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Networks are characterized by structural features, such as degree distribution, triangular closures,

and assortativity. This paper addresses the problem of reconstructing instances of continuously

(and non-negatively) weighted networks from given feature values. We introduce the gradient-based

Feature-Based Network Construction (FBNC) framework. FBNC allows for sampling networks that

satisfy prespecified features exactly (hard constraint sampling). Initializing the FBNC gradient de-

scent with a random graph, FBNC can be used as an alternative to exponential random graphs in sam-

pling graphs conditional on given feature values. We establish an implicit regularization approach to

the original feature-fitting loss minimization problem so that FBNC achieves a parsimonious change

in the underlying graph, where the term “implicit” stems from using appropriate norms in the very

construction of the FBNC gradient descent. In constructing the implicit regularization, we distin-

guish between the case where weights of a link can be chosen from a bounded range, and, the more

demanding case, where the weight matrix of the graph constitutes a Markov chain. We show that

FBNC expands to “what-if analysis” of networks, that is, for a given initial network and a set of

features satisfied by this network, FBNC finds the network closest to the initial network with some

of the feature values adjusted or new features added. Numerical experiments in social network man-

agement and financial network regulation demonstrate the value of FBNC for graph (re)construction

and what-if analysis.

Keywords: Network construction, steepest feasible descent, network what-if analysis, implicit regularization

I. INTRODUCTION

Networks, broadly defined as systems of interconnected entities or nodes, serve as a powerful framework

for modeling complex relationships across a wide range of domains. In this paper we identify networks
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through their weight matrices W , where Wij ≥ 0 denotes the weight of link (i, j), with 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N , with

N denoting the number of nodes in the network. In the literature, networks are conveniently classified and

analyzed using structural features, or just features in short. Formally, any feature Φ is a mapping of W to

Φ(W ) ∈ Rd, for d ≥ 1. Examples of some well-known and widely used features include the node strengths

[6], triangular closures and modularity expressing the extent of clustering [49, 50, 59], assortativity for

describing the tendency for nodes to be connected with nodes that are similar [57], centrality providing

information about the relative importance of nodes and links [13, 14], and the Kemeny constant [9, 46]

or effective graph resistance, resp. Kirchhoff index [12, 38], which can be used for measuring network

connectivity.

In this paper, we show how to construct non-negative and finite weighted digraphs satisfying prespeci-

fied features exactly, that is, we introduce an approach to numerically solve the inverse problem of finding

W so that Φi(W ) = ϕi, for i = 1, . . . ,m, for some array of m features (Φ1, . . . ,Φm) and feature val-

ues (ϕ1, . . . , ϕm). We introduce a gradient descent approach, called Feature Based Network Construction

(FBNC), for numerically computing this inverse.

Hard Constraint Sampling. FBNC enables hard constraint sampling of networks, that is, FBNC sam-

ples networks that satisfy prespecified features exactly. Hard constraint sampling offers several key appli-

cations. First, it allows for generating network instances with limited data; see, e.g., Engel et al. [30], Mas-

trandrea et al. [54], Squartini et al. [68] for related works. When detailed information is unavailable due

to privacy concerns (common in social and financial networks), FBNC allows the creation of networks that

meet high-level, known features. Secondly, it is applicable for imputing missing network data, which is

important since network data is often incomplete in practice. FBNC generates plausible data that adheres to

known high-level features for a given network type. Thirdly, it can be applied for random network genera-

tion [24] by simply randomly initializing the gradient descent FBNC algorithm.

Hard constraint sampling differs fundamentally from the weak constraint sampling approach, such as

exponential random graphs [41, 44, 66], which is predominant in the literature. The term “weak” means that

the sampled networks satisfy the desired feature only on average, resulting in a (macro)-canonical ensemble.

In contrast, hard constraint sampling requires that each sampled network satisfies the constraint exactly. This

strict adherence characterizes hard constraint sampling as drawing from the microcanonical ensemble. For a

comprehensive discussion and relevant literature, see Section IV. Throughout this article, we refer to “hard

constraint sampling” simply as “sampling” unless additional clarification is needed.

Implicitly Regularized Hard Constraint Sampling. A key observation for our approach is that the

equivalence class of networks with identical feature values is typically large. Hence, the image of the
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inverse mapping is typically a large set. This opens the opportunity for encoding preference relations for

network realizations when computing the inverse. A powerful instance of such a preference relation is to

find networks in the solution set that are “close” to some given network. Here, next to finding W that such

that Φi(W ) = ϕi, for i = 1, . . . ,m, for some array of features Φi and corresponding values ϕi, we wish

to simultaneously minimize the L1 or L2-distance of W to a given network W0. In the literature, this is

commonly dealt with by explicit regularization where a regularizing term is added to the objective function,

such as Ridge or Lasso regularization [42, 69]. However, we show that this approach does not produce

networks satisfying the hard feature constraints. To overcome this problem, we incorporate the closeness

preference by ensuring the gradient FBNC’s descent trajectory is implicitly regularized via efficient steepest

feasible descent computations in both the L1 and L2-norm. As we show, using the steepest feasible descent

in the L1-norm results in descent steps exclusively changing the weights of links that decrease the loss most

effectively. This is particularly interesting as the network can establish a newly desired feature while only

changing a limited set of links. We call this an implicitly regularized hard constraint sampling approach as

the hard constraint sampling is still guaranteed, while directing the algorithm to prioritize minimal network

changes whenever feasible.

