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Abstract

We propose an Embedding Network Autoregressive Model (ENAR) for multivari-
ate networked longitudinal data. We assume the network is generated from a latent
variable model, and these unobserved variables are included in a structural peer ef-
fect model or a time series network autoregressive model as additive effects. This
approach takes a unified view of two related problems, (1) modeling and predicting
multivariate time series data and (2) causal peer influence estimation in the presence
of homophily from finite time longitudinal data. Our estimation strategy comprises
estimating latent factors from the observed network adjacency matrix either through
spectral embedding or maximum likelihood estimation, followed by least squares esti-
mation of the network autoregressive model. We show that the estimated momentum
and peer effect parameters are consistent and asymptotically normal in asymptotic
setups with a growing number of network vertices N while including a growing num-
ber of time points T" and finite T cases. We allow the number of latent vectors K to
grow at appropriate rates, which improves upon existing rates when such results are
available for related models.

Keywords: Network time series, social influence, peer effect, social network, latent ho-
mophily, network embedding

1 Introduction

A network of relationships and longitudinal node-level responses commonly appear in re-

search problems in multiple domains, including social sciences, economics, public health,



and biomedical sciences. We consider two key statistical problems associated with such data
that have been widely investigated in the literature. The first is to causally estimate peer
effects or social influence propagating through an observed network when the node level
outcome of interest is measured in at least two-time points (Shalizi and Thomas, 2011;
Vander Weelel, [2011; |Goldsmith-Pinkham and Imbens, 2013; [McFowland III and Shalizi,
2021}, Nath et al.| 2022). The second problem is to model and predict a high dimensional
time series when a network information is also observed (Zhu et al., 2017, [2019; Knight
et al., 2020; |Zhu and Pan|, |2020; |Chen et all [2023)). We take a unified view of these two
problems and propose to include latent homophily variables in both of these problems to
aid causal identification in the former case and improved prediction and model estimation
in the latter case.

It will be convenient to formally introduce the network autoregressive model (NAR
or NAM) model, which has been historically used for both problems, to facilitate further
discussion on its interpretation. We assume that we have measurements y;; for: =1,..., N,
and t =0,...,T —1 with N,T € IN for an univariate outcome measured at N vertices of
a network over 7' time periods. We denote the undirected network adjacency matrix with
A and define its normalized (symmetric) Laplacian matrix as L5 = D~Y2AD~Y2 with ¢,
denoting its (7, j)-th entry and D is a diagonal matrix containing its degrees. Then, our
measurements y;; are assumed to be generated via

Yipr1 = Yy + 0 Z CiiYje + Zit 'Y + €ipp, (1)

J#
where z;; is a vector of (possibly time varying) covariates and €; is the error term. We
differentiate between the utility and the interpretation of this model in terms of whether
T is finite or growing, with the former being useful as a linear structural model for peer

influence estimation and the latter being useful for multivariate time series modeling.



The above NAR or NAM model with longitudinally measured outcomes in Equation

has been widely employed for the causal identification of peer influence (Christakis

and Fowler], [2007; [Shalizi and Thomas| 2011} VanderWeele et al., 2012} [Christakis and|

Fowler| 2013; |O’Malley et al., 2014; McFowland III and Shalizi, 2021; Nath et al., 2022)).

Typical restrictions on the model would be an assumption of exogeneity of error term
El€;t11]lij, zit, vir) = 0, along with the regressors not being linearly dependent. However,
several authors have noted issues with identifying peer effects from observational data with

such models, including confounding due to latent homophily in peer selection, and other

unobserved omitted variables (Shalizi and Thomas, |2011};|Goldsmith-Pinkham and Imbens,

2013; |O’Malley et al., 2014; An et al., 2022)). For the longitudinal peer effects models,

Fowland III and Shalizi (2021)); Nath et al. (2022) suggest augmenting the linear peer effects

model with additive latent variables, which are responsible for network formation as a way
of controlling for latent homophily. They proceed to show that the peer influence effect
can be estimated in an asymptotically unbiased way.

In the context of modeling and predicting multivariate high-dimensional network-linked

time series, a line of work including |Zhu et al. (2017, [2019); Knight et al.| (2020)); |Zhu and|

Pan| (2020); Chen et al.| (2023) termed the above model the network vector autoregressive

model. Those papers then investigate the stationarity of the model along with consistency
and asymptotic normality of the parameter estimates in an asymptotic setup where T" — oo

under the assumptions €; LN (0,0%). Several extensions of the NAR model in Equation

has been proposed, including the Community NAR (CNAR) model in |Chen et al.| (2023)

which introduces community-dependent heterogeneous network effects and Grouped NAR

Zhu and Pan| (2020)) which allows the peer effect parameter to differ by groups.

Our proposal in this paper is to augment the NAR model with latent variables that are



related to both the outcome and the formation of the network. Accordingly, we assume that
the network adjacency matrix is generated from either the Random Dot Product Graph
(RDPG) model Athreya et al.| (2017)), or the additive and multiplicative effects latent space
model Hoff| (2021); [Ma et al.| (2020). The RDPG model is a general latent variable model
for network which contains several popular latent variable models for networks namely,
the Stochastic Block Model (SBM), Degree Corrected SBM (DCSBM), Mixed Membership
SBM (MMSBM), and DCMMSBM as special cases (Athreya et al., |2017; Rubin-Delanchy
et al., 2022). This model can also be thought of as related to the multiplicative part of the
additive and multiplicative latent factor model (Ma et al., [2020; Hoft, 2021} |Li et al.,|2023)).
Specifically, we assume network adjacency matrix A is generated from an RDPG model

(defined later) with parameters py, X € RV*K

such that the probability of connections
P = pyXXT7. We let Up € RV*K be the matrix of orthogonal eigenvectors of P for
K leading eigenvalues, which contains information about the associated latent positions.
Then, our ENAR model augments the NAR model with these K dimensional unknown
(latent) eigen vector variables. Formally, the ENAR model assumes that the measurements
yie for i = 1,..., N, are assumed to be generated via
Vi1 = QY + 0 Z Cijyje + W B + z4 Ty + €4
J#i

However, the vectors of latent variables u;s are not observed. Therefore our proposal is to
estimate the latent variables from the observed network and replace u; with its estimated
version 1;. This idea has been explored previously in the peer influence literature (McFow-
land I1T and Shalizi, 2021; Nath et al., 2022)) as a way of removing the omitted variable bias
due to homophily. However, a natural concern is whether the true peer influence parameter

0 can be estimated consistently and the asymptotic variance can be characterized to enable

inference when the u; is replaced with estimated @,;. [McFowland III and Shalizi (2021)
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considered this issue as trading off omitted variable bias with measurement error bias and
intuitively will only succeed if the measurement error bias is low. In this article, we show
that the answer is affirmative and develop a theory for the consistency and asymptotic
normality of the peer influence parameter. In addition, we propose to include estimated
latent variables in the context of time series modeling as well to enable accurate inference
on parameters of the model as well as improve predictive performance.

We summarize our theoretical results for both of these statistical goals. We always
operate under a large N asymptotic i.e., assume N — oo. We define the set of parameters
as p £ (BTH, o, 0,77)T with H € Ok, is a K x K matrix with orthonormal columns. It is
well known that the multiplicative latent variables can only be estimated from a network up
to an ambiguity of such a matrix from the class Ok (Hoff et al., 2002; Athreya et al.| 2017)).
Therefore, the parameter 3 can only be recovered up to the ambiguity of STH. In the case of
modeling time series, we assume 7" — oo. We show that under certain regularity conditions
on the eigengap 7y of the network, namely, 7y = w(v/KNTpy), the estimated parameter
vector ji, suitably normalized, converges to a multivariate normal distribution with finite
variance around the true parameter vector u” as long as K? = o(N) and log K = o(T'). The
rates of convergence are different for different set of parameters, namely, it is v/T for the
parameters STH, while it is v/NT for the remaining model parameters. To compare with
existing results in related literature, the asymptotic growth rates necessary for the CNAR
model in [Chen et al. (2023) (which albeit is a different but related model) is K* = o(N)
and K?log K = o(T) and the eigengap 7y = w(K+/NTpy). Therefore, our results on
the ENAR model require strictly weaker assumptions on the eigengap and the necessary
sample size. In simulation, we see that ENAR can consistently estimate the latent effects

and network effects, yet it achieves comparable prediction performance to CNAR and NAR.



Second, for the case of finite T (with 7" > 2), we are interested in the accurate inference
of the peer influence parameter 6. Our result shows if 7y = w(v/KNpy) and N = w(K?),
while 3 — HT3 = Op(1), the rest of the parameters including the peer influence parameter
is estimated with a v/N convergence to a multivariate normal distribution with finite vari-
ance. This result can be compared with the results in McFowland III and Shalizi (2021));
Nath et al.| (2022) where the authors showed asymptotic unbiasedness of the peer influence
parameter under the SBM and the RDPG models respectively. In contrast, our results
hold for RDPG models with growing dimension of the latent space K and generalize and
supplement those results to include consistency and asymptotic normality. Finally, in the
case of T' = 1, when the interest is estimating the effect of covariates controlling for ho-
mophily related latent variables (termed as Network Regression), our results show that the
regression coefficients for the covariates are estimated at VN rate.

We also consider the additive and multiplicative effects latent space model (LSN) (Hoff]
2021; Ma et al., 2020; Li et al [2023) for modeling the network data. We incorporate
these latent variables from the network model with appropriate scaling into a model that
we call the additive and multiplicative NAR (AMNAR) model. For estimation, the latent
factors are estimated from a maximum likelihood estimator (Ma et al., [2020). We study
the consistency and asymptotic normality properties of the resulting estimators and show

that the momentum and peer effect parameters can be estimated at v/ NT rate.

2 Embedding Network Autoregressive Model

In this section, we describe the proposed Embedding Network Autoregressive (ENAR)
model. We start by defining our notations, then describe the NAR and RDPG models,

which the ENAR model builds upon. Then we describe our model with motivations from



both multivariate time series analysis and causal peer influence estimation. Finally, we also
propose an extension of ENAR based on the additive and multiplicative latent variables
from the LSN model (AMNAR).

Let a, a, and A be generic notations for scalars, vectors, and matrices, respectively. Let
I, denotes an indicator with a support set A. For a matrix A € R™*™, write its element
at (i,7)-th entry as a;;. Let On x and Ok be collections of N x K and K x K matrices
with real orthonormal columns, respectively. Write an m-dimensional vector and m x m
matrix with zeros as o, and O,,, and let I,, denotes an m x m identity matrix.

For an n-row square matrix X, let tr (X) £ >°" | z;; denote its trace and \;(X) denote
the i-th leading eigenvalue of X (hence |A(X)| > [A(X)] > -+ > [A(X)]). The i-
th leading eigenvector of X will mean the eigenvector corresponding to this ¢th leading
eigenvalue. Let p(X) £ |A\(X)| denote its spectral radius. Following are some matrix
norms: {s-norm ||X||_ £ max >jlzijl, fe-norm [|X[] 2 )\ (X7X)"?, and Frobenius norm
X, 2 tr (XTX) "2,

For a,,b, > 0, we write a, 2 b, if there exists ¢ > 0 independent with n such that
a, > cb, for all n. Also, write a,, = w(b,) if for all e > 0 there exists ng > 0 such that
a, > eb, for any n > ng. f, = O(g,) means that both f, = O(g,) and g, = O(f,)
hold. We say X,, = O(Y,) whp. (with high probability) if for any ¢ > 0 there exist
C = C(c) > 0,n9 > 0 such that P (|.X,,| > C'|Y,,|) < n~¢ for all n > ngy. Also, we write
X, = O(Y,) as. if |X,| S |Y,| almost surely, and write X,, = O(1) as. if there exists
M > 0 such that |X,,| < M for all n almost surely. Finally, we denote a weak convergence
of a sequence of random variables by X,, = X, and for a sequence of random vectors
x, € RP, write x,, = Op(a,) if n7x,/a, is bounded in probability and x, = op(a,) if

nTx,/a, converges to zero in probability for all n € R? such that ||n|| < 1.



2.1 Network Vector Autoregression

As stated in the introduction, we assume a statistical problem where we have time series or
longitudinal measurements y;; on an univariate outcome over N subjects at T time points.
Weleti=1,...,Nand t =0,....,7 — 1 with (N,T € IN). We further assume that these N
individuals are connected in a network with an (undirected) adjacency matrix A, which is
also observed. For each unit i, we further have measurements on p dimensional covariates
z;;, where the subscript ¢ indicates that the covariates may vary over time. Recall the
network vector autoregressive model (Zhu et al., 2017; |McFowland III and Shalizi, |2021)
in Equation , Yirr1 = Wi + 05 Ligyje + 2i"y + €i 1. We assume that z; € R? are
i.i.d. sub-gaussian random vectors with independent coordinates with zero mean and finite
fourth-order-moments, while ¥, £ diag (v, ..., Up) denotes their common covariance with
strictly positive diagonals. This assumption is similar to one described in |Chen et al.
(2023)). For the model errors, we assume ¢; YN (0,0?) for ¢ > 0. Among the parameters,
a € R denotes the momentum effect, § € R denotes the peer influence effect, and v € R
denotes the time-invariant covariate effects (Zhu et al., [2017)).

