSBM, (A.20) becomes

Cn— S min Hj <max H; < (p 4y
i Jj€ln] J€[n]

which results in

JA'D V2 AH (w - u) oS %\\D‘1/2AH<w — ) e

/n/)
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A.5 Proof of Lemma 8.3

Proof of (8.15) in Lemma 8.3. We first prove (8.15) when w is the marginal MLE, that is,
w = u. In this case, the Hessian matrix can be explicitly computed as follows. For any u € R",

Y fea) T, Lieln ar()ru] (e ez kK
{H(u) e =

_ Z Z ek (5 1t () e'mi(®)
i:keT; J€[ri(k)Ayi] (Zt>j e““’i(t))z

k=F

Although the form of H (u) looks complicated, we will only need a few crucial properties of H(u)
in the subsequent analysis:

e (Graph Laplacian) For k € [n], {H (w)}rr + D 5 {H (u) b = 0.
e (Sparsity) For k # k', {H(u)}rr = 0 unless there exists some T; such that {k, %'} C T;.

e (Lipschitz property) For u,v € R" and ||u — v||» < 1,

evretn ek ok
j€lr, (k)/\zr;(k’ )AY:] { (Zt> etmi®))2 B (thj evn(t))2}
< max |u; — vy < lu — V|| so- A9l
< je[mk);(km nax g = 1] < Jlu—v] (A21)
Using the above properties, we can bound [{ H(w) — H(u*)}{u — u*)]) as follows:
\{H (w) — H(u*)}(& — u*)]]
= S H@®) ~ )@ - uf) — @ —ui))

k' #£k

(AZ]
o>l — s {(@r — up) — @k — uf)}
k'#k i:{k, k' }CT;

< DY - u e { @k — up) — (@ — uj)}|
k'K i:{k,k’ }CT;

< 2y Y fu—wi=2a-u|l ) IT

K #k i:{k, k' YCT; i:keT;

Meanwhile, note that D is the degree matrix of H*(u*). Due to Assumptions 1-2,

D2 Y ITi:

:k€T;

D (H () — H )} - ) S - \/ﬂ (A22)
k€T

According to Thereoms 4.1-4.2, we obtain that under the NURHM,

o, & (logn)® »5 (logn)?
o —w|Z [ D IT] S 2= = ot = 2 ——, (A.23)
i:keT; n,—

while under the HSBM,

R . (logn (5 (logn)?
1@ —wZ [ > IS logm)’ Cnp = ——. (A.24)
i:k€T; Gn.— Cn.—
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Since (A.22) holds for any k € [n], (A.22), (A.23) and (A.24) lead to the result (8.15) in Lemma
8.3.
For the QMLE, note the Hessian matrix can be written as
ok k! /
Zi:{k,k’}gTi m k#k

{H (u)}pr =

_ e'ke k! 1
Zje[n] Zi;{k,j}gn ("% te"h)2 =k

This Hessian matrix enjoys all the properties as in the marginal MLE case and the rest follows
by a similar procedure as the marginal MLE.

O

Proof of (8.16) in Lemma 8.3. The result for the QMLE is straightforward since H(u*) =
H*(u*). As a result, |D~Y2{H(u*) — H*(u*)}(w — u*)||oc = 0. For the marginal MLE w = @
and k € [n],

{H(uw) = H*(w)} @ —u)p = > [H(u) — B (w)]pe{ (@ — uj) — (@ —ujp)}
k' £k
= D [H(w") = H* (w)|w (A — uj) + > [H(w") = H* (w*) | (G — )
k' £k k' £k

(iv) ™)

where H*(u*) is the conditional expectation of H(u*) given the edges E := {T;};cin]. As a
result, >, [H(u") — H*(u")|p could be treated as a sum of bounded independent random
variables. For (iv), by Hoeffding’s inequality as (8.6), with probability at least 1 —n =2,

(V)] = | (@ — up) > [H(uw") = H* (u*)]

k' #k

S Jug —ug] | [(logn) Z |7 < ||l — v, [(logn) Z |T5|.
ikeT; i:keT;