Being able to implicitly regularize network changes, our FBNC algorithm allows for another key appli-

cation: feature-based what-if analysis of networks. By generating feature-satisfying networks that do not

change too much from an existing network, our FBNC algorithm allows for meaningful what-if analyses

of networks for various feature values. For example, we may study how a given network can be changed

to increase its connectivity efficiently (for which we provide examples in Section V). Moreover, the result-

ing network trajectory of our FBNC algorithm can be a road map to realize an additional network feature.

We consider this to be a paradigm shift in (gradient) descent-driven optimization, where not only the final

solution of an algorithm is made fruitful, but its entire trajectory provides valuable insights.

The paper is organized as follows. Section II presents the technical analysis of FBNC and the algorithmic

theory is developed in Section III. We continue by demonstrating how to use our FBNC algorithm for random

network sampling in Section IV. In Section V, we present a numerical example showing how the what-if

analysis can help financial regulators assess the role of exposure diversification on systemic risk in financial

networks. We briefly conclude in Section VI.
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II. FEATURE-BASED NETWORK CONSTRUCTION

In this section, we formally introduce the FBNC framework. We start by briefly introducing the required

notation in Section II A. Then, we outline some of the most commonly used features in Section II B and

we provide the FBNC problem formalizations in Section II C. We conclude with a discussion on (implicit)

regularization approaches for solving the FBNC problem in Section II D.

A. Preliminary notation

Denote an unweighted directed network by G = (V,E), where V = {1, . . . , N} denotes the set of N

nodes, E ⊆ V × V the set of links between nodes. For i ∈ V , we denote by Vi = {j ∈ V : (i, j) ∈ E}

the set of out-neighbors of i. In the following, we assume that Vi contains at least one node j with i ̸= j;

in words, i has at least one node different from itself as an out-neighbor. Similarly, we denote the set of in-

neighbors of i by iV = {j ∈ V : (j, i) ∈ E}. We extend this framework by introducing weights Wi,j ≥ 0

for links (i, j) ∈ E, where we let Wi,j = 0 for (i, j) ̸∈ E. Note that for (i, j) ∈ E the weight may be zero

(i.e., W (i, j) = 0), and we interpret this as the link (i, j) being present but not “active”, which is in contrast

to (i, j) ̸∈ E as this means that link (i, j) is not present and cannot be made active by increasing the weight.

Recall that with slight abuse of notation, we often use W and graph G = (V,E,W ) as synonyms and omit

notation representing possible dependency on (V,E) for simplicity.

B. A Review of (Structural) Features

For a given network G = (V,E) (or W ), a feature function can be defined on the unweighted topology

of the network, that is, on the link set E, or alternatively, on the weights of this topology, which are confined

to W . Note that while an infinite space of feature functions essentially exists, network theory typically

concentrates on a limited set of predominantly utilized network features. Two of the most commonly used

feature functions are the in-degree δ−i = |iV | and out-degree δ+i = |Vi| counting the number of links going

towards and leaving a node i, respectively (or in the case of undirected networks, simply the degree). We

define the weighted versions of the in-strengths

s−i =
∑
j∈iV

Wj,i (1)
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as the sum of link weights pointing towards i, and the out-strengths as the sum of link weights leaving a

node given by

s+i =
∑
j∈Vi

Wi,j (2)

see [6].

In certain contexts, it is desirable to model a graph using a weighted adjacency matrix W that satisfies

the conditions of stochasticity, whereby its entries are non-negative, and the sum of each row is equal to

1. Transition matrix W then models the behavior of a random walker on the graph. This is a commonly

employed method; for example, see Patel et al. [62] and Berkhout and Heidergott [9]. From W , we can

derive specific features yielding insights into the network structure, such as the stationary distribution and

the Kemeny constant.

Table I provides a selection of commonly used features, as well as a short description and a reference

to their mathematical definitions in Appendix A, which are suitable for the network construction algorithm

presented in Section III.