Let & = (e1,...,ene)T € RV, and y; = (Y1, ..., yne)T € RY be the vectorized forms
of the error term and the response obtained by stacking the corresponding terms for the
N individuals. Similarly, let Z; = [z, . .., zn]T € RY*? be the matrix of covariates whose
1th row is z;;, the covariate for the ith subject. Then the above model can be expressed in

the vector and matrix notations as y;11 = ay; + LAY + Ziy + Erv1.

2.2 Random Dot Product Graph

Latent position random graph models assume that a network is created by random edges

independently sampled over the Euclidean space constrained with respect to a kernel of



latent positions associated with edges. In a K-dimensional random dot product graph
(RDPG), this kernel is the dot product of two K-dimensional latent vectors. We outline

the RDPG model below.

Definition 1. Let X be a subset of RE such that x,7x, € [0,1] for all x,,%xo € X. Let
K < N and py be a sequence such that py € (0,1] for all N. Then, A is said to follow a

random dot product graph with latent positions X = [x1,...,xn]T € XN and sparsity factor

pn, denoted by A ~ RDPG(py, X), if a;; g Bernoulli(pnx;7x;) Iy, 1<14,5 < N.

Note that the indicator Iy;.;; in the above definition ensures that A is hollow without
self-loops. Using matrix notations, we have [E[A] = P for P £ pyXXT. The role of py is
controlling the sparsity of the network. For example, the expected degrees are Zjvzl Dij €
[0, Npy] for every i = 1,...,N. Hence when py = 1 VN, the resulting graph is dense in

the sense that expected number of edges >°._ . p;j ~ N2 If py — 0 as N — oo, the graph

i<j
becomes sparse in the sense that Y, p; = o(N?) (Xie and Xu, 2023).

Under our asymptotic framework where the network size N grows, it’s reasonable to
expect that the dimension of the latent space, denoted as K, will also increase. Under
moderate sparsity assumption, the difference in eigenvectors of P and A remains bounded
in probability (Lei and Rinaldo, 2015). The estimation of latent positions for random
graphs has received extensive attention in the literature (Tang and Priebe, 2018; Cape

et al., 2019; Xie and Xu, [2023; [Rubin-Delanchy et al., 2022)), and the results often involve

an assumption on the minimum growth rate of p,.

2.3 Embedding Network Autoregression

Now we define our model which augments the NAR model with latent variables that are

common for both the model of the univariate responses and the model for the network.



Accordingly, in this section, we further assume the network is generated from a RDPG
model, A ~ RDPG(py, X). We assume that every vertex in A is connected to at least one
vertex.

The spectral decomposition of P can be expressed as P = UpSpUp" where Up €
RN*E contains orthogonal eigenvectors for K leading eigenvalues, and Sp is a diagonal
matrix containing those eigenvalues. Simply write U 2 Up so that U = [uy,...,uy]"
contains information about the associated latent position of each vertex. Then, we define
the ENAR model as a set of two models as follows,

Yipr1 = QY + 0 Z Cijyie + "B + 24Ty + €, (2)
J#

Q45 Mfl\sl BeI"IlOUHi(pNXZTXj)]I{iij}.
As before, we can write the model in vector and matrix notation as follows,

Vir1 =y + 0LAYy: + UB 4 Zyy + &, (3)

where now the parameter S denotes the global effect of latent positions, and the other
parameters have the same meaning as before. Finally, assume that Z, is independent with
{€41,&, ...} and {ys,yi1,...} for each t and A is generated independently with the rest

of random components across all ¢.

2.4 Finite time model for peer influence

The ENAR model is also motivated from the problem of estimating causal peer influence
adjusting for latent homophily in the settings of longitudinal data but perhaps with finite
time points (e.g., 7' = 2). The model is identical to the ENAR model described in the
earlier section, except we do not have a time series, but only a finite number of time

periods (perhaps just 2) and the asymptotic setup is with respect to N — oo.
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The problem can be illustrated with a causal diagram similar to McFowland III and

Shalizi (2021); Nath et al.| (2022). In the causal diagram Pearl (2009) in Figure [} the

observed variables are represented by rectangles while the unobserved or latent variables are

represented by circles. Intuitively, the causal peer influence is the causal effect of outcome

of a “peer” who is linked in the network on the outcome of an individual. The problem of

estimating causal peer influence is then estimating the causal effect corresponding to the

path th — Y"1 conditioning on the observed network links @;S.

Figure 1: Causal diagram for peer effects

Yt—l

u;

t+1
Y;

v

However, as the causal dia-
gram shows, there are already sev-
eral backdoor paths open. More-
over, conditioning on a,;; opens
several backdoor paths since a;;
is a collider variable in several of
those paths. Below, we enumerate
all the backdoor paths as follows.
(1) th P 7S Zasd
(2) Y]« w; — ay — Y, (3)
Vi u = ay < u; — YT (4)

t t
Y/ < u = ay <~ v =Y —

YL (B) Yy = a ;- Y 5 YT 5 Y Y The first backdoor path

can be closed by conditioning on Y, while the backdoor paths involving Z; and Z; can be

closed by conditioning on those observed covariates. However, as we can see from the other

open backdoor paths, we need to condition on u; and u; to close all of those backdoor

11



paths. Therefore the linear structural equation model that we want to estimate is

Yirr = oy, + 0Ly, + UB +Zyy + Epa.

Here 0 is our target peer influence parameter that we want to estimate consistently.
We emphasize that U is a latent variable which is not observed. We theoretically show
that we can estimate the structural peer effect parameter 6 consistently with methodology
described below under our modeling assumptions.

Next we consider a regression model for data observed in just one time point (7" = 1).
Here our goal is to model a response observed only once as a function of several covariates
or predictors while controlling for latent homophily variables that may be correlated with
the covariates whose effects we want to estimate. Accordingly, we propose the Embedding
Network Regression (ENR) model as, y = aly + US + Zvy + &, with &; being iid from
N(0, 0?) distribution. This model has appeared in various forms previously in the literature
Fosdick and Hoff (2015]); He and Hoft (2019)); [Le and Li (2022). However, we are not aware
of a study of the theoretical properties of estimators of this model. In addition, this model
is a network analogue of the popular spatial confounding regression model used in spatial

data analysis (Guan et al.| (2023).

2.5 Additive and multiplicative latent variables

Finally we consider an additive and multiplicative latent space model for the network
data and propose to include both the additive and multiplicative latent variables in the
network autoregressive model. Let q;,v; be K-dimensional real vector and real scalars
representing the multiplicative homophily and additive degree or activity parameter of
node i, respectively. Let o : R — [0, 1] be a known link function that maps latent factors

to the connection probability between two vertices. Then, latent space network can be
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generated via the density fi; = f (-;0 (q;Tq; + v; +v;)) [Li et al| (2023); Ma et al.| (2020).
Let x; = (q],v;)" denote a parameter vector containing all latent factors associated with
node i. Collecting all latent factors for the network, we obtain Q = [qi,...,qn]|" and
v £ (v,...,vx)" hence X 2 [Q|v] € RV*E+D | Here, we treat X as fixed parameters. If
we let ¥ £ QQT 4+ v1yT+1yvT € RVXN denote a latent factor matrix, then we can define

the network connectivity P as p;; =

I(;A) = Zzlogf(aij;pzj) = Zzlogf (aij; o (Xi5)) -

i=1 j>i i >t

o(xi;). Then, the log-likelihood of x becomes

Equipped with this network model, we define additive and multiplicative effect network
autoregressive model (AMNAR) as following. Assume that a hollow and undirected graph
is generated by a;; nd fij- Define global effects of latent positions and degree parameters
on responses as /1 € RX and 3, € R. Then, our measurements y;; are now assumed to be
generated via yipr1 = ayir + 03, Ly + (rdi)T fu + (rvi) B + 2a Ty + €, for i =1, N
and t =0,...,7—1(N,T € N). The multiplier » = rnr > 0 controls the growth rate of X

to ensure the consistent estimation of considered parameters of AMNAR. In this regard,

1

voo7 for a fixed constant s € (0,1/2). The above model can be expressed with

we let r £

matrices and vectors as (with 5 = (57, 32)7)

Virr = oy + O0LAY: +1XB + Zyy + Epr (4)

Our proposals for ENAR and AMNAR models are related to but different from the
Community NAR model of (Chen et al| (2023). Similar to CNAR our frameworks use
latent variables which are part of network formation, but the use of those factors are quite
distinct. As|Chen et al. (2023) noted, the CNAR outcome model is different from the peer
effect NAR model since it contains the term UBU? in place of the observed network L4,

where B is a matrix of unknown parameters. Our framework allows for the interpretation
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of peer influence given the observed network, and consistent estimation of peer effects is an
important goal for us. In addition, our framework allows us to include more general latent

effects than multiplicative factors.

3 Estimation

3.1 Strict stationarity

We start describing our estimation methodology with a discussion on the stationary distri-
bution of y; for ENAR. Given our aim to establish its asymptotic distribution under both
finite and diverging T and growing network size N, we first derive a stationary solution
for y,. We denote P* = IP (-|A), E* £ E (-|A), and Cov* £ Cov (-,-|A), as the conditional
probability, expectation, and covariance respectively conditioning on A. Using notations
similar to |Zhu et al.| (2017), define G £ aly + 6L and é:tﬂ £ 7.,y + &1. Then, we can

rewrite the ENAR model equivalently as
Vi1 = UB + Gy, + gt+1~ (5)
When N is fixed, the following results hold.

Theorem 3.1. If |a| + |0| < 1, then there is a unique strictly stationary solution to the

ENAR model[§ with a finite first moment, and the solution is given by,
yi=(Ix—G)'UB+> G& ;. (6)
=0

Lemma 3.1. Define I'(h) & Cov*(y;,yi_n) for all t. Upon the conditions in Theorem |3.1
and conditional on A, @ follows a normal distribution with the mean ¢ = (Iy — G)~'UpB

G"T(0) ,h >0
and vecT'(0) = (In: —GRG) ! vec {(0? + 4TX,7) In} and T'(h) =

L) (GnH™  h<o.
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The proof of Theorem along with all other theorems and lemmas, is contained in
the Appendix. These results closely resemble the stationarity results presented in Zhu et al.
(2017) for the model without the latent effects. As evident from the form of stationary
mean, the location of y; is dependent on both the peer influence and the latent positions of
the network. To simplify expressions, we will denote I'(0) by I' henceforth. Next we note
that y; is also asymptotically stationary in the sense of Definition [2|in the Appendix when

the network size N grows. The following theorem is also proved in Appendix.

Theorem 3.2. Upon the conditions in Theorem with N — 00, [0] is a unique strictly

stationary solution with a finite first moment. i.e., maxi<j<oo E |yit| < 00.

3.2 Least Squares Estimation of Parameters

One challenge in estimating the parameters of the ENAR model is that the latent vectors U
are unobservable. To address this, we can utilize the asymptotic properties governing the
differences between population spectra and sample spectra. In the literature, the random
adjacency matrix is widely recognized as an additive perturbation of P by stochastically
controllable noise. Specifically, if A follows RDPG(py,X), then we have |[A —PJ| =
O(v/Npy) whp (Athreya et al., 2017; Xie and Xul, 2023)). Moreover, the low-dimensional
subspace represented by the spectra of A and P are close with high probability up to an
orthogonal rotation as well. The following is the straightforward consequence of applying
Davis-Kahan theorem to an undirected random network (Bhatial, 2013} Lei and Rinaldo,

2015; (Chen et al., [2023):

Proposition 3.1. Let A ~ RDPG(py,X) and assume that X is of rank K and Npy =
w(log N). Let Up be a matriz with orthogonal columns containing K leading eigenvec-

tors of A corresponding to its K leading eigenvalues and wx denote the smallest non-zero
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eigenvalue of P. Then, there exists H € Ok such that
KN
|Ua — UH|| = O (—’)N) whp.
Y

We use the above result to estimate the additive latent factors as U £ U, for fitting
the ENAR model with these estimated latent factors.

From the equation of the model [3, we obtain the linear regression representation
Yigr1 = Wi b + €441, Where wi, £ (u],yiu, (1y:,2z],) and our parameters of interest,
p= (BT, a,0,47T)T € RE+P+2. Thus, the auto-regression of the networked measurements at
time ¢ 4+ 1 can be written as

Virr = Wit + Era

where W, = [wyy, ..., way|T. We can further collect the entire time series asy 2 (y17,...,yr7)T,
W 2 [W,T,.., W T|", and € £ (&7,...,&7)", thereby obtaining the representation
y = Wpu + & in RV, Note that W contains the population latent positions U of the ob-
served network. Therefore, it is interpreted as the population design matrix for the ENAR
model (Chen et al., 2023). Utilizing the estimated latent factors from U from A, we can
obtain the approximated version W, = [Wig, .., W|T for Wi, £ (@], v, £:.7ye, 2 7) and W
accordingly.