However, (v) cannot be regarded as a sum of independent random variables, thus we cannot
apply Hoeffding’s inequality directly. To address this issue, we use the idea from [18] and apply
the leave-one-out analysis. Specifically, we consider the following leave-one-out log-likelihood
function with

l( k) Z Z —log Ze“’w(” k € [n]. (A.25)

i:k¢T; j€yi]
The corresponding leave-one-out marginal MLE is
a® = arg max lg_k) (u).
WERT T ook U5 =2 ek U

Note that deleting one subject from the NURHM or HSBM will not change the structure of graph.
The graph is still a NURHM or HSBM satsifying Assumption 3 or Assumption 4 respectively.
Then, according to Thereoms 4.1-4.2, under the NURHM, the following result holds a.s.,

. 7,1 (logn)?
A R Y R k€ [n] (A.26)

while under the HSBM, the following result holds a.s.,

(logn)?®
Cn,—

1a® —w* oo S k € [n], (A.27)
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where u* . is the vector by deleting the kth element in w*.

We further provide the f-distance [[@®) — %_g|l2. The proof is similar to the proof of
[15, Lemma 5] or [18, Lemma 16]. We omit the detail but only point out the difference. The

difference lies in the spectral gap of VQZYIC)(U). (Here we think of VQngk) (u) naturally as
the unnormalized graph Laplacian of the corresponding weighted graph.) Based on Lemma
8.4 (where the result is stated for the normalized graph Laplacian), when ||u||s is uniformly

bounded, the second smallest eigenvalue of V21§_k)(u), namely, Ao (VQZg_k)(u)), satisfies:

(V2 (W) 2 (6 /€ 4) or (VTP (w) 2 (6 /¢ L)
under the NURHM or HSBM respectively. As a result,

2.5 2.5

[a® — a2 < S 2 or [lat®) — gz S Cn+ (A.28)

depending on the graph model.
We now bound (v) by (A.26), (A.27), and (A.28).

(v) = S [H(u) - H (u")]jo (@ ™ —up) + pNl:s () (@ — ).

k'#k k'#k

(v.1) (v.2)

Conditioning on the {T}};.¢r;, (ﬂ,(ﬁ) — uj,) is nonrandom. Therefore, (v.1) could be further
written as a bounded independent random variable. By Hoeffding’s inequality as (8.6), with
probability at least 1 —n=2,

(D] S 1™ - u?y oo, [(logn) > |Ti] k€ [n].
w:k€eT;

Meanwhile, by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

|(v-2)] < [I[H (u (@)l 1@® — a2
[(logn) Z T3] [|1a%) — G| k € [n].
i:keT;
As a result,
(I < (v )]+ (v

S @™ —ut e [(ogn) Y (T + @™ =@ x|z [(ogn) > ITi| ke ln].
i:keT; i:keT;

The exact upper bound of |(v)| can be obtained by (A.26), (A.27) and (A.28). Then, we have
for k € [n],

[{H (u*) — H*(u") }(u — )| < [(iv)] +[(v)]

S lla—ule, [(ogn) Y T3]
i:keT;

+H|a® —wr e [(ogn) Y [T+ [@%) =@ |2 [(logn) > |Ti].
ikeT; ikeT;

Then, for k € [n],

D~ {H (@) — H(u")}(w — u*)]i]

S =t/ (ogn) + @™ — ul |/ (logn) + [[a®) — Gy l2+/(logn).
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Therefore, under the NURHM,

2 {H (@)~ ) Hw - u)) S \/ e \/ g

n,— n,—

while under the HSBM,

5
(lzf’n)‘* N \/ n,+gogn).