C. The Hard Constraint Sampling Problem

In the context of optimization (with G = (V,E) fixed), let w be the control variable that is a (vector)

parametrization of the weights in W . For i ∈ V , we denote by

w(i,·) = (Wi,j : j ∈ Vi)

the vector of weights in the ith row of W that are feasible for optimization. The concatenation of all such

row vectors w(i,·) is denoted by

w = w(1,·) ∥ w(2,·) ∥ . . . ∥ w(|V |,·), (3)

where x∥y denotes the concatenation to vectors x and y. This allows to express a weight matrix W through

a corresponding weight vector w ∈ R|E|. To that end, let ei ∈ RN denote the i-th basis vector in RN and let

(·)′ denote the transposition of a row-vector. The weight matrix can be retrieved from w in a unique way by

W =
∑

(i,j)∈E

wi,jeie
′
j ,

where for simplicity, we write wi,j for the element in (vector) w that corresponds to entry (i, j) of W , for

(i, j) ∈ E.
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TABLE I: Overview of commonly used features functions. Features with a † are defined using the

transition matrix satisfying the conditions of stochasticity.

Feature function Symbol Description Definition

In-strength s− = (s−i )i∈V The sum of link weights reaching each node i. (1)

Out-strength s+ = (s+i )i∈V The sum of link weights leaving each node i. (2)

Reciprocity r The extent to which nodes reciprocate incoming Appendix A 1

links.

Triangular c The extent to which nodes form closed triplets. Appendix A 2

closures

Modularity Q The extent to which nodes are grouped in Appendix A 3

communities or clusters.

Assortativity ρ Tendency for nodes to link with others that are Appendix A 4

similar in node covariates or a function over the

network itself (e.g., node strengths).

Stationary π = (πi)i∈V The long-run fraction of time the random walker Appendix A 5

distribution† spends at each node i.

Kemeny K The expected time to reach a π-randomly drawn Appendix A 6

constant† node from any arbitrary node.

Effective graph R The sum of electrical resistances in a resistor Appendix A 7

resistance network with edge weights as conductances.

For our analysis, we distinguish between the bounded setting, where a hypercube gives the set of feasible

values of W , and the more restrictive Markov setting, where W is only feasible if W is a stochastic matrix.

This is introduced in the following definition.

Definition 1. The set of feasible weight matrices is denoted by W ∈ {Wb,WM}.

• In the bounded setting, W is given as hypercube Wb := [0, b]|E|, for b > 0.

• In the Markov setting, W is the set WM of all stochastic matrices over (V,E), i.e.,

WM := {w ∈ [0, 1]|E| :
∑
j∈Vi

wi,j = 1, for all i ∈ V },

and we call graph W ∈ WM a Markovian graph.

The goal of FBNC is to enforce several features in a network, such that the constructed network Ŵ

satisfies Φi(Ŵ ) = ϕ∗
i , i = 1, . . . ,m, for the feature functions Φ1, . . . ,Φm and feature values ϕ∗

1, . . . , ϕ
∗
m.
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This can be expressed as minimization of the loss function

J(W,Φ, ϕ∗) :=
m∑
i=1

∥Φi(W )− ϕ∗
i ∥

2
2 , (4)

where for ease of presentation, we assume that the target values in ϕ∗ are scalar. Note that we will often

interchangeably use w and W , thus define feature functions Φ(w) = Φ(W ), and use J(w) to refer to

J(w,Φ, ϕ∗) throughout the rest of the paper. Thus, in terms of w instead of W , FBNC constructs networks

from the set

WΦ,ϕ∗ := argmin
w∈W

J(w,Φ, ϕ∗), (5)

where W ∈ {Wb,WM} is the set of feasible weight values, and Φ is assumed to be a smooth map. If

features Φ with values ϕ∗ are graphical, then by (5)

WΦ,ϕ∗ = {w ∈ W : J(w,Φ, ϕ∗) = 0} ≠ ∅.

It follows that a gradient-based descent algorithm is generally sufficient for solving (5) (we will discuss our

algorithmic approach in Section III). In case non-global minima are found, one can reject the solution and

restart with different initial weights.

A key observation is that one is typically interested in only a handful of features (we will demonstrate

this using the numerical examples in this paper) which renders WΦ,ϕ∗ to be a large set. Hence, when

applying a gradient descent algorithm to finding a minimizer for (5), the limiting network of the gradient

descent solution will depend on the initial value. Figure 1 shows this schematically, w1 and w2 represent

two distinctive initial network instances, the dotted line present the path of the gradient descent algorithm,

and w1 and w2 the respective limiting values.

Note that w1 and w2 solve the hard constraint sampling problem. The fact that the limiting values

wi depend on the initial values wi allows for a straightforward application of this approach to randomly

sampling from WΦ,ϕ∗ . Indeed, randomly initializing the gradient-based descent algorithm yields random

limiting points, and for details we refer to Section IV.