This expression naturally motivates the least squares estimation of u, and the asymp-
totic distribution of the estimator can be established through the classical martingale cen-
tral limit theorem (Hall and Heyde} 2014 Zhu et al., [2017; |Chen et al., 2023). Therefore,

we target the least squares estimator

T

A AN\N"1 . ~ ~
= (Ww) Wy = (47,4,6,97)

and study its asymptotic properties as an estimator of .
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3.3 Estimation with latent space model

In the same manner as ENAR, we establish the stationarity and the asymptotic properties
of the AMNAR parameter estimators. The discussion of model stationarity is very similar
to that of the ENAR model, and their proofs are contained in the Appendix. Therefore,
we briefly state the stationarity results here. Note the model can be written as y; ;1 =
rXg + Gy, + gt+1, for G £ oIy + 0L and ét+1 L 7y + &ir1 and we assume that A is

generated independently with the rest of random components across all ¢.

Theorem 3.3. If |a| + (0| < 1, then there is a unique strictly stationary solution to |4 with

a finite first moment:

yi=>Oy-G) rXp+> GE& (7)

=0
A * - .
Lemma 3.2. Define I'(h) = Cov*(y¢, yi—n) for all t. Upon the conditions in Theorem

and conditional on A, @fallows a normal distribution with the mean ¥ = (Iy — G)~'rXp

and the auto-covariance function in Lemma|3. 1,

Theorem 3.4. Upon the conditions in Theorem with N — oo, [1 is a unique strictly

stationary solution with a finite first moment. i.e., max; E|y;| < co.

Our main interest is to estimate the parameters of AMNAR consistently, but similarly
to ENAR, the latent factors X are not observable. We tackle this issue by introducing
the maximum likelihood estimation with Lagrange adjustment given in |Li et al.| (2023)
where the authors found its asymptotic properties as well. Let X £ arg maxxez [ (x;A)
denote the maximum likelihood estimator over the constrained parameter space = =
{X; QT1y = og, QTQ is diagonal, [ X||,  =0O(1) as N — oo} The following proposi-
tion is analogous to Theorem 3.3 of |Li et al.| (2023) with slightly modified assumptions

stated in the Appendix section .
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Proposition 3.2. Under assumptions on latent spade model given in section[d in Appendiz,

we have HX - XHF = Op(1).

Following the same estimation strategy as in ENAR model, we begin with the expression
Yitt1 = My jL + €411, where my,T 2 (rx;7, yit, 0.7y, 23 T) and our parameters of interest,
tm = (BT, a,0,747)T € RE+P+3. Thus, the autoregression of the networked measurements

at time ¢ + 1 can be written as
Vi1 = Myt + E41 € RY

and obtain the representation for the total observed data as y = My, + & in RYT. Note
that M contains the population latent positions X of the observed network. Therefore, the
population design matrix M can be approximated by utilizing Proposition as M, =
[y, ..., |7 for m], £ (rX], v, 6.7y, 2 7) and M accordingly. Then, the least squares
estimator for pu,, can be easily found as fi,, = (MTM>_1MTy = (BT,OQ,GA,’YT)T which

minimizes the residual sum of squares.

4 Large Sample Results

We next develop theory on consistency and asymptotic normality of the least squares
estimator of the ENAR model under an asymptotic setup where we always assume N — oo,
but consider both a finite T" case as well as the case of T" — oo. Unless otherwise stated,

the results are for the ENAR model with the RDPG network model.

4.1 Growing T results

The first two theorems stated below show the asymptotic normality of the least squares

estimator when both N and T grows under two cases, first when the number of latent
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dimensions K is fixed and then second when K also grows along with N and possibly also
T. Define uf & (8TH, a, #,77)T, where H € O is an arbitrary matrix with orthonormal
columns from Proposition [3.1] and recall from Proposition [3.1] that 7y denotes the smallest

non-zero eigenvalue of P.

Theorem 4.1. Assume that |o| + |0| < 1 and 7y = w/T Npy for py = w (log N/N).

Ty To3 Op'
Ik Ogrxp+2

Zw é X (p+2) ’ Eiu é - OpT

Yy

2

where 7o 2 limpy o0 %]E tr (T), T3 2 limpy_ o0 %]E tr (LAl), and 73 2 limy_yo0 %]E tr (EAQF).

Then, for Dyr £ diag (\/TIK, \/NTIPH), we have, as N, T — oo,
Dyr (i — ") = N (0kipr2, 075, ") .

The condition |a| + |f] < 1 is required to ensure that y; has the stationary distribution
discussed in section [3.1| as N,T" — oo. The asymptotic precision matrix ., has zero
off-diagonal block hence the estimators B and fi_g are asymptotically independent. It
is noteworthy that to consistently estimate the parameters, the population eigen gap mn
should grow faster than /7 Npy with Npy = w (log N) in Theorem [3.1] This rate can be
compared to the assumption of 7y = w(Npy) made in |Cape et al| (2019) for eigenvector
deviation results in signal plus noise matrix models. The growth rate needed in Theorem 3.]]
matches the rate in Cape et al.| (2019) as long as T'= O(Npy). If T grows faster then, the
Theorem requires a better concentration of U in order for ENAR estimation to remain
accurate. The convergence rate of v/T for the latent position effects A is slower than vVNT
for the rest, which matches the rates obtained in Chen et al.| (2023)) for their CNAR model.

We conjecture that the rate of convergence for B is dependent on the growth rate of the
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eigenvectors, which in turn depends on the growth rate of py and my. We explore this
issue more in the context of AMNAR in a later section.

Next, we consider the case where K grows along with N and T as well.

Theorem 4.2. Assume that |a| +160] < 1 and ||B]] = O (1) as K — oo. Furthermore,
assume that 1y == w(v/TKNpy), N = w(K?), and T = w(log K). For a positive integer
m, suppose we have an m X (K + p+2) matriz Ax such that ||Ag| = O(1) as K — oc.

If we define V £ limg 00 Ay "AgT € R™™  then we have, as N, T, K — oo,
AxDyr ([L — ,MH) =N (Om,O'ZV) .

Compared to Theorem [4.1] when the dimension of the latent space K also grows, an
additional V'K is required for the growth rate of wx. The condition on the population eigen
gap my is that 7y = w(v/TKNpy) which improves upon the rate 7y = w(K+/TNpy)
presented in the context of CNAR model in (Chen et al.| (2023) by a factor of v K which is
a meaningful difference when K is large. Further, to consistently estimate the parameters,
we only require N = w(K?) and T = w(log K). This can be compared to the required rates
of N = w(K*) and T = w(K?log K) in |Chen et al|(2023). Therefore consistent estimation
in the CNAR model |Chen et al.| (2023) requires O(K?) times more sample size both in
terms of NV and T'. Therefore, this represents a substantial relaxation of conditions. These
reductions are largely due to ENAR model having U entering the model in an additive
form as opposed to a multiplicative form in the CNAR model, and consequently, requiring

us to estimate fewer parameters attached to latent factors.

4.2 Finite T results

Now, we prove asymptotic results for the model in the finite 7" case which is appropriate for

the problem of causal peer influence estimation. This finite T" case was not studied in earlier
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works of Zhu et al.| (2017)); |Chen et al|(2023). Note that we no longer require |a| + (0] < 1
in the finite T case. Distinctively from the Theorem [4.1] and [£.2] the consistency of ji given
finite T is different as the estimation error for the latent position effects, B —H'3, will only
be bounded in probability. However, our result still shows the peer influence parameter

along with other parameters, namely, o and ~, which we are typically interested in inferring

are all v/ N consistent.

Theorem 4.3. Assume that 7y = w(v/Npn). Partition p = (87, u_g")" and fi accordingly
as well. Then, we have 3 — HTj3 = Op(1) and

0,2

VN (g — py) = N (0p+2, TZ_U_l) , as N — oo. (8)

The result for growing K is as follows.

Theorem 4.4. In Theorem [{.5, further assume that ||B]] = O (1) as K — oo, my =
w(vKNpy), and N = w(K?). For a positive integer m, suppose we have an mx (K + p + 2)
matriz A such that ||Ag|| = O(1) as K — oo. Then, Ak <B — HT5> = Op(1) and we

have VN (ﬂ_ﬁ — ,uflﬁ) =N <0p+2, %22_”*1> as N, K — oo.

As we limit T' to be finite, 7y is allowed to grow at rates that are less restrictive
compared to the case where T' diverges. However, we still require the number of dimensions
to grow at the same rate with the network size N as described in Theorem [4.2]

Our next two results are related to the Embedding Network Regression (ENR) model.
As aforementioned, ENR is a special case of ENAR with 7' =1 < oo. Specifically, it can
be derived from ENAR with finite T let yo £ 1y, Z £ Z, and assume that there is no
peer influence effect, i.e., = 0.

Without loss of generality, we may omit the grand mean effect, . Therefore, we have re-

duced data model as wiT £ (

i

ul,z;7) and pf = (87,77)T € RX*? hence giving the represen-
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tation y; = WHuf 4 £, With a usual least square estimator it £ (WRTWR)_1 Wy,

the following two results are corollaries that follow from Theorems and respectively.

Corollary 4.1. (Fized K.) Assume that mx = w(v/Npy). Then, we have S—HT3 = Op(1)

and VN (¥ —7) = N (0,,0?S.7"), as N — .

Corollary 4.2. (Growing K.) Further assume that |5 = O (1) as K — oo, my =
w(vVKNpy), and N = w(K?). For a positive integer m, suppose we have an mx (K + p + 2)
matriz A such that ||Agl] = O(1) as K — oo. Then, we have Ak (B - HTB> = Op(1)

and VN (¥ —v) = N (0,,0?S.7") as N, K — .

4.3 Results for additive and multiplicative latent effects model

Before stating asymptotic properties of fi,,, we first define its asymptotic precision matrix

Q, av Qr O(k+1)x(p+2)
! QO = g . The values in the limiting precision matrix

1% E—u

A
as 2, =

2
vl

are defined as qy = limpy_ oo % and v £ limy o  for Q. Then, the following result

holds for fiy,.

Theorem 4.5. Assume that o] + 6] < 1 and the assumptions of Proposition[3.4 Then,

for Dyr £ diag (Nl/Q_SIKH, v NTIp+2) and as N, T — oo, we have
f)NT(/lm - ,U/m> = N (OK+p+37 O-ZQmil)

As Theorem {4.5/implies, we have v NT-consistency for a and ¢ under AMNAR model as
well, and 3 converges at the rate of N*/275 for AMNAR, where, s € (0,1/2), is controlled by
the multiplier 7. ITn ENAR model, by the definition of RDPG, we have ||Up||, ., < \/—z\;ﬂ for

all N. Recall that we assumed that Npy = w (log N) and 7y = w(v/TNpy) in Theorem
. Therefore, we have [|Up, = o<\/pN/T>. So if py = O(N) for € € (0,1),
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for example, we have ||Up|, = o(N(1/27=1/2) wwhen min (N,T) — oo. This is the
motivation for the multiplier r in the AMNAR model since [[rX]|, = O(N—*T~1/2).

Next, the asymptotic results for the model under finite time is given below.

Theorem 4.6. Assume the settings for Theorem @ with finite T. Then define Dy £

diag (%IKH, \/NIp+2>. As N — oo, we have

~ R 0'2 _
Dy (ftm — pm) = N <0K+p+3a TQm 1) .

5 Simulation

In this section, we use Monte Carlo simulations to illustrate the finite sample performance
of the ENAR model estimator and compare it with NAR and CNAR. We examine the
sensitivity of the considered models under model misspecification in terms of estimations
of model parameters and one-step-ahead prediction of yr,;. In this regard, we consider
the scenarios where {yy,...,yr} and yr,1 follow each of ENAR, CNAR, and NAR. In the
case where we generate y; with CNAR (Chen et al. [2023), we assumed that there is no
latent factor structure in the model noise.

We consider the DCSBM and DCMMSBM for the population distributions of A, and
generate the networks using fastRG package in R Rohe et al. (2018)). First, we used the
matrix 2qIx +ql 15T where ¢ = % to generate the K x K block matrix of connection prob-
abilities. As a result, the ratio of inter-community and between-community connectivity is
3. The maximum expected degree for each graph was set to be Npy where py & N~1/2,
ensuring that the graphs are sparse. The degree heterogeneity parameters associated with

both DCSBM and DCMMSBM were sampled from standard log-normal distribution. For

DCMMSBM, the (mixed) block memberships were generated from a Dirichlet distribution
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with parameter vector (1,...,1). For DCSBM, the block memberships were sampled from

a categorical distribution with equal probabilities.

RMSE of 8 RMSE of a
yi~ENAR, A~DCMMSBM yi~ENAR, A~DCMMSBM
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Figure 2: Boxplot of estimates of 6 (left) and « (right) from ENAR and NAR model
with increasing N when data is generated from ENAR model with DCMMSBM. The rows

corresponds to K = 3 and K = 12, and the columns corresponds to 7" = 40, 160, 320.