I[P~/ {H (w) — H(u") Hw — w0 < \/
We finish the proof of (8.16) in Lemma 8.3. O

A.6 Proof of Lemma 8.4

Proof of Lemma 8./. We only prove the result for the (marginal) MLE as the analysis of the
QMLE is similar. Denoting the eigenvalues of Loy, =1 —A=1— D-1/2WD~1/2 in increasing
order as 0 = A\; < --- < A, < 2, [|[A = P1]l2 = max{l — Xg, A\, — 1}. Let D and W denote
the expectation of D and W, respectively, and Ly, = I — D™'/2WD~1/2. We denote the
eigenvalues of Esym by 0 = A < .- < X, < 2. Since both Lsym and [Zsym are symmetric, by
the Courant-Fischer Theorem, max; |\; — ;| < |1 £sym — Esym||2. In the following, we bound
| Lsym — E_SymHg and max{1 — Ay, A, — 1}, respectively, based on which the desired result follows
by applying the triangle inequality. We consider the NURHM first.

A.6.1 Bound for ||Lsym — Lsyml|2

Since eigenvalues are invariant under the similarity transform, we work with the random-walk

normalized Laplacian I — D' A for convenience. The general idea to bound ||Lsym — Lsym |2 is
by matrix concentration, which requires a few intermediate estimates that are given next.
The ith diagonal entry of D is a sum of independent uniformly bounded random variables:

M
Dy = Z Z Liremy Z 2i5(T),

s=2 THeT,|T|=s i#j€T
::zi(T)(Aigg)l
where
1 eliehi
zij(T) = Tl > > o )2 1. (A-29)
r=1=n€S(T) s€[r(i)Ar(j)] =5

The expectation of D;; satisfies
B M
o SDii=Y. P2 (T) S oy (A.30)

By the Chernoff bound, with probability at least 1 — n~=2, all D;; are concentrated around their

means
|Dsi — Dii| < \/m i € [n], (A.31)
so that
D7t~ o = max D7 D S max (DD~ Du) R\ ()
(A31) (A30) |
D72 S D7 S i (A.33)
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On the other hand,

_ o B _ _ B B _ (A.30)
WIl2 = IPD™ W]l < | Dl|2[D™' W2 < 2| Dl = 2maxDii S &+, (A.34)

~

where we used the fact that D~'W is a normalized graph Laplacian (so its norm is bounded by

2). For W — W, note that it can be written as a sum of independent symmetric matrices
M
W-W=>" 3" (Lzery — pyy)Er
s=2T:|T|=s

where [E7|i; = 1 jycryzij(T) is symmetric. For all T with |T'| = s < M, there exists an
absolute constant C' > 0 such that

11 repy Br — 0, Erls < [|Brlls S M2,

and
M M
S > ElQgen o) B <D0| Y s -p)ER
s=2T:|T|=s 9 s=2||T:|T|=s 9
M
<SSO S B2 (A.35)
s=2 T:|T|=s 9
To further bound the right-hand side, note for i # j,
YoOEi, |=| Y [ERy|< Y |(Brli) Erl ) (A.36)
T:|T|=s ul Heaer {i4}CT
SHT T =s,{i,j} ST} $n2,
and
> Eiy =>[Eili= > |Erlill3 2 {T: |T| =s,i€ T}z n", (A.37)

T:|T|=s . geT ieT
kX3

where Er[:, 1] is the ith column of Er. By the Gershgorin circle theorem [25], every eigenvalue
of (ZT:‘T‘:S E2) lies in some circle centered at one of its diagonal entries with radius equal to

the £1-norm of the remaining entries of that row. Since (3 7. 7 EZ) is also symmetric and
nonnegative definite, proceeding with (A.35),

M M
S Y B[awen - shrm]| sXd0| T =
s=2T:|T|=s 9 s=2 T:|T|=s 9

M
5 Zq'ELS) (ns—l + (n _ 1) . ns—Q)
5=2

5 5n,+'

By the matrix Bernstein inequality [41], with probability at least 1 —n~2,

IW =Wz S v/&ns logn. (A.38)
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Therefore,

1£sym = Laymll2 = [DTW =D= W < (D' =D Y)W + [DT'W - W)l (A.39)
<D™ =DMz + ID7H W = Wiz