D. The Regularized Hard Constraint Sampling Problem

For the specific purpose of what-if analysis, the additional goal is to minimize the changes in the network

while meeting a new target feature. To formalize, let us view the collection of graphs (V,E,W) as a normed

vector space Vp :=
(
R|E|, ∥ · ∥p

)
, where p ∈ {1, 2}, so that ∥ · ∥1 refers to the taxicab norm, and ∥ · ∥2 refers
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WΦ,ϕ∗

W

w1

w2

w1

w2

FIG. 1: Schematic illustration of two networks obtained through adjusting link-weights so that target

feature values are met. Both networks w1 and w2 depend on the initial network given to a gradient-based

algorithm.

to the Euclidean norm. Furthermore, let w(0) denote the weights of the initial network. Similar to (5), our

primal objective is to generate a graph from the target set WΦ,ϕ∗ . Secondarily, we strive to minimize the

difference between the starting graph w(0) and the solution w: ∥w − w(0)∥p, p ∈ {1, 2}, as to regularize

the network changes. This admits the following problem formulation

min ∥w − w(0)∥p

s.t. w ∈ WΦ,ϕ∗ ,
(6)

with WΦ,ϕ∗ given via (5). This formulation essentially defines the problem as a projection in ∥ · ∥p onto the

space WΦ,ϕ∗ . Due to the complex structure of WΦ,ϕ∗ , a solution to problem (6) is generally very difficult to

find, except for special cases. This motives the search for approximate solutions of (6).

A common heuristic for approximately solving (6) is through adding a penalty term to the objective

function:

argmin
w∈W

J(w) + β ∥w − w(0)∥pp , (7)

for some β > 0, also known as Ridge regression in case p = 2, see, e.g., Marquardt and Snee [53],

McDonald [55], and Lasso regression when p = 1, see, e.g., Tibshirani [69]. This approach is referred to

as explicit regularization in the literature. However, as we illustrate in Section III B, the solution set of (7)

does not align with the target set WΦ,ϕ∗ , and in fact, any solution of (7) will only approach the target set,

see Figure 2 for a schematic illustration. Thus, this approach is infeasible for solving (6). An alternative

and more fruitful approach for addressing (6) is using a steepest feasible descent algorithm, where the

steepest feasible descent direction is found within the desired normed vector space Vp. As we will detail in

Section III, we can do so by defining the steepest feasible descent in the desired norm Lp-norm, e.g., see

Byrd and Tapia [17]. Then, using such a steepest descent in the FBNC algorithm, the distance ∥w−w(0)∥p
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is implicitly regularized as at every step k the loss function J(w(k)) is greedily minimized and so guides the

trajectory along a path that minimizes distance within Vp. Numerical examples illustrating this behaviour

are presented in Section III.

WΦ,ϕ∗

W

w(0)

ŵimp

ŵexp

FIG. 2: Schematic illustration of two networks obtained through adjusting link-weights so that target

feature values are met while applying explicit and implicit regularization. Here, ŵexplicit is the result of

using an explicit regularization and does not reach the target set. Instead, an implicitly regularized ŵimplicit

does reach the target set.

We conclude by remarking that when WΦ,ϕ∗ can be represented by linear (or linearizable) constraints,

we can formulate problem (6) using (Mixed-Integer) Linear Programming. However, many network features

exhibit non-linearity, rendering this approach impractical.

III. DESCENT ALGORITHMS FOR FBNC

In this section, we will detail our algorithmic approach to solve the FBNC problems in (5) and (6). Our

steepest feasible descent algorithm is specifically designed for solving (6), but since (6) is an extension of

(5), we also use this algorithm for solving (5).

This section is organized as follows. First, we introduce the steepest feasible descent algorithm and es-

tablish bounds on step sizes to ensure feasibility. In Section III B, we explain how to compute the steepest

feasible descent direction for graphs defined on hypercubes, considering both the taxicab and Euclidean

norms. We also demonstrate that explicit regularization of the loss function is not viable within our frame-

work. Additionally, we highlight the importance of small step sizes in our steepest descent algorithm,

contrary to the common practice of using larger step sizes in steepest feasible descent methods in the ex-

isting literature. We then proceed with explaining how to compute the steepest feasible descent direction

for Markovian graphs, considering both the taxicab and Euclidean norms in Section III C. We conclude by

showing how we can use a projection to approximate the steepest feasible descent direction in Section III D.
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A. Steepest Feasible Descent

For given Φ and ϕ∗, the loss function J , defined in (4), is a mapping from (W, ∥ · ∥p) onto (R, ∥ · ∥). We

will impose throughout the paper the following condition:

(A1) J is (Fréchet) differentiable in all w ∈ {w ∈ W : J(w) < ∞}, where W = Wb in the bounded

setting and W = WM in the Markov setting.