For model parametrization, we set the parameters g™ associated with the latent effects
as (1, —1/2, .., (=1)*! /K> " € R¥. For the latent peer effect measured by the community
structure of CNAR, we used B; = + diag (5°"") where the definition of B; comes from
Chen et al.| (2023). For ENAR, and NAR we set a = 0 = %, and set the covariate effects

1

as y = (%, — & O)T for all of considered models.

In order for comparison of estimation performance, we computed relative root mean

B-B A
squarred errors (RMSE) as w where B and B are arbitrary matrices. Also, we report
one-step prediction errors as W i.e., root mean squared prediction errors (RMSP),

as the systematic noise incurred by £ is difficult to predict. Throughout simulations
we generate the covariates z; from N (o3, diag(3,2,1)) and & from N (on,0.25Iy). To
track the model performance as its dimension grows, we take N € {40,80, 160,320} and

K € {3,12}. We also consider finite 7" case where 7" = 2 and growing 7' case where
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Figure 3: Boxplot of prediction error from ENAR, CNAR, and NAR model when data is

generated from ENAR model with DCMMSBM and DCSBM respectively.

T € {40,160, 320}. In all cases, we run 200 replications.

5.1 Generating data from ENAR model

The RMSE boxplots of peer influence and momentum effects are shown in Figures [2 for
data generated from ENAR model with DCMMSBM. Each column and row of the facet
grid corresponds to a different value of T" and K, respectively, while the figures within the
grids are with increasing N. From Figure[2], we observe that when the true model is ENAR,
the RMSE of its estimates of o and 6 consistency decreases as N and T grows, which is
the expected phenomenon from our asymptotic theories.

For estimates from NAR model, while the RMSE for « parameter still decreases with
increasing N, the RMSE for estimation of  continues to remain high even when N and T
increases. This is due to the fact that since the NAR fit omits the latent variable effects,
it incurs irreducible bias in parameter estimation,

The predictions of ENAR, as shown in Figure [3| for graphs generated from DCMMSBM

and DCSBM also improve with both N and 7. This figure shows that if ENAR is the
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Figure 4: Model misspecification: Boxplot of prediction error from CNAR, ENAR, and

NAR model when data is generated from CNAR and NAR models respectively.

true data-generating model, then omitting the latent variables from the fitted model (i.e.,
fitting the NAR model) not only leads to inaccurate parameter estimates but also to higher

prediction error.

5.2 Comparison Under Model misspecification

Next, we generate y, from NAR and CNAR while the underlying networks were generated
from the DCMMSBM model. This corresponds to model misspecification for the ENAR
model and we can compare the accuracy of prediction as well as parameter estimating in
this setting. In Figure 4| (left), we see a very good performance of both ENAR and NAR
even when the data is generated from the CNAR model. This is especially true for smaller
values of N and T (e.g., N =T = 50). When K is increased to 12, the performance of
CNAR is worse than NAR and ENAR even when the data is generated from CNAR. This
is because with increasing K the performance of CNAR model estimators become worse.
When we assumed the true model NAR, as expected, the predictive ability of NAR was

the best overall for all settings of N, T, K (Figure {4 (right)). However, in each case the
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Figure 5: Boxplot of estimates of 8 and « from ENAR, and NAR model when data is

generated from ENAR and NAR model with DCMMSBM.

ENAR model came close in terms of predictive ability while the CNAR model produced
large errors, especially when K was larger and N and T were smaller.

Finally, we evaluate the estimates of the # and o parameters under model misspecicia-
tion when the data is generated from the NAR model. Then, we observe that the estimation
of the peer influence effect becomes biased for ENAR especially when T and N are larger
(Figure in Appendix). However, their estimation bias is significantly smaller than that
of using NAR when data is generated from ENAR as shown in Figure 2] Moreover, ENAR
model was able to consistently estimate « at comparable rates to NAR, showing robustness
under model misspecification. In contrast, the NAR model produced large errors even for

estimating o when ENAR was the true data generating model in Figure [2|

5.3 Finite T case

Next we investigate the performance of ENAR and NAR estimators in terms of accuracy
of parameter estimation in the fixed T" case. We set T' = 2, and K = 3 and increased
N. In Figure[5] it is clear that ENAR is able to consistently estimate o and 6 even under

model misspecification of generating data from NAR. The estimation error for estimating
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both a and # from ENAR are comparable to NAR and decreases with increasing N. In
contrast, when the data is generated from ENAR, we see that the estimate of § from NAR
is biased and continues to show high error even when N increases, while the estimation
error decreases for ENAR.

Combined with our previous observations in growing N and 7' cases, ENAR shows ro-
bust estimation performance under various model misspecifications, while achieving better
prediction and parameter estimation performance when the data is generated from ENAR

in both growing and fixed model dimension cases.

6 Real Data Example

In this section, we will analyze two datasets. The first one is a finite-time dataset where the
primary goal is to infer causal peer effects and effects of covariates, and the second one is a

time series dataset where the goal is both accurate prediction and parameter estimation.

Knecht dutch students delinquency and alcohol data: The first dataset we an-
alyze with this new method is the longitudinal Dutch students friendship network and
delinquency study by Andrea Knecht Knecht| (2008); [Knecht et al.| (2010); He and Hoft
(2019). The dataset is taken from the R package “xergm.common”. This longitudinal
data consists of friendship networks along with responses relating to delinquency and al-
cohol consumption and some demographic covariates measured at four-time points on 26
students in one classroom. The measurements are taken 3 months apart during the first
year of their secondary school. The demographic information includes sex, age, religion
and ethnicity. There are two response variables that we are interested in - alcohol con-
sumption measured at waves 2,3,4 and delinquency, which is defined as a rounded av-

erage over four types of minor delinquency (stealing, vandalism, graffiti, and fighting)
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and measured at all 4 waves. We construct an average friendship network by taking
average of the friendship networks in waves 1 and 2. For alcohol consumption, we fit
the ENAR and NAR models using 2 time periods, waves 1 and 2, and then predict
the responses for Wave 3. For the delinquency response, we fit two models, one us-
ing data from waves 1 and 2, and predict the response in wave 3, and the other using
data from waves 1, 2 and 3, and predict the response in wave 4. In both cases, we
also fit a linear regression model with only the demographic covariates and do not in-
clude the lagged own response and lagged peer effects, which we call the OLS model.

The Table in the Appendix shows the

Model ENAR | NAR | OLS parameter estimates from the three mod-

Alcohol 1.9133 | 1.9726 | 2.5628 els fitted to the alcohol consumption and

Delinquency | 0.6712 | 0.6942 | 0.7375 delinquency data. We note that both the

. . lagged own response and lagged peer re-
Table 1: Comparison of Mean square predic-

) ] sponse parameters are insignificant in both
tion error (MSPE) for alcohol use in 4th wave

_ NAR and ENAR models. The coefficients

and delinquency data from 2nd and 3rd wave.
corresponding to most predictors are also
insignificant in all 3 models. We compare the model fit in terms of out-of-sample predic-
tion in Table [If for the 3 models. We observe that ENAR performs the best in terms of
mean square prediction error for both responses. The boxplots in Figure shows the
predicted values from the 3 models for various levels of actual response. We see that for

both alcohol and delinquency, predictions from ENAR model is higher for higher values of

the actual response indicating a good model fit to the data with strong predictive ability.

Wind speed time series data: Next we apply the ENAR model to a multivariate time

series data containing wind speed measurements over 721 time periods at 102 weather sta-
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Figure 6: (left) 1 step ahead mean square prediction error, (center) AIC and (right) BIC

of model with increasing time for the Wind speed data.

tions in England and Wales. We take this dataset from the R package GNAR [Knight
et al.| (2020). This is a data with large 7" and large N. We assess the accuracy of
model fits in terms of the ability to accurately predict responses in 1 time period ahead.
To compare the models over a range of time periods, we perform 1 step ahead predic-
tions 200 times. In the ¢ th prediction task, we fit the NAR and ENAR models to the
time series until time 519 + ¢ and predict the response at 520 + ¢ th time. We con-
tinue to increase ¢ and slide the window of training data until ¢ = 200. For the ENAR

model we estimate the dimension of the latent factors in the RDPG model is d = 7.

The figure [6] (left) shows

E the 1 step ahead pre-

“““““ diction error from the

— % ENAR and NAR model,

Out of these 200 test time

mmg

Figure 7: Boxplots of (left) Peer effect parameter and (right) indows. ENAR gives
lagged effect parameter of 200 estimates of ENAR and NAR (. yjor MSPE in 68.5%

model with training sample size 520 to 720. of the cases. Therefore

we conclude ENAR outperforms NAR in this prediction task. Both the AIC and BIC
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criteria in Figure [6] also point to superior model fit by the ENAR model over the NAR
model. The parameter estimates of the peer effect and lagged effect (momentum effect)
parameters along with their standard errors for one representative model with T" = 520
is shown in Table in the Appendix. We can see that both effects are statistically sig-
nificant, with the momentum effect being roughly 10 times that of the peer effect. The
parameter estimates for both of these effects are significantly different in the ENAR model
from those in the NAR model, as is evident from the size of the differences of these esti-
mates relative to their standard errors. In figure [7] we display the boxplots of parameter
estimates corresponding to the peer effect and lagged effect parameters from the 200 ENAR
and NAR models. The plot shows a clear difference in the parameter estimates from the

two models.

7 Conclusion

ENAR can successfully address two major statistical problems. It directly embeds the
multiplicative homophily latent effects (plus the additive effect for AMNAR) in the time
series network auto-regression problem, tackling both the consistent estimation of causal
peer effects and predictive performance enhancement. We proved that the estimators of
AMNAR and ENAR have asymptotic normality in both long-term and finite time. Our
numerical study also illustrated that the estimation accuracy of the key peer effect param-
eter and predictive performance of the ENAR model is comparable to or better than that
of other considered competitors. Therefore, this work is an extension and improvement of
currently available approaches for both causal effect estimation and prediction tasks.
However, many topics remain uncovered in this paper and are worth studying in the

future. First, many low-rank space models like ENAR often face the challenge of consis-
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tently estimating the dimension of the latent space from the observed data. We selected
the dimension K corresponding to the values which minimized cross-validation error on the
adjacency matrix. It is unclear whether one should utilize model selection techniques using
the outcome model for estimating K instead. Second, further theoretical analysis of the
prediction error and hypothesis testing will be beneficial for inferential questions. Addition-
ally, as many real-world data exhibit evolving network structures over time, extending the
AMNAR or ENAR models beyond static networks and embedding latent variables beneath

the regime of dynamic networks would also be very interesting.
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Appendix

8 Proofs for ENAR model in Sections [3.1] & (4

8.1 Technical Results

Here, we list some technical results that are useful in proving the asymptotic properties of

our estimators for ENAR and AMNAR.

Proposition 8.1. If X,, = O(Y,)) whp. and Y, = O(Z,) whp., then X,, = O(Z,) whp.
(or as.) If X, = O(Y,) whp., then we have P ({|X,,| < C'|Y,|} ev.) =1 by Borel-Cantelli

lemma.

By the model assumptions, our responses of interest, y;, will have stationary sub-
gaussian distributions. To show the concentration of our estimators, we employ the theories
of sub-Gaussian concentration as discussed in|Vershynin| (2018). However, since we assumed
that both the observed graph A and covariates z;; are random, it necessitates investigating
the asymptotic behaviors of the inner products of multiple random components. Therefore,
we cannot directly apply well-known sub-Gaussian concentration results like Bernstein’s
inequality or Hoeffding’s inequality.

For example, in the case of the Hanson-Wright inequality (Rudelson and Vershynin),
2013)), we do not know how the tail behavior of concentrations will differ when studying the
quadratic forms associated with random matrices. Under our assumptions on the random
graphs and random predictors, we achieve stochastic boundedness for these elements. This
fact can provide concentration results analogous to known inequalities such as Hoeffding’s

inequality and the Hanson-Wright inequality as follows.
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Lemma 8.1 (Hoeffding’s Inequality). Let y € R™ be a sub-gaussian random vector such
that max; ||Y;||,, < oo with independent components and zero mean. Let x € R" be a
random vector such that ||x|| = O(g) whp. for some g > 0. Then, there exist some

¢ > 0,n9 > 0 such that
2 1
P(xTy] > v) < 2exp (——2) i1

g

for all n > ng and v > 0.