(A.32),(A. 55)%(r\ S4,(A38) €2 logn &n.+ logn
n,— n,—

<, [Snilogn

~ 3 :

n,—

A.6.2 Bound for max{l — Xy, \,, — 1}

It remains to bound 1— Xy and ;\n,_ 1 respectively, for which we appeal to Cheeger’s inequality
and a dual version of it. Note that Ly, can be viewed as the normalized graph Laplacian of a
weighted graph G, where the weight between 4, j € [n] is given by W, where

Wij = Z pT nzw (A.40)

T{i,j}CT
For 1 — Mg, [13, Theorem 2.2] states that

Ay > % G ‘= min (0, U°)]
2 96 = vcln] min{vol(U), vol(U¢)}’

2

where vol(U) is the sum of degrees of all points in U and g¢ is known as the Cheeger constant of
the graph G. (This is different from the modified Cheeger constant hg where the denominator
is an unweighted sum of vertices.) This inequality implies 1 — Ay < 1 — g(% /2, so it remains to
bound g¢ from the below to obtain an upper bound for 1 — Ay. For all U C [n],

M (s)
DoheU DokreUe Ds=2 ET:{k,k/}ng\:s P n2kk (T)

96 = — M (s) (A.41)
My e{v,Ue} {Ekev Doheln] Dos=2 DTk k! }CT, | T|=s PTon 2k’ (T)}
Ul(n— UM, (’;*S)p“) o e
Y min{|Ul,n— U M, ("22)ql o

where ,, _ is defined in (4.2). Substituting this back yields that there exists an absolute positive
constant C' > 0 that

f 2
15\2§10<"’> : (A.42)

n,+
To bound A, — 1, we resort to a dual version of Cheeger’s inequality. Defining

dual __ 2|5(U17U2)|

= A.43
J6 U1,U2C[n]flUX1r‘lU2:@ vol(U7) + vol(Us)’ ( )

[5, Theorem 3.2 states that
An <14+ 4/1= (1 —gdah)2 = X, —1< (/1= (1—gdual)2, (A.44)

For disjoint sets Uy, Us C [n] with |Ur| > |Us|,

AW U)| 2E(UL, T)|
VOl(Ul) + VOI(UQ) 2|5(U1, U2)| + |(€(U1, UQC)| + |5(U2, Uf)|
1 1 1

< <
1+ EOUHIHEWUD] = ¢ | 1EWLUDL = 4 Ena=
2[E(U7,02)] 2[€(U3,U3)] 26n.+
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where the last inequality follows from a similar computation as (A.41). Since the last term is
independent of U; and Us,

En,—

1— dual 28n,+
G - En,—
1 + 2£m+

Since V1—2z<1—z/2for 0 <z <1,

3 1 dual)2
A — 1< 17(1fgéual)2§17( g2G )
2
En,— )
1 26, + 1 (fn )
sl=glis) st-wle ) Ad5
2\1+ 2%{ 18 \ &n + (A.45)

The desired result follows by combining (A.42), (A.45), and (A.39) under the assumption &7 _ >
6  logn.
n,+
Note that HSBM could be regarded as a subclass of NURHM. Therefore, if

6
.+ logn
— — U

n,—

lim

n—oo

then there exists an absolute constant C' such that

2
1A= P12 §1_0<gn,—>

n,+

for all sufficiently large n a.s. O

A.7 Proof of Lemma 8.1
We first prove the result for the QMLE. For any fixed k € [n],

(L1, D72V (u))e = (D72 Vig(u*)) + (L1, — D 2Viy(u*))s. (A.46)

sym
For the first term, since D~'/? is a diagonal matrix, by the Central Limit Theorem,
(D~Y2VIy(u*))p — N(0, Sir) Y = D V2E[Viy(u*)Viy(u*) T |D1/2

in distribution as n — co. We next show that ((£f,,, — I)D~Y/2Viy(u*)), = 0,(1), for which

sym
we use Chebyshev’s inequality. Since E[((ﬁlym — )D7/2Viy(u*));] = 0, it suffices to compute
the second moment and verify it converges to zero. Without loss of generality, we deal with the
NURHM. The result for HSBM is the same by replacing &, + and &, — by ¢, + and (,, — respec-
tively. Rewriting the second term on the right-hand side in (A.46) using the series expansion of
(E};ym — I) as a truncated sum,
(£l — DD V2V (")),

sym

= (i (A— Pl)fpl/zvzz(u*)> + (i (A-— Pl)tD1/2v12(u*)> (A.47)
k k

t=1 t=t,

where t, < (&n,4/&n,—)? logn is chosen as the same constant in (8.17) in Appendix 8.2 such that
13282, (A— Pl)t||2 < n~M. The choice of the truncation parameter t,, ensures