Fréchet differentiability is ensured by the existence of a bounded linear operator C(w) such that

lim
z∈Z,z ̸=w,z→w

∥J(z)− J(w)− C(w)(z − w))∥p
∥z − w∥p

= 0, (8)

for p = 2, and Z = Zb := R|E| in the bounded setting or Z = ZM := {z ∈ R|E| :
∑

j∈Vi
zi,j =

1,∀i ∈ V } in the Markov setting. Note that if (8) holds for p = 2, the same C(w) for p = 1 ensures (8)

is satisfied. Condition (A1) implies J(w) is a well-defined mathematical object not only on W but also

in a neighborhood around W’s boundary. For simple features such as in- and out-strengths, this is easy

to see. For features based on the Markov setting (i.e., W = WM ), we note that while w ∈ ZM \ WM

has no interpretation as Markov chain (as z contains at least one negative element), the analytical formulas

for features and their derivatives extend beyond WM . For a discussion of this and for explicit derivative

expression using matrix calculus, we refer to Conlisk [23] and Caswell [19].

Furthermore, let ∇J(w) := C(w) in (8). We require the following condition, which will be assumed

throughout the paper:

(A2) ∇J(w) is continuous in all w ∈ {w ∈ W : J(w) < ∞}.

Combining (A1) and (A2), we obtain that J is continuously differentiable in all w ∈ {w ∈ W : J(w) < ∞},

which we will use for the convergence of the steepest feasible descent algorithm presented later in this

section.

Some features in Table I do not immediately satisfy (A1) and (A2) . For example, modularity and

assortativity, see Appendix A 3 and A 4, are not defined for all in W ∈ W and therefore are not continuously

differentiable everywhere. In the case of modularity, it sufficient for continuous differentiability to assume

that the graph has a positive sum of weights, i.e., we can impose an arbitrary small ε > 0 on all links

(i, j) ∈ E. In the case of assortativity, imposing non-identical in-strengths ensures that a slightly adapted

version of (A1) and (A2) are satisfied (we will elaborate more on this later in this section). Moreover, the

stationary distribution π (Appendix A 5) exclusively exists if w induces an irreducible Markovian graph and
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therefore is not differentiable for all w ∈ WM . The use of stationary distribution π as feature can be allowed

by assuming that G = (V,E) is strongly connected and ensuring a Markovian graph w is irreducible. To

achieve this, we can also impose an arbitrarily small ε > 0 on all links (i, j) ∈ E, so that (A1) and (A2) are

satisfied. Note that that the Kemeny constant K (Appendix A 6) does satisfy (A1) and (A2) as continuous

differentiability is only violated when w ∈ WM induces a reducible Markovian graph. However, for these

w it holds J(w) = ∞ and hence such w are no limiting points of any steepest decent algorithm. A similar

argument can be made for the effective graph resistance (Appendix A 7).

For w ∈ W , we denote the set of feasible directions for w ∈ W as

∆(w;W, p) := {d ∈ R|E| : ∥d∥p ≤ 1 ∧ ∃η̂ : w + ηd ∈ W, 0 < η ≤ η̂},

where in the following, we will simply write ∆(w; p). In words, one can transverse from w along d ∈

∆(w; p) for a sufficiently small distance without leaving W . For any feasible direction d at w, we can

define the directional derivative along d through

∂dJ(w) = lim
η→0

J (w + ηd)− J(w)

η
. (9)

A steepest feasible descent at w for norm p can now be defined through

δ(w, p) ∈ argmin
d∈∆(w;p)

∂dJ(w). (10)

In case the set on the above right-hand side has more than one element, we choose δ(w; p) randomly from

this set. Now that we have introduced δ(w, p), we can define FBNC formally.

Definition 2. (FNBC and trajectory) The FBNC algorithm is a algorithmic mapping F , where F is built

as a steepest descent algorithm. To that end, we choose W ∈ {Wb,WM} and p ∈ {1, 2}, and we denote

the maximum number of descent steps by T ∈ N, the step size sequence by {α(k)} with α(k) > 0, and the

loss function J(w) as in (4) for some feature functions Φ with target feature values ϕ∗. For w ∈ W , the

algorithmic mapping is specified by

F(W,p,J)(w) := F(W,p,J ;α,T,γ)(w) =: w(T ),

with γ denoting a convergence parameter, which, if not noted otherwise, is used to terminate the algorithm

if ∥Φi(w) − ϕ∗
i ∥2 < γ, for i = 1, . . . ,m. We call the network sequence {w(k) : k = 0, . . . , T}, with

w(0) = w and

w(k + 1) = w(k) + α(k)δ(w(k), p) ∈ W, ∀k = 0, 1, 2, . . . , T − 1, (11)

the path or trajectory of F(W,p,J)(w) (resp. FBNC), where δ(w(k), p) is a steepest feasible descent direction

for p as in (10) (again, we suppress W for notational convenience).
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For the step size sequence {α(k)} we take a fixed (generally small) α to implicitly regularize the tra-

jectory {w(k)}. We will further elaborate on the need for small step sizes in Section III B. To ensure the

feasibility of {w(k)}, we bound the step size by a maximal step size possible. This is an effective way of

enforcing the non-negativity constraints of W and commonly applied in methods such as the Frank-Wolfe

algorithm [34].