Proof. Note that by general Hoeffding’s inequality, with probability one we have

2
P (jxTy| > v[x) < 2exp (—&> .

1|
Denote the LHS and RHS by f,(x) and h,(x), respectively. By assumption, there exist
contants M, ny > 0 such that P (||x|| > Mg) < 1/n for all n > ng. Then, for a sequence of

events A, = {||x|| < Mg} we have

v?
Fu(X)La, < B30I, < 2exp (— - ) I,

for some constant ¢’ > 0. Taking expectation, we get

E[P (A, N {]xTy| > v} [0)] = P (A, 0 {[xTy| > v}) < 2exp (—; ) P(4,)

hence
. v?
P (] 2 o} \4,7) < 200 (<)
cv?
2P (xTy > v]) < 2exp (— e ) +1—-P(A,).
For almost surely bounded case, we will have no % in the uppper bound. O

By the same logic, we have the following lemma as well.
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Lemma 8.2. Suppose that x € R™ is a random vector such that ||x|| = Op(g) for some

g >0 in Lemma[8.1. Then, Ye,v > 0 there exist some ¢ > 0,ny > 0 such that

cv?
Plbyl 2 0) < 2exp (~ 55 ) 4o
g
for all n > ny.
The proof of Lemma [8.2coincides with Lemma [8.1]

Lemma 8.3. (Hanson-Wright Inequality) Lety € R™ be a random vector with independent
components and zero mean such that max; ||Y;i|ly, < co. Let S € R™™ be a random matric

such that ||S||% = O(h) whp. and ||S|| = O(k) whp. for some h,k > 0. Then, there exists

ng > 0 such that

2
2
P (ly"Sy — E(y™Sy)| > v) < 2exp {—cmin (%, %)} + —

n

for alln >ng and v > 0. If ||S||5 = O(h) as. and ||S|| = O(k) as., then we have

2
P (jy"Sy — E(y'Sy)| > v) < 2exp [—cmm (%, E)]

for all n > 0.

Proof. Let M, ny > 0 be constants such that IP (HSH; > Mh) < £ and P (||S]| > Mk) <
L for all n > ngy. By Hanson-Wright inequality (Rudelson and Vershynin, 2013), with prob-

ability one we have

2
P (ly'Sy — E(y'Sy)| > v|S) < 2exp | —cmin | —— —— | | .
ISz ISl

Denote the LHS and RHS by f,,(S) and g¢,(S), respectively. Then we have
(S) <2 —c min U—2 v
Gn =~ Z2€Xp | —C no T
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on A, £ {|IS||7 < Mh} N {||S|| < Mk}. Since
E[f.(S)14,] = E[P (A, N {|y"Sy — E(y'Sy)| > v} [S)],
we can obtain

P (1y7Sy — E(7S)| > v} 4, < 2exp | auin (20 ) | P4,

implying

t2

P (ly"Sy — E(y"Sy)| > t) < 2exp {—c’ min (E’ %)] +1—-P(A,).

Therefore, the conclusion follows. For almost surely bounded case, IP(4,) = 1. ]

8.2 Stationarity

For showing stationarity, we adapt the proofs of [Zhu et al.| (2017) to the setup of ENAR.
Proof of Theorem [3.1} It is straightforward that the spectral radius of G, denoted

by g, satisfies
g9 <la[+10[p(La) <1 (9)

with probability one. Therefore, Z?io GJ c‘ft,j exists as., and y; in |§| is a strictly stationary
process. It is straightforward that [0] satisfies [3] Next, assume that y; is another strictly

stationary solution with [E||y;|| < co. Then,

m—1
yi=Y G (UB+E ;) + G Yim

J=0

for any positive integer m. Therefore,

E*ly: — y:| = E Z G/(UB+ &) — G™yy|| < Cg™
j=m
for a constant C' independent of ¢ and m. Growing m to infinity, we get E|ly; — y:/ = 0
hence y, = y; almost surely. O]

Next, we prove Theorem [3.2] according to the following definition.
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Definition 2. (Zhu et all |2017) Let {y; € RN} be an N-dimensional with N — oc.
Define M £ {w € R® : > |w;| < 0o}, For each w € M, let wy = (wy, ..., wy)T € RY

be the truncated N—dimensional process. y; is said to be strictly stationary if Vw € M
1. yy =limy_0o WNTY: exists almost surely.
2. y¢ is strictly stationary.

Proof of Theorem To prove the existence of a stationary solution, it suffices
to show that @ is strictly stationary according to above definition. Write |A|. as a matrix
of absolute elements of a matrix A. Moreover, write A < B if B is not less than A
elementwisely.

Recall that y; = Z;n:_ol G/(UB + gt_j) + G™y;_,, hence
ye = Wlligéo}’t = Z G/ (UB + &)
=0

For the columns of U, say Uy, ..., Ux, We have Uf = Z]K:1 U;B; and its sup vector norm
is bounded as [[UB|,, < 375, 18] 1Ujll, < 18]Iy hence [UB|, < [|8]l; 1n. So, we have

E ‘UB + &,

< C-1y for C = ||B||,+E |2]v|+E |e11]|. Since L4 is normal and symmetric,
its spectral decomposition can be given as Lo = U;S,U,T with an orthogonal eigenvectors
U, € R¥N and S containing corresponding eigenvalues of La. So, we have ||£a7]| <

ULl UL, p (La)’ < O for a constant C' > 0 independent of j. Therefore, |G|I1y =

(101£a + |aIn) 1y < C'(10] + |a|)? 1. Consequently,

E' fwyTyel < [l B il < 3 heil YO F (|G [US +
i=1 =0

S wil (1] + ey’
i=1 j=0

implying that limy_.., Wy Ty, exists almost surely. Next, assume that y; is another strictly

41



stationary solution with a finite first moment. Then, [E |y;|, < 1n. We have
E' fwy(y — 30)| = B | S wa TG (UB + &) — waTG™ 51
j=m

which is bounded above by the product of a constant and

Z jwil Z {(al+16D7 + (o +10D™}

for any w € M. Growing m — oo, we have wyT(y; — y;) = 0 as. hence y; =y, as. [

8.3 Consistency

Here, we prove the asymptotic normality of /i for both cases where K is fixed and growing.
First, we clarify some notations here. Let I'y £ Cov*(y). Write ® £ 17 ® ¢ and y £
Fy’%(y — ®) so that y = I'y"/?y 4+ ®. Note that the entries of y are independent by the
property of multivariate normal distribution. Also, for neater expressions, let us denote
@ by k.

By Proposition 2.2 and 2.3 of Basu and Michailidis| (2015), with probability one, we

have
o’ o[ Uc|?|[Uc'|?
mmin(G) N (1 - 9)2

Ity <

where g is the spectral radius of G in 9] Ug is an orthogonal matrix that contains eigen-
vectors of G and My, (G) = ming.cc;-j=13 (In — G2)*(Iny — Gz). The last upper bound

holds because G is diagonalizable. So, we have ||I'y|| = O(1) as.

Proof of Theorem (4.1, First, define U £ UH and let W/ £ [fj | yi, LAY | Zt},

T T g
Mful = (%7&56771-) 9 Wt é [\/NU’ytaﬁAYt’Zt}a WtH é |:\/NU‘yt7£AYt‘Zt:|7 and

W, = [\/Nfﬂyt,LAyt | Zt]. Under this representation, we have W,Dyr = VNTW,,

VNTDyr 'l = pH and WHuH = WHuH  Collect and bind them row-wise for ¢ =
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0,...,T—1 to obtain NT x (K + p + 2) matrices WH, WH and define W analogously. For

" P N .
Sw = mWTW and Eyy £ - WTE, we have

( WT (WHpll 1 €)
= (AwDNT)l Ly {(WH - W) p Wt +5}
D

1 ~ ~
! {—WT (WH - W) pkl + \/NTEW} + VNTDyr

WT (WH - W) pll + VNTE, 6.

Therefore, we next show that the first term on the RHS is negligible and v NT ﬁl;lgw
is converging to a multivariate normal distribution. We start with claiming that 3, is
converging to a matrix with finite entries as N and T tend to infinity. This will allow us
to focus on the behaviors of \/#—TVAVT(WH — W) p and V' NTE,y, and then apply Slutsky’s
Theorem.

Claim 1. f]w converges to >, in probability, i.e., f]w = Y.

Proof. As consequences of Lemma [8.4] we have

NIx VNU'y, VNULay, VNUTZ,
. 1 yi'Yi ViTLAY: yi'Zy
= 3
NT 9
¢ YiTLATY: ViTLAZ,
7,7,
Iy \/LﬁijQD \/_INGTEASD OKXp
, NP+ T weTLap+ T O]
—  lim
N,T—o0 1 T[, 9 T
NP LAt T3 O
2.
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for my = w(v/T Npy). Existence of 75, To3, and 73 come by dominated convergence theorem
after noting that tr (LaT) < |[La]ltr (T) = O (N) as. and tr (£Lo’T) = O(N) as. Also
from the assumptions and the asymptotic order of each term found in the proof of Lemma

B.4] we have

1 ~ 1 ~ 1
: T, — TJT i — Ty =
A}l_r}réo _\/Nhl UTp =0, \/Nhl U Lap = 0,]\}1_{1(1)0 N(’D e =0,

1
NSDTﬁASO = 0, NSDT/JAQSO =0

for all h; € R¥ such that ||h;]] < 1.

Claim 2. \/#—TWT(WH — W)l = op(1).

Proof. Since W is different from WH by VN U only, we have

VTUT

T H i)\ H \/% 2y S H
W (WH = W) ull = U — U Onugpin .

\/% zt YtTLA

| AT AT
Then, by the statements 10.-13. of Lemma [8.4] we have the conclusion by Cramér—Wold.

Claim 3. VNTEy = N(0x1pia, 0°50).

Proof. It is sufficient to show that for any n € R5™P™ such that ||| < 1, we
have VNTR™Ey = N(0,027TS,n). Denoting &y 2 (NT) 25", E41 and Fyy =
0(A, €5, 2is;1 < N, —00 < s < t), {Zizl Ens, Fni} constitutes a martingale array for each
N,t < T. Then, we can apply Corollary 3.1 of Hall and Heyde (2014) to VNI =
>+ &nit1 by checking following two conditions:

(1) S0 E (Gr ey oo e ) = 0p(1).

(2) Zt E (5]2V,t+1|FNt) = 77T(722w77 + 01P<1)'
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Proof of (1). First, we have

S

E <§Z2V,t+11{|£N7t+1|>U}|]:Nt> <v? Zt: E (&N 1| Five) -

t

Il
=)

One can easily verify that

1 o 2
E (f?V,t+1’FNt) S o (ﬁUTWtTWm) .

o N2
So, we only need to show that ), (ﬁ?ﬂWJWﬂ]) = op(1). First note that

(NT)" "W, W,
1 17 17 17
e 7Uye 77 ULaye 57U™2

=YY eV LAY:  wrye e

ﬁ}’tTﬁA%’t ﬁYtTﬁAZt

1 T

Since similar arguments can be used to show the convergence of each entry, take

1 —\ 1 . .
Z UlTUTYt> = Z m"UTyy:"Um
: <\/NT NT* 5
for example, where 1; € RE; ||n;|| < 1. Then, we have
> mUTyy,"Unpy =y7 {IT ® (ﬂnlnﬂfﬁ) } v,
t
Denoting U — U by A, we get
YUy 2 (I @ (A TAT)} Iy 12y = 37 {TIp @ (DA TATTY?) } g

N ~ - ~ ~ 112
Letting S £ I, ® (IT'Y2Anm TATTY2) and S £ I, @ (I'Y2Unn TUTTY?), we have ||S
mn .

Ttr {(AnmTATT)?Y < T Anymy TAT| tr (T2) = O (NTx*) whp. and HsH = ||TV2 A, TATTY?|| <
JAI? 7]l = O(x?) whp. By Lemma 53]

|

< . {v2 U\/NT}) 2
< 2exp | —cmin ¢ — +

kY K2 N’

78y — E (yTSy)) > v
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Note that [E (SrTSSf) = TE tr (AmymTATT) and T tr (Ampym TATT) < T ||Anpymy TAT|| tr (T)
hence is O (NTk?) whp. Therefore, limy_,q, % < o0 as. hence y7Sy = op(NT?). So
we have [E <5/TS37) = o(NT?) by dominated convergence theorem. Next, observe that
IGII < fea] + 16| < 1 hence [[(Iy = G)~'| < (1 = GI)™" < 1/(1 = |eu| = [6]). So,

|l = O(JUB||) = O(1) as. Using Lemma 8.1} we have

1 A cNTv? 1
P|{— |2y (ID‘ 2 — —
(\/W y'S >U)< exp( T/§4)+N
1 ~ cNTv? 1
P|(— QNTS(I)‘>U)<2€X (— )+—
(m Y PUTT N

because HS(IJH < HSH VT ||¢l| = O(VTx?) whp. and HS@H = O(VT) as. Also,

2150| —
O(T) as. Therefore, we have v >, <anfJTyt)2 = op(1). Noting that both y and Z, have
finite fourth-order moments, one can show that the rest are also op(1) similarly.

Proof of (2). Since Y, E (X 11 Fne) = CTWIWh = o?TS,n, by Lemmam we
have (2).

Therefore, by Claims 1-3, we have
Dy (it — p'") = L0 7' N (0k4pi2,0°E0)

which leads to the desired asymptotic normality. O

Proof of Theorem It suffices to show that for any A in Theorem [4.2] we have

AKii)l STAMH AN H
WW (W —W>Mw :O]P(l).