(Z(A—Pnt@—“%(u*)) < (Z ||A—7>1|§> ID~Y/2V (") (A.48)
t k

t=t,

t=tn,

= op(1)
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by the triangle inequality. For the first term in (A.47), note

tp—1 tp—1
> (A=P)' D2V (u ZAt D2V (u),
t=1

where each term has mean zero and variance
2
E [{(Aﬁp—lﬂvz?(u*))k} } = ef A'DTVPE[{Viy(u*)H{Vip(u)} D2 Aley,.
By the definition of Vip(u*) and the uniform boundedness of u,

(DYV2E[{Viy(u*) H{Vis(u*)} ID™V2); < (I + A)y ij € [nl, (A.49)

where the implicit constant is independent of n. Since A? has nonnegative entries for every ¢t > 0,
by a similar computation as the proof of Lemma 8.2,

2
E [{(AtDl/QVlg(u*))k} } el AT+ A)Aley < 51 .

Thus, the first term in (A.47) can be bounded using the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality as

tn—1
_ tp—1/2 * 2 _ ty—1/2 *
Var ;(A P1)'D Via(u )] <t 13%35_1\/31“[(“4 P1)'D Via(u*)]
tn »+(logn)?
S ’+5_ =o(1).
Applying Chebyshev’s inequality, we have

tn—1

3 (A= P)D VI (") = 0y(1).

t=1

This combined with the estimate in (A.48) yields the desired result.
The proof of the marginal MLE is almost identical except that (A.49) can be explicitly
computed as

(DB VI (w) H{ Vi ()} TID72)i; = (I = A)yg i.j €]

due to E{ VI (u*)}{Vi1(u*)}T] = —H*(u*).

A.8 Explicit form of asymptotic variance

Following direct computation,

ekJ(U*;yaIU
= Z Z {Pu*(i1>-...iy_1>~k>~0thersinT)

i1€T\{k} {iy—1}eT\{k,i1,....iy—2}
% (1 — Py (k = others in T\ {i1,...,iy_1})) }
u;

SRR (|

i €T\{k}  {iy—1}€T\{kyi1,iy—a} \ \4=1 Lter\fin i} €

eu;; e“z
X — X 1-— — .
ZtET\{ihiz,--wiy—l} e ZtET\{ila-wiy—l} e
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A.9 Details of simulation studies

In the experiment of uniform consistency, u; are i.i.d. samples from the uniform distribution
on [—0.5,0.5]. The edge sizes of the NURHM are chosen in {3,4, 5,6, 7}, while the edge size m in
HSBM is fixed as 5. Under NURHM, for each value of the edge size s, we uniformly sample each
edge of that size with the probability 0.02(logn)3 /n*~1. Such choices lead to roughly 0.1n(log n)?
comparisons in total. While for the HSBM where m = 5, we consider two-community cases:
community one with size 0.4n and community two with size 0.6n. Therefore, 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(logn)?
comparisons.

For asymptotic normality, the setup is similar to the experiment of uniform consistency except
for the edge size in NURHM and the total comparison number. The edge sizes of the NURHM
are chosen in {3,4,5,6}. Under NURHM, for each value of the edge size s, we uniformly sample
each edge of that size with the probability 10n=5%1-2. Such choices ensure that there are about
10n'? comparisons in total. (One can also consider n(logn)®, but it is even larger than the
10n'2 in the finite sample case.) For HSBM, we also sample around 10n!-? comparisons.
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