For bounding the step size, we let α > 0 denote a fixed constant (generally small if regularization is

required). Assume δ(w(k), p) ̸= 0 so that for the bounded setting, i.e., W = Wb, we use

α(k) = min

(
α, min

(i,j)∈E:δ(w(k),p)i,j ̸=0

(
w(k)i,j

−δ(w(k), p)i,j
1{δ(w(k),p)i,j<0} +

b− w(k)i,j
δ(w(k), p)i,j

1{δ(w(k),p)i,j>0}}
))

,

(12)

and in the Markov setting, i.e., W = WM , we use

α(k) = min

(
α, min

(i,j)∈E:δ(w(k),p)i,j ̸=0

(
w(k)i,j

−δ(w(k), p)i,j
1{δ(w(k),p)i,j<0}}

))
, (13)

where the second terms in both (outer) min{·, ·} operators ensure feasibility of the trajectory {w(k)}.

Moreover, to ensure implicit regularization, we let for each k = 0, 1, 2, . . . , T − 1,

J(w(k)) ≤ J(w(k) + α(k)δ(w(k), p)). (14)

In words, at every k we want to take a descent step. A standard numerical approach to ensure a descent step

is the Armijo rule, that for given α(k) > 0, β ∈ (0, 1), and σ ∈ (0, 1), scales the step size according to

βκα(k) [3, 10], where κ is the first non-negative integer such that the decrease J(w(k))− J(w(k+1)), for

w(k + 1) = w(k) + βκα(k)δ(w(k), p), is larger than the (scaled) linear approximation in w(k + 1), i.e.,

J(w(k))− J(w(k) + βκα(k)δ(w(k), p)) ≥ −σβκα(k)∇δ(w(k),p)J(w(k)). (15)

Here, ∇δ(w(k),p)J(w(k)) is the directional derivative in the steepest feasible descent direction δ(w(k), p).

The Armijo rule ensures a natural trade-off between the distance between w(k) and w(k + 1) in each step

k and the decrease of the loss function (hence helping in implicit regularization). Convergence is assured

by satisfying (A1) and (A2) [10], where parameters σ and β are the tuning parameters that will be fixed

σ = β = 1
2 [3], if not noted otherwise.

It is known that under conditions (A1) and (A2), w(T ) converges towards a stationary point, see Defi-

nition 3, of J(w) as T tends to ∞, for which we provide an exact statement in the following in Theorem 1.

Definition 3. We call any w ∈ W , such that δ(ŵ, p) = 0, a stationary point of J(w).
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Theorem 1. Let W be defined as in Definition 1. Furthermore, let J : W 7→ R satisfy condition (A1) and

(A2) and J(w(0)) < ∞. Then,

ŵ := lim
T→∞

w(T ).

is a stationary point of J , i.e., δ(ŵ, p) = 0.

Proof. For a complete formal proof, we refer to Bertsekas [11]. Here, we give a brief sketch of the proof. Let

ŵ be the limiting point of {w(k)}. By continuity of J(w), {J(ŵ)} is the limiting point of {J(w(k))}. By the

Armijo rule, we have that {J(w(k))} is strictly monotone decreasing. Therefore, assuming J(w(0)) < ∞,

it follows that J(w) is continuously differentiable in {w(k)} as follows from Conditions (A1) and (A2).

Moreover,

J(w(k))− J(w(k + 1)) → 0,

for k → ∞, which implies

−σβκα(k)∇δ(w(k),p)J(w(k)) → 0,

since J is bounded below by 0. Note that βκ ̸→ 0 by convergence of the Armijo rule. Moreover, α(k) →

0 can only occur if the steepest feasible descent direction δ(w(k), p) → 0 by construction. Therefore,

∇δ(w(k),p)J(w(k)) → 0, which implies δ(w(k), p) → 0 and so {w(k)} converges to a stationary point.

If δ(w(T ), p) = 0 in (11), then w(T ) is a stationary point for the loss minimization problem in (5). It

may be the case that w(T ) is not a global minimum, i.e., J(w(T )) > 0, for example, because WΦ,ϕ∗ = ∅,

i.e., the feature setting Φ = ϕ∗ is not graphical. Applying F(W,p,J)(w) to random initializations, we may

test for graphicality; see the following remark.