First provided that ||8|| = 1 as K — oo, we have ﬁWT(WH—W),uf = op(1) by the state-

, we only

ments 10-13. of Lemma Since “AKf];l“ = HAK (i;l — 3,1+ Zw_1>‘

need to check if

)2—1 _x,!

= Op (|| Y]])- Since [[Su]| = O(1) and sz —sz -
op(Xy) by Lemma 8.5 we have the first claim.

Next, It is sufficient to show that for any n € IR™ such that |n|| < 1, we have
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NTASVNTEy = N(0,0%)7Vn). Since

ARSI NTEY = T Ak (2;1 - zw-1> VNTEpy + 1T AR, W NTE

= 011’(1) + nTAKEw_lO]P<1)7

we focus on the latter. Define {y 444 £ (NT)fl/2 nTAKwalVVtT&H and Fy; = (A, €5, Zis; 1 <
N, —o00 < s < t). Then, a set of pairs {Zizl Ens, Fae) constitutes a martingale array for
each N,t < T. Then, we repeat the following arguments (Hall and Heyde, [2014):

(1) S0 B (1 f[ey oo} Fe) = or(1).

(2) 22/ E (X i1 Fve) = 00"V + op(1).

Proof of (1). We only need to show that

1 P . 2
> =" ARSTIWIWE, AKTn) = op(1).
t (NT

Since both A and ¥, have spectral norm of O(1) as K — oo, this can be shown in the
same manner as in the Proof of (1) of Claim 3 in Theorem [4.1] O
Proof of (2). Since

2
Z E <§]2V7t+1|th) = TARY, %V\;TV\;ZU)—IAKT77 — 2T AT T LA T,
t

and noting that 3, = Ywtop(1) for each K > 0, we have (2) provided that im0 AgY, " AgT

exists. OJ

8.4 Asymptotic results
In the following lemma, we state each item for N > Ny with large enough Ny > 0.

Lemma 8.4. Let h; € R7 for j; = K, jo = p be real vectors such that |h;|]] < 1. Then
under the conditions of Theorem [{.1], there exist Ny, Ty > 0 and vy(No,Ty) € (0,1) such

that the statements 1.-183. hold for all v € (0,v9) and N > Ny, T > Ty:
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1. P <ﬁ h,T Zt(fﬁyt — fJHp)‘ > U) < 2e~div? 4 9p—dav? 4 b/N

2. P [ﬁ ’hf Zt (ﬂTﬁAyt — fJTEAgO)’ > U] < 2e~dhv? | 9p—dav? | b/N

3. P (ﬁ S, hTUTZhy| > v) < 2e~UV? | 9e=dv® | /N

4. P [NL 1> vy —tr ET — ¢To)| > v} < 2e~%v* 4 9p—dsv?

5. P [ |2,y Lay: — T Lap — TtrE (LAT)| > v] < 9e—d2v® | 9p—dsv?

6. P (- |3, i Zho| > v) < 2e”4V" 4 274" 4 /N

7. P[5 |2 v LA’y — ™LA — tr E (LA°T) }| > v] < 2e~h* | 9p—dsv?

8. P (55 132, i LaZihy| > v) < 2e4v” 4 27d0" 4 p/N

9. P [+ |he' 3, (Z7Z, — ) hy| > v] < 2e~%Y"

10. P -\/T‘hﬂfﬁ (ﬂ—ﬁ) 5‘ > v} <+

11 P | L |5,y (U - fJ) 5‘ > v] < 2ee 4 L

12. P \/LT S viTLa <f1 - fJ) ﬂ‘ > U] < Qe eVt/R 4 %

13. P \/%7 hy"> ", Z,7 (Ij — ﬁ) 6‘ > U} < 2e~ev?/R? 4 ~

where d; £ ClNT . dy & ¢oNT, d3 & ¢sN?T, and d, & C4JIYT and ¢,cq,...,cq,b > 0 are
constants.

Proof of 1. Note that
T ~ ~\T
> by (Uly = UTp) = by (17 @ A)' 1,25 4y (170 0) Ty 2y
+Th1TATg0 = thSTy + thSTS} + TthATgD.

where S £ T,"2 (1, ® A) and S 2 I,/2 (1T ®ﬁ). Since HSth =0 <\/T/<) whp., by

Lemma [B.I] we have

. _eNT202\ 1
P <‘h1TSTy‘ > \/NTU) <2exp () 4 =
T k2 N

Likewise, since HSH = O(VT) as., by Lemma we have 1P<

théy‘ > \/NTU> <
2exp(—caNT?v?/T). Finally, |Th;"AT¢| = O(Tk) whp., i.e., P(|Th"AT¢| > CTk) <
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1/N for all large enough N. By selecting v such that v NTv = w(T'k), i.e., v = w(k/vVN),
and noting that 7y > v/TNpy hence /v N = o(N~'/?), we can reduce v sufficiently for
large enough N. O]

Proof of 2. First note that
h;’ Z (ﬂTﬁAYt — I~JTﬁA‘P> =h,"[1r ® {LAA}]T Fyl/zg’
t
7T 125 TAT
th,T {1T ® £AU} T,Y2§ + ThiTATL .

For S 2 I'y)'/2 {17 ® (LaA)} and S £ T, /2 {1T ® (ﬁAfJ)}, we have

Sth — O(VTk)
> \/NTU) < 2exp <#§;1’2) + %

=0 (\/T) as., we have P (|h1TST§f| > \/NTU) < 2exp (—eNT?v?*/T). The

whp. because p(La) = O(1) as. hence P (’thSTSI

Since H Sh,

tail probability of |[Th;TATL¢| can be bounded similarly to 1. O
Proof of 3. Let Z £ [Z,, ..., Z7y_,"]" and S21, A and S2 1,9 U. Then, we can
express » h,"U7Z,h, as tr (Zh2h1T§T> + tr (ththST>. This is equal to
vec (hohy )T {Ip ® (S + S)T} vec (Z) .
I,®ST

Note that IL,® St

=0 <\/T/£> whp. and

=0 <\/T> Therefore, by Lemma

8.1, we have

P >V NTv

Z h,"UZ;h,
t

cNT?v? d NT?v? 1
<2exp| — T2 + 2exp B +N.

Proof of 4. First we have

2
Y Ty —oTp) = ‘ Ly'?y + <I>H — ToTp = yTT,§ + 2071, 2y,
t

Note that ||Ty % = SN 03(Ty)? = O(NT) as. By Theorem [8.3} we have

02
P(ly'I'yy — TtrET’ 2 —cmin ¢ — .
(ly'Tyy rEl > v) < exp( cmln{NT,v}>
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By Lemma (8.1}

dv?
P <2|<I>Try1/2y| > 'U) < 2exp (— 0 >
2
since HFyI/QCIDH <|ITy|| TeTp = O(T) as. O

Proof of 5. Let Spo 2 T,'/? (I; ® L4) Ty'/%. We have
T T _ /25 T 1/25 T
> ¥ Layi— 9 Lap = (Ty'°5+ @) (Ir®La) (Ty'?§+ @) — T Lay
t
— §TSAY + 20T, 2SAy.
Also,

||SAH?m =tr[(Ir @ LaA) Ty (Ir ® LA)Ty] < tr (Fyz) HIT ® £A2|| = O(NT) as.

HSAFY_%Q)H =0 <\/T> as.
We can apply Lemmas [8.3] and [8.1] to directly obtain the following:

2
P[|y"Say — TE tr (Lal)| > v] < 2exp <—cmin {%,U})

P HQ@TF‘V*%SASI‘ > Ui| < 2exp (—c?/T) .

Proof of 6. We have
S yi'Zh, = (rymy + <1>>T Zhy = tr (h25fTFy1/QZ) +tr (hy®TZ)
t
— vec (FhyT)T (Ip ® ry1/2) vec (Z) + vec (OhyT)T (I, @ Lyr) vec (Z) .

Therefore, since ||I'y| = O(1) as., < |lvec (yho')|| which is

‘ (Ip ® Fy1/2> vec (yhaT)

concentrated around /NTp (Vershynin, 2018) hence is O(y/NTp) whp. Also, we have

(I, ® Iyr) vec (PhyT)|| = O(VT) as. By Lemma ,

cv? cv? 1
P ZYtTZth2 > U) < 2exp (— ) + 2exp (——) + —.
( t NTp T N
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Therefore, the conclusion follows after letting v NTv = w(y/NTp). O]
Proof of 7. Similarly to the proof of 5., let S, = Fy1/2 (IT ® EAQ) Fy1/2 and check

that

ISally < tr (Ty?) [Ir @ La*|| = O(NT) as

y_%CI)H =0 (ﬁ) as.
Again by Lemmas [8.3] and we directly have the following:

2
HyTSAy TE tr £A2F } > v} < 2exp (—cmm{]\q;T }>

P H?CIDTFy*%SASf‘ > U] < 2exp (—cv?/T) .

O]
Proof of 8. The same logic as the proof in 6. applies here. Since ||La| < 1, we get
the same bound by letting v NTv = w(y/NTp). O

Proof of 9. Note that
> hyTZ,Zhy = tr (ZhyhyTZT) = vee (Z7)" {Tyr ® (hohyT)} vec (Z7) .

Note that E [vec (ZT)vec (Z7)"] = Inyr ® X,. Also, by the definition of hy, we have

|Tyr @ (hohD)[|% < NT and |[Iys ® (hyhl)|| < 1. Therefore, by Hanson-Wright inequality

2
2 —
>v| < exp{ cmm{NT H

Proof of 10. Note that |A[> = O (%) whp. and HUH — 1. Also, ||8] = O(1). So,

(Rudelson and Vershynin| 2013)),

P ||hyT ZZTZ hy, — NThy". h,

t

]

since k = o(1) by assumption and

B TOTAS] < (A + A1) 18] = O (x)
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whp., by letting v = w(v/Tx) and noting that v/Tx = o(1), we have the conclusion. O
Proof of 11. Similar to the proof of 1., taking S £ T'y"/? (17 ® A) which has the

spectral norm of O (ﬁ m) whp., we have
T . -
S yap = (1y"25 + ) (1r© A) 5 = 3785 + 97T, 385
t

First noting that ||5]| = O(1) as K — oo, Lemma [8.1] gives

A —cTv? 1
P ([s7s8| = vTv) <2 =
y1SB8| > VTv) < eXp(T/£2>+N
It is straightforward that ‘CI)TF Sﬁ‘ O(Tx) whp. hence by letting vTv = w(Tk), we
obtain the conclusion. ]

Proof of 12. Let § 2 I','/2 {17 @ (LAA)} which is of O (ﬁ@ whp. The rest of the
proof coincides with the proof of 11. n

Proof of 13. Note that hy™ )", Z,"Af = hy"Z7 (17 ® A) § which equals
tr{ZhyfT (17 ® A)"} = vec (hofT)"{I, ® (17 @ A)"} vec (Z).

Since the norm of vec (hy3T){IL, ® (17 ® A)} is of O(v/Tk) whp., we obtain the bound

after applying Lemma [8.1] m

Lemma 8.5. There exist Ny, Ty > 0 and vo(Ny, Ty) € (0,1) such that for all v € (0, vp)

and N > Ny, T > Tp,

P

sup
heRK 42| <1

. 1 NT
BT (S0 - Z)h| > | S K| —a? .
> U] S N + exp q —cv K2 max (p, 12)

Proof. For h; € RX and hy € R?, let h £ (h;7, hy, ho, hyT)T € REFP+2 such that

|h|| < 1. Let e; be i canonical basis of RE+P*2, By Lemma , we have

eiT (iw — Zw)

me(

z’]

ej| > U) % + exp (—c1v’NT/p) + exp (—c0’ NT/K?) .




Since

. ) A )
sup |hT (Ew - Ew> h‘ < sup bl max |6y — owisl S K max |0y — 0wl
hj|[h| <1 h;||h||<1 0] ij
we have
e R ce
P sup |h™ (X, — X, ) h| >v| <P | max |Uw,ij — Ow,ij’ > —
h§||hHS1 ] K

1 NT NT
< K? {N + exp (—cl'sz—%) + exp (—02'U2 K2/€2> } .

Lemma 8.6. If miy > /T Npy, we have
VT (ﬁ/% _ Uﬁ) = N (ox, c?UU")
as min (N, T) — oo.

Proof. Recall that /T <B — HT5> = N (o, 0?Ix) by Theorem . By simple alge-

bra, we have
VT (U5 - Ug) = VT (U5 - UH'3)

— AVT (B - HTB) +VTAH'S + UVT (5 - HTB> . (0)

By assumption, VA = O <V Non ) whp. hence we have

P [?\/TA < 0@} ev.} =1

for some constant C' > 0. Provided that 7y > +/TNpy, this implies vVTA — 0 as.

Therefore, we have [10|= op(1) + UVT <B — HTB> and the conclusion by Slutsky. O]

8.5 Theories for finite time models

Here, we present theoretical results for the finite-time corollary models specified in section

2.4l Recall ENR:
y=aly+UB+Zy+ €&
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and ENAR (with finite 7") models:

Vir1 =y + 0Ly + UB + Zy 4 Eryq.

Note that ENR can be treated as a subset model of ENAR under finite time. Therefore,

we only verify the asymptotic properties of ENAR with finite 7.

Proof of Theorem [4.3| Let Dy = diag (IK,\/NIp+2>. Then, we have W, Dy =

VNW,, VNDy'p = ¥ and Wy = WHu = WHH - Next,

Dy ;. Dy,
i = <WNWTWDN> \/—%WT W 1 €)

_ (TiwDN> - \/—INWT { (WH - W) p W+ 8}
_ %DNli;I {\/LNWT <WH - W) p 4 \/NTEW} 4+ VNDy Lt
hence
Dy (1~ i) = P ATOV 3l VRS

Claim 1. f]w = Y-

Proof. Note that we are assuming 7y > /Npy here. Then, the claim follows from
Lemma and Lemma [8.5| with fixed T' = Ty > 0.

Claim 2. ﬁWT(WH — W)l = op(1).

Proof. We have

ur
1
1. . VoD R L
eV (W= | T 001 O
ﬁ Zt yiTLa
| v T

Again, we are assuming my > /Npy hence k = o(1). Then the result follows by the

statements 10.-13. of Lemma [8.4] with fixed T'= T > 0.
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Next, since Claims 1 and 2 are true, for VNS21Ey = VN <f];ul — Zw_1> En+VINI, LW

we only need to consider the latter. By definition, we have
B-HB =Lk (p—p"), fp—pp=R,(i—p")

where the matrices Ly £ Ik, Okxpio)] € REXE+p+2) and R, = [Opo)xic, Lpi2] €
RP+2x(E+P+2) take out first K x 1 and last (p + 2) x 1 sub-vectors from a K + p + 2
vector, respectively. Therefore, we focus on vV NLgX, &y and VN RpEw_lgw. Note
that Lg¥, ' = Lg and R3S, ' = [Opio)xk | Xou']. Let R £ [Opio)xrk | X, '] and
let n be an appropriate-dimensional vector such that ||n|| < 1. First, since nTLx&y =

AN\T ~
%—gnT <1T ® U) & and HlT ® UH — /T, by similar arguments as in Lemma we have
P (\/N\?]TLKEW\ > v) =P HnT <1T ® ﬂ)TS‘ > TU} < 2exp (—cv?)

for any v > 0 hence 3 — HT3 = Op (1).

Next, let (n 1 = nTRWtT&H. If we define Fny = (A, €55, Zijs;1 < N, —00 < s <

ﬁ
t), then the pairs {3 '_, (ns, Fai} constitute a martingale array for each N,¢ < T. Then,
check:

(1) >, E <C]2V,t+11{|gN’t+l|>v}|'FNt> = op(1)

(2) XV B (Gl Fwe) = F075un + op(1)

1 2
Proof of (1). We only need to check if >, <%7}TRWtTWtRTn> = op(1). First note

that
-%YtTYt %}’tTﬁAyt %ytTZt ]
%RWtTWtRT =20 NYTLATY: Vi LAZy Sl
_ i1z, |

Since similar arguments can be used to show the convergence of each entry, take (%yﬂyt)2
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for example. Since y; follows N (¢,T'), we have
E* [(y,y:)?] = E* [Hrlﬂyt + go||2] < || E* (Hyt n r—l/w?) — O(N)

as. Therefore, 75 >, (y:"y:)* = op(1). One can show that the rest are also op(1) similarly.

Proof of (2). Since

2 2

o I o L. _
z :]E (CJQ\f,t+1|FNt) - NTQUTRWTWRTU = TWTE—u lz—uz—u 177
t

and noting that =% = ¥_, 7! by Claim 1, we have (2).
m
Proof of Theorem [4.4] First recall that B —H'3 = LgDyn (,& — ,uH). So, it suffices

to show that for any A in Theorem [£.4] we have

AKLKi]il A H AN H
———FWTW" = W), = op(1 11
\/N ( )/vbw H’( ) ( )
VNALgEy = Op(1). (12)
Again we can show AKL%]?“’_IWT(WH — W)ulT = op(1) by the same logic of the proof
of Theorem . Writing f £ \;—NWT(WH — W)pH | for u € R™;|jul| < 1 we have

WAxLgS, f = O(|AxLkf||) as. Note that [|[Ax| = O(1), |[Lx|| = 1, and ||f] =

op(1) provided that ||8]| = O(1). We have VNTAgLgYy & = VNnTAgLiEy =

\/%TUTAK <1T®ﬂ>T5 and H(lT ®ﬂ) AT = \/THAKTH = O (1). Therefore, by the

same logic in the proof of Theorem |4.3| we have vV NnTAxLxEy = Op(1). O

9 Proofs for Sections 3.3 & 4.3

Here, we present the proof for the model stationarity and the asymptotic properties of
estimators for AMNAR. First, we provide the theoretical background for the estimation

of latent variables X. Let Q £ [Q| 1y]. For simplicity, ’(xi;), 1" (xi;), 1" (xi;) denote
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the 1%, 2" 37l order derivatives of the log-likelihood function {(y;;; a;;) with regard to xi;,

respectively. Fix a constant s € (0,1/2). Following assumptions are analogous to the

assumptions made in the section 2.2 of |Li et al.| (2023).

L

II.

I1I.

IV.

X is contained in the constrained parameter space

=2 {X: Q'ly = o, QTQ is dingonal, [|X,., = O(1) as N = o0 .

There exist a positive definite K x K matrix €2, and some constant v > 0 such that
%QTQ — )y as N — oo where (), is a diagonal matrix with unique eigenvalues and

1T
Vv — .

I"(-) exists within =. Furthermore, there exists 0 < by, < by such that b, < —1"(:) <

by and |I"(-)| < by within =.
There exist ¢t > 0 and u > 0 such that for all z > 0, P(|l;;'| > z) < exp(—(z/t)").

For any 1 <7 < N, there exist >; such that

_1 o
~ 2 "e0) (i) 4;q; T > B
jiiti

For an integer m and any m node indices Z = (i1, 42, ..., i, ), there exists Sz such that

\/Lﬁ([s(x)]iu [S(x)]iys - [S(X)]im) — N(0,Sz), where S(x) = g—i|x:x is the score vec-

tor evaluated at the true parameters x = vec (XT), and [S(x)]; denotes the subvector

of S(x) corresponding to all latent parameters associated with node i, i.e., x;.

Assumption I is often posed for the sake of theoretical analysis (Ma et al.; [2020). Con-

ditions on QT1y and QTQ in Assumptions I and II ensure the identifiability of v and give

regular conditions on the asymptotic behavior of the covariance structure of latent positions

Q. However, the diagonality assumption can be relaxed as|Li et al. (2023) noted. Assump-

tion III requires o(+) to be a smooth function and [ to be a concave log-likelihood function
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which constitutes a widely accepted class of link functions such as logit links. Assumptions
IV and V ensure the fast decadence of tail density and the asymptotic distributions of

maximum likelihood estimator (Li et al., 2023).

Remark 1. In assumption II, we put an additional assumption as |[v||> /N = v + o(1)
so that AMNAR estimators can obtain a non-singular asymptotic precision matriz. In
ENAR model, by the definition of RDPG, we have ||Up||, < @—;N for all N. Recall
that we assumed that Npy = w (log N) and mn > /TNpx in Theorem . Therefore,
we have ||[Up|l,,, = 0<\/M) so if py = O(N) for e € (0,1), for ezample, we

have || Upll, ., = o(N(<=D/27=1/2) when min (N, T) — oco. Similarly, we have 7 X[l500 =

—s—1/2 T |
O(N—*T~Y2) by the multiplier r = NoTT

9.1 Stationarity

Proof of Theorem (3.4, We have y; = 37" ' GI(rXp + &) + G™y,_,, hence

yi= lim y, = > G/(rXg+& ;).

m—00 -
Jj=0

First we have [[rXp|, = maxi— 7 [x78] < 7| X|l, . [I8]] hence [rXp|, 3 rly inde-

.....

pendently with j. So, we have [E ‘TXB + gt_j

3 C -1y for C =o(1) + E|z]y| + E |e11].

Therefore, we have

E* [wyTy| < [wall, B [lyillo < Zl’wz!ZlE*

=1

(e

T’XB +(€t —j

(e o]

o0
S Z il Y (161 + lal)’ + o(1)
i=1 =0
implying that limy_.., wy Ty, exists almost surely. Next, assume that y; is another strictly
stationary solution with a finite first moment. Then, [E |y;|, < 1n. We have

B waT(ye — 90| = E*| S wa TG (X5 1 &) — wa G5,

j =m
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which is less than

Z [wil Z {(lal+10D)7 (1 +o(1)) + (lo] + 16)™ } + o(1)

up to a constant multiplication for any w € M. By growing m — oo, we again conclude

that y; =y, as. O]

9.2 Consistency

4

Proof of Theorem 4.5, Recalling r = — o(1) as max (N,T) — oo, let Dyy

1
NsVT
VNT diag (rIxi1,1,42). For Q2 f)’lTl\A/ITl\A/If)J’VlT and &y £ f)j\,lTl\A/ITS, we have

= DLt {f);\,lTl\A/IT M — M) L, + f,’M} + i

hence

QDN (flm — fim) = DRLMT(M — M) 1, + Enr.

Claim 1. ,, = Q,,..

Proof. As consequences of Lemma [9.2] we have

XTX XTyt XTﬁAyt XTZt

A 1 Vi'ye YiLay: Y2y
S

NT
t YtTﬁAQ.Vt ViTLAZ;
7,7,
XX AXT EXTLa¢ Ogsng
’ LT+ RUTLAY + Ty O]
:>N,71“r£oo

FUTLAY + 73 o}
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By assumptions in section @, we have ||v|*> = O(N) and +QTQ — Q, hence we can infer
that |QTQ|| = O(N). Therefore, [nTQTv| < [|Q] [|v]| = O(N) for ||| <1 and FXTX —
Q. Since [Xll,, = O (1), we have [X]| = O(VN) hence [[4]] < r[|(Ly — @)™ [X5] <
r|X[[ 18] /(1 = g) = O(rV/'N) as. Therefore, +h;"XT and +h;"X"La9 are O(r) and
LT, LYTLAY, and LYTLA%P are O(r?) as. for all hy € R¥+! such that [[hy|| < 1. This
imply that they are all o(1).

Claim 2. f)]_\,lfl\A/[T(M — M)um = op(1).

Proof.

M is different from M by X only, so we have

Vo

\/#7 Zt v’

hT]f)J_\flTl\A/[T (M - M> fon, = T [X - X| ONX(p-&-?)Lum

S DR AN

| AT 22
Then, by the statements 10.-13. of Lemma 9.1} we have the conclusion by Cramér—Wold.

Claim 3. &y = N(0kipi3, 02Qn).

Proof. We show that for any n € RE+7*3 such that ||n|| < 1, it holds that nT&y =
N(0,0%07Q,,m). Denoting &y = nT]f)]_\,lTMtTSt+1 and Fyy = 0(A, €5, 2551 < N, —00 <
s < t), {32, Ens, Fiie} constitutes a martingale array for each N,¢ < T. Applying
Corollary 3.1 of Hall and Heyde| (2014), we check:

(1) >, E <§]2V,t+11{|5N7t+1|>U}|‘FN15> = op(1).

(2) Zt]E (€]2V,t+1|]:Nt) = 0T Qmn + op(1).

Proof of (1). First, we have

T-1
D (it oo} Fie) €07 2B (S i)
t=0 t
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One can easily verify that
e 2
E (641l Fx0) S ot (nDREMIMD )

First, we have

XTX XTyt XTEAyt XTZt
1 Vi'ye YiLay: Y74

YtT£A2Yt ViTLAZ,

yAYA

Since similar arguments can be used to show the convergence of each entry, take

1 o\ 1 . .
> <WUITXT}’1&) = a2 > T XTyy X
t t

for example, where 1; € R¥; ||n;|| < 1. Then, we have

> Xy Xy =y {Ir @ (Xmn™X7) by
t

=M% +0) Ir @ {(A+X)mm ™ (A +X)TH (Y25 + ).

Denoting X — X by A, recall that |A|| = O(1) whp. and ||¥]| = O(rv/NT). Letting

S 2 Iy {Ip ® (Xnm™XT)} T/, we have HSH = ||TY2Xam TXTTY2|| < |IT)| || X]|* hence

~ 112
is O(V) as. and || = 7o {(Xnm ™)} < 7 tr (X X2 T < T X1 7| =

O(N?T) as. Note that

E (yTSy) —Etr (Sny) — tr {]E(S)]E (ny)} — Ttr (X ™XTED)

which is bounded above by T"tr (Xn,m X7 ||[EL|| < T'|X||*E ||T|| = O(T | X|*) = O(NT).