Remark 1. Let wl be randomly initialized using some probability density function fW(w), for which

fW(w) > 0, for all w ∈ W and fW(w) = 0 for all w /∈ W . If

min{J(F(W,p,J)(w1)), . . . , J(F(W,p,J)(wl))} > 0,

for l −→ ∞, then

P
(
J(F(W,p,J)(w)) > 0

)
−→ 1, for all w ∈ W,

and the problem is not graphical.
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We will proceed with the computation of the steepest feasible descent direction for graphs in the bounded

and Markov settings considering both the taxicab and Euclidean norms. Finding the steepest descent direc-

tion in optimization involves solving an optimization problem, as discussed in previous works like [75] and

[64], and more recently summarized by [21]. As we will show, it is simple to determine the steepest feasible

descent direction in the taxicab norm if the steepest feasible direction in the Euclidean norm is available.

It is worth noting that Gafni and Bertsekas [36] already present efficient methods for finding the steepest

feasible descent direction in the Euclidean norm, especially when dealing with non-negativity or simplex

constraints on control variables. In both settings, our result follows from a straightforward extension of their

work.

B. Steepest Feasible Descent for Graphs over a Hypercube

In this subsection, we consider the steepest feasible descent for graphs in W = Wb. To that end, we

denote by ui,j a vector of size |E| with value 1 at the entry corresponding to (i, j) ∈ E, and 0 otherwise.

Theorem 2. Let w ∈ Wb, then a steepest feasible descent direction is given

(i) for p = 2, by δ(w, 2) =
(

δ̃(w,2)i,j
∥δ̃(w,2)∥2

)
(i,j)∈E

, where

δ̃(w, 2)i,j =


0 (i, j) ∈ A;

−∇J(w)i,j (i, j) /∈ A,

with

A = {(i, j) ∈ E : wi,j = 0 and ∇J(w)i,j > 0, or wi,j = b and ∇J(w)i,j < 0}.

(ii) for p = 1, by

δ(w, 1) =


ui,j if δ(w, 2)i,j > 0;

−ui,j if δ(w, 2)i,j < 0;

0 if δ(w, 2)i,j = 0,

where

(i, j) ∈ argmax
i,j

|δ(w, 2)|,

and |·| transforms the vector to absolute values. In the case that argmaxi,j |δ(w, 2)| is not a singleton

set, we simply choose (i, j) ∈ argmaxi,j |δ(w, 2)| randomly.
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Proof. Let p = 2. Assuming A = ∅, clearly δ(w, 2) points in the opposite direction of ∇J(w) and thereby

is simply the normalized negative gradient. Now assume that A is not empty. Finding the steepest feasible

descent direction involves a projection of −∇J(w) on the subspace {d ∈ R|E| : di,j = 0 for all (i, j) ∈ A},

where

A = {(i, j) ∈ E : wi,j = 0 and ∇J(w)i,j > 0, or wi,j = b and ∇J(w)i,j < 0},

which is the set of elements that would violate the hypercube constraints 0 ≤ wi,j or wi,j ≤ b in the direction

of −∇J(w). This projection is achieved by setting the direction to 0 for all elements in A. By projection, we

preserve the optimality of the direction in its directional derivative, see (9). Normalization of the direction

δ̃(w, 2) to unit length, i.e., δ(w, 2) = δ̃(w, 2)/∥δ̃(w, 2)∥2, also does not affect optimality in the directional

derivative, so it follows that δ(w, 2) is the steepest feasible descent direction.

We proceed by considering p = 1, where we leverage the obtained δ(w, 2). Given the constraint

∥δ(w, 1)∥1 ≤ 1, we know that a corner solution minimizes ∂dJ(w) = d · ∇J(w) by the linearity of the

problem. Thus, we can simply choose the element (i, j) of δ(w, 2) with the steepest potential decrease in the

loss function J(w) and let δ(w, 1) = ui,j if δ(w, 2)i,j > 0 and δ(w, 1) = −ui,j if δ(w, 2)i,j < 0. Finally,

when δ(w, 2)i,j = 0, we simply let δ(w, 1) = 0. Therefore, it follows that ∥δ(w, 1)∥1 ≤ 1 is satisfied. Note

that the direction in (i, j) is feasible by the construction of δ(w, 2).

In slight abuse of notation, we refer to the steepest feasible descent in (i) of Theorem 2 in a subsuming

way L2-descent, and the steepest descent in (ii) of Theorem 2 as L1-descent.

As Theorem 2 shows, the choice of p impacts the steepest descent direction and thus leads to different

implicit regularizations. Moreover, choosing p = 1 leads to a steepest descent that greedily chooses the

best link weight to adjust, thereby having a much more parsimonious impact on the number of links that are

adjusted than the standard steepest descent with p = 2 that potentially changes all links simultaneously.