Applying Theorem [8.3] we get

P [ NAT4? N2T2v}>

578y — (yTSy)‘ > NQT%} < 2exp (—cmin{ ) —
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and note that E (SITS}?) = 0(N?T?) by dominated convergence. Similarly, we note that
UT{Ip @ (X ™XT)} ¥ = O(r2N?T) as. hence Y, "Xy, y,"Xn = op(N?T?) in con-
clusion. The rest of the proof uses the same logic as well so is omitted here. Noting
that both y and Z; have finite fourth-order moments, one can show that the rest terms of
> (nT]ﬁﬁlTl\A/ItT l\A/Ltf);,lTn)2 are also op(N?T?) similarly.

Proof of (2). Since Q,, = O, + op(1), we directly have (2). O

9.3 Asymptotic results

Lemma 9.1. Let h; € R/ for j; = K + 1, j, = p be real vectors such that ||h;|| < 1. Then
under the conditions of Theorem [{.5, there exist Ny, Ty > 0 and vy(No,Ty) € (0,1) such

that for all v € (0,v9) and N > Ny, T > Ty, the statements 0.-13. hold.

0. P | |y (X7X = X7X) hy| > 0] < e

1P ([T 3, (Kry, = X70)| > v) < 207V T g

2. P [ﬁ ‘th > (XTEAyt - XT£A¢)‘ > U} < 9e—aNTv? | 9o—caNTV? |

3. P <ﬁ S, h TXTZhy| > U) < 9e=aN?Tv? | 9,—eaNTv? | ¢

4. P [ 13, (vTy: — tr ED — ¢T9)| > 0] < 9e—cINTV? | 9, —caNTv?/r?

5. P [NL 1> Ay Lay: — Y LaY —tr E (LAT)} > U] < 9e~aNTV® 4 9,—caNTv?/r?
6. P (NL 1> i Zihy| > U) < 2e~NTV /p 4 9,—caNTV?/r? 4 ¢

7. P [NL }Zt {ytTLA yi — UTLA%) — tr E (£A2p)}‘ > U} < 2e—cINTV? | 9 —csNTv?/r?
8. I (NL 122 ¥:'LaZihy| > U) < 2~ NTV P | 9p=aNTW3/r® 4 ¢

9. P[5 [ho" 3, (2,7 Zy — £.) hy| > v] < 2e7 VTV

10. P [ |7 (X=X) 8| > o] <

11 P | [y (X _ X) 5‘ > ’U] < 26NV |

12. P UNT Y ViTLa (X—X) ﬁ‘ > U] < QemeNvi/r? 4
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13.113[&7

hy" > Z,7 (X — X> 6‘ > v} < 27NVt 4 ¢
where ¢y, ...,c3 > 0 are constants.
Proof of 0. First note that XTX — XTX = AT (A +X)+ XTA and h;TATAh; <

IA> < |A]% = Op(1). Also, [|ATX|| = Op(||X]|). Therefore,
P l ‘th (XTX - XTX> hl‘ > vl <e€
N
provided that Nv = w (||X]|). Since ||X]| /N = O (1/\/N) and 1/v/N = o(1), we have the

conclusion.

Proof of 1. Note that
T
S by (XTYt _ X%) = hy" (17 ® AT, Y2y + 07 (1, @ X)T I, Y2y
t=1
+ThyTATY) = h;"STy + h,"STy + Th;TAT.

where S 2 1,2 (1, ® A) and S 2 I',V? (17 ® X). Since thl

= Op <\/T ), by Theorem
8.2 we have

ST

_ N2T2 2
> NTU) < 2exp (%) + e

P

Likewise, since HSH = O(VT|X|) = O(VNT) as., by Lemmaagain we have [P <‘hﬂ§§f‘ > NT’U> <

2exp {—caNTv?*}. Also, T |hyTATY| = Op(rT ||X]). By selecting v such that vV NTv =
w(rT || X]]), that is, v = w (rﬁ) where rv/T = 0(1), we obtain the conclusion for all large
enough N and T O

Proof of 2. First note that

h;,’ Z (XTEAYt - XTL‘A@Z)) =h,"[1r @ {LAA}]T Fy1/23~’

t

+h T {17 ® LAX}TT,25 + Th TATL A%,

For S 2 I,Y2{1; ® (LaA)} and S 2 T, {17 ® (LoX)}, we have ’ = Op(VT)

Shl‘

because p(La) = O(1) as. hence P ( h,"STy

> NTU) < 2exp (ﬂ) + €. Since
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th1 =0 (\/THXH) as., we have IP <]h1TSTSf| > NTU) < 2exp {—cNTv?}. The tail

probability of T'|hyTATLA 1| can be bounded similarly to the proof of statement 1. O]
Proof of 3. Let Z £ [Z,, ..., Z7y_,7]" and S21,®A and S 2 1, ® X. Then, we can

express » h,"X7Z,h, as tr <Zh2h1TST) + tr <Zh2h1TST). This is equal to
vec (hohy )T {Ip ® (S + §>T} vec (Z) .

I,® STH =0 (\/T ||X||> Therefore, by Theorem

Note that ||I, ® QTH = Op (\/T) and

8.2 we have

N2T2 2
P > NTv| < 2exp (—%) +2exp (= NTv?) +e.

Z h,"X"Z;h,
t

Proof of 4. First we have

2
S ety — o) = |1y + 0| = Tt = gryy 4 20, 2,
t
Note that |Ty |5 = S M 6i(Ty)? = O(NT) as. By Theorem m, we have
P (|y'Tyy — TtrEl'| > NTv) < 2exp (—cmin {NTv*, NTv}) .

By Lemma 8.1}

P (20T, 25| > NTv) < 2exp (—NTv?/r?)

2
since [Ty V20" < Iy | Twm = O (2T |XI?) = O(>NT) as =

Proof of 5. Let Sy 2 Fy1/2 (Ir ® La) Fy1/2. We have
T
>y Laye— 6TLat = (T2 +0) (Ir @ La) (Ty/25 + W) = TyTLaY
t

=y'Say + Q\IJTFJ%SAY
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Also,

1Sally = tr[(Ir ® La) Ty (Ir ® L&) Ty] < tr (Ty2) ||Ir ® La%]| = O(NT) as.

HsAryféqJH ~0 (rﬁnxn) as.
We can apply Lemmas [8.3] and [8.1] to directly obtain the following:

P [|y"Say — TEtr (LAT)| > NTv] < 2exp (—cmin { NTv*, NTv})

P quﬂry—%sAy‘ > NTo| < 2exp (~eNTv?/r?)

Proof of 6. We have
S ¥ Zh, = (rylﬂy + w)T Zh, — tr (hzyTrsz) +tr (ho UTZ)
t
— vec (§hyT)T (1,, ® ryl/Q) vec (Z) + vee (Why")T (L, @ Lyp) vec (Z).

Therefore, since ||I'y|| = O(1) as., < |lvec (yho')|| which is

‘ (Ip ® Fy1/2> vec (yheT)
concentrated around /NTp (Vershynin, 2018) hence is O(y/NTp) whp. Also, we have

(T, © Tr) vee (Wh")|| = O (/T X[} as. By Lemma ,

P ( Z vi'Z:hy
t

provided that NTv = w(/NTp). O

et NTv?

>NTU> < 2exp <— ) + 2exp (—CQNTU2/7“2)—|—€

Proof of 7. Similarly to the proof of statement 5., let Sp £ Fy1/2 (IT ® £A2) Fy1/2

and check that

ISallz < tr (Ty?) |[Ir ® £ao*|| = O(NT) as.,

’sAry*%qJH =0 (VTIX]) as.

Again by Lemmas [8.3] and we directly have the result by the same technique used in

the proof of statement 5. O
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Proof of 8. Since ||[£a|| < 1, the proof coincides with the proof of statement 6. O

Proof of 10. Note that ||A||* = Op (1). Also, ||8]| = O(1). So, since

By TXTAB| < (A + IXI) 1AL 18] = Op(IX1),

by letting v = ( HXH) where we have - |X” O(r/v/T) and r = o(1/v/T), we have

NG

the conclusion. O
Proof of 11. Similar to the proof of 1., taking S £ Fy1/2 (17 ® A) which has the

spectral norm of Op (\/T ), we have
ZytTAB ( 2y 4 ) (1p @ A) B =y7SB + UTT, 288.
First noting that ||8|| = O(1) as K — oo, Lemma [8.1] gives

P (r

It is straightforward that r ’\IITFy_%Sﬁ‘ = Op(r®T || X||) hence by letting VNTv = w(r?V/NT),

. —eNTW?
wsg’ > \/NTU) < 2exp (%) te
T

ie,v=w (rQ\/T), we obtain the conclusion. O
Proof of 12. Let S 2 T, /? {1, ® (LA A)} which is of Op (\/T) The rest of the proof
coincides with the proof of 11. n
Proof of 13. This follows by noting that vec (hy87)"{I, ® (17 ® A)T} is of Op(V/T).

O

Lemma 9.2. There exist Ny, Ty > 0 and vo(Ny, Ty) € (0,1) such that for all v € (0, vg)

and N > Ny, T > T,

P

sup
heRK+7+2;||h|| <1

. NT
hT (Qm—Qm> h‘ > v] < K? {e+exp (—cv ?>}

9.4 Theories for Corollary Models

Similarly, we verify the asymptotic properties of AMNAR with finite 7.
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Proof of Theorem

Let Dy £ VN diag (rIks1,1,42). Then, VTDy = Dyr. We have

fim = DL (Qm> - DL MT { <M - M) S + Myt + 8}
-1

DL, . R
= oy {DRANT (M= M)y + Ent} +

hence

_ ~ - £
QDN (fln — pim) = JT MT(M — M)y, + \/_1\%

wh
=
)ﬂ'—'

Claim 1. Qm = Q.

Proof. This is true under finite 7" as well as Lemma [9.1] and [9.2] imply when we fix
T ="1T,>0.

Claim 2. f)j\,lTl\A/[T(M — M)um = op(1).

Proof. By the statements 10.-13. of Lemma [9.1] with fixed 7" = T > 0, we have the
conclusion for N — oo.

Claim 3. &y = N(0k1pr3,02Q0).

Proof. Recall that r = ©(N~*). Then, this directly holds by noticing that the Claim
3 of the proof of Theorem also holds for fixed T' =Ty > 0 and N — oc.

Therefore, by Claims 1-3, the asymptotic normality follows. m
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10 Additional tables and figures

10.1 Simulation

The figure[AT] displays the boxplots of estimates of § and « parameters with growing N and
T when the data is generated from NAR and ENAR models respectively. The simulation

setup and the figure has been described in the main text.

RMSE of 8 RMSE of a
i~ NAR, A~DCMMSBM i~ NAR, A~DCMMSBM

model ES enar B3 nar model ES enar B3 nar

40 160 320 40 160 320

0.6

0.

kS

0.

AR A o T o

0.6

N

IS

T

0.
0.

. é %%ﬁéﬁ ééii iiii ééééé% %éﬁéﬁé@ ééééééé

N

4 80 160 320 40 80 160 320 40 80 160 320 40 80 160 320 40 80 160 320 40 80 160 320
N N

Figure Al: Boxplot of estimates of # and o from AMNAR, ENAR, and NAR model when

data is generated from NAR model with DCMMSBM.

10.2 Real data analysis

The table[A1|below displays parameter estimates along with standard errors for the Knecht

dataset.
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Table A1l: Parameter estimates and standard errors for the OLS, NAR and ENAR models

fitted to the alcohol consumption data and delinquency data.

Dependent variable:

Alcohol Consumption Delinquency

OLS NAR ENAR OLS NAR ENAR

Alc. previous 0.278 0.372 0.101 0.164
(0.283)  (0.310) (0.176)  (0.151)

Peer effect 0.708 1.788 —-0.714  —0.375
(0.725)  (1.253) (0.583)  (0.321)

Sex —-0.533 —0.328 —0.669 | —0.061 —0.369 —0.083

(0.480)  (0.513)  (1.284) | (0.250) (0.661)  (0.243)
Age 0020 0182 0212 | —0.003 —0.050  0.009
(0.472)  (0.497)  (0.560) | (0.245)  (0.286)  (0.240)
Ethnicity 0444 0224  0.144 | —0595 —0.646 —0.591
(0.815)  (0.853)  (0.891) | (0.424) (0.459)  (0.415)
Religion 0.664™ 0540 0525 | 0277 0310  0.294

(0.315)  (0.336)  (0.356) | (0.164) (0.189)  (0.176)

The figure displays the predicted responses against the actual ones to show the
quality of predictions.
Table provides estimates from ENAR and NAR for one representative model with

T = 520.

69



Vam, _
g E

predictio

i $$ $$$

aaaaa

Figure A2: Boxplots of predicted values from the 3 models for different labels of actual

values for the response on (a) alcohol and (b) delinquency

Table A2: Estimates of ENAR and NAR model for the Wind speed data where the model

is fit on data between T' = [1, 520].

Dependent variable:

Wind speed

ENAR NAR
Ylagged 0.810** 0.823***

(0.003) (0.002)
LYlagged  0.096*** 0.081***

(0.003) (0.002)
AIC 53243.98 53576.56
BIC 53394.89 53612.07
Note: *p<0.1; *p<0.05; **p<0.01
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