In the literature, regularization is typically done explicitly by adding a regularizing term to the objective

function. More specifically, the minimization of J(w) is replaced by the minimization of the form in (7).

As Example 1 shows, such explicit regularization renders network construction with hard constraints carried

out by the FBNC algorithm infeasible.

Example 1. Let us consider the set of networks with node set V = {1, 2}, link set E = {(1, 2), (2, 1)}, and

link weights w = (w1,2, w2,1) with w ∈ Wb = [0, 1]2. Consider the feature

Φ(w) = w1,2 + 2w2,1,
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and suppose we want to construct graphs such that Φ(w) = 1. This leads to the loss function

J(w) = ∥w1,2 + 2w2,1 − 1∥22 .

For explicit regularization we add the regularizer β(∥w − w(0)∥p
)p to J(w) for some β > 0. We choose

β = 1 and consider the extended loss function

Ĵp(w) = J(w) + ∥w − w(0)∥pp,

for p = 1, 2.

In Figure 3-6, we visualize the paths of F([0,1]2,p,J ;α,T,γ)(w) for w ∈ Wb for various choices for the loss

function and norm, and choose T = 10000, α = 10−3, and γ = 10−3. More specifically, by choosing an

initial point w in [0, 1]2 and following the green lines (indicating the steepest descent direction), we can

trace the path the algorithm will follow. The red line denotes the target set.

Figure 3 shows the trajectories of F([0,1]2,2,Ĵ2)
(w), i.e., algorithm (11) applied to Ĵ2(w). Figure 3 shows

that the explicit regularization approach prevents the algorithm from reaching the target set. This is opposed

to Figure 4, where we apply F([0,1]2,2,J)(w) which uses implicit regularization via the L2-norm and finds the

target set while minimizing the distance of {w(k)} to w(0).

Figure 5 and Figure 6 show the same effect when instead of ∥w − w(0)∥22 the factor ∥w − w(0)∥11 is

used for explicit regularization in the L1-norm. In both settings, explicit regularization does prevent the loss

function J(w) from becoming zero.

An important observation is that the choice of p has an impact on the trajectories of the algorithm. Also,

we see that in this case the L2-descent in Figure 4 adjusts both components of w(k), whereas the L1-descent,

only adjusts one component. This result of implicit regularization via the L1-descent can be favorable in

fitting graphs to features. We refer the reader to Section V A for a more elaborate numerical example.

Typically in feasible direction methods, one aims to find step sizes using line search [64, 75]. Long step

sizes may benefit the convergence speed of the algorithm; however, it can harm the implicit regularization

of the solution. This is illustrated in Example 2.

Example 2. Let us reconsider the set of networks from Example 1 with node set V = {1, 2}, link set

E = {(1, 2), (2, 1)}, and link weights w = (w1,2, w2,1) with w ∈ Wb = [0, 1]2. Now, consider the feature

function

Φ(w) = (w1,2 − 1)2 − w2,1,
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FIG. 3: Paths of algorithm (11) for the explicitly

regularized loss function Ĵ2(w) using the

L2-descent, i.e., paths of F([0,1]2,2,Ĵ2)
(w). It

follows that F([0,1]2,2,Ĵ2)
(0, 0) = (0.187, 0.374),

denoted by the orange dot.
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FIG. 4: Paths of algorithm (11) for basic loss

function J(w) using implicit regularization via the

L2-descent, i.e., paths of F([0,1]2,2,J)(w). It follows

that F([0,1]2,2,J2)(0, 0) = (15 ,
2
5), denoted by the

orange dot.
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FIG. 5: Paths of algorithm (11) for the explicitly

regularized loss function Ĵ1(w) using the

L2-descent, i.e., paths of F([0,1]2,2,Ĵ1)
(w). It

follows that F([0,1]2,2,Ĵ1)
(0, 0) = (0, 38), denoted by

the orange dot.
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FIG. 6: Paths of algorithm (11) for the basic loss

function J(w) using implicit regularization via

L1-descent, i.e., paths of F([0,1]2,1,J)(w). It follows

that F([0,1]2,1,J1)(0, 0) = (0, 12), denoted by the

orange dot.
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and suppose we want to construct graphs such that Φ(w) = 0. This leads to the loss function

J(w) =
∥∥∥(w1,2 − 1)2 − w2,1

∥∥∥2
2
.

In Figures 7 and 8, we visualize the target set by the red line. The orange path starting in w(0) = (0, 0)

denotes the sequence w(k) induced by the algorithm in (11) using maximal step size α = 0.001, i.e., we

visualize the output trace of F([0,1]2,p,J) := F([0,1]2,p,J ;α,T,γ)(w(0)), for T = 10000, where p = 2 in Figure 7

and p = 1 in Figure 8. Moreover, we visualize the blue path that denotes the sequence {w̃(k)} starting in

w̃(0) = w(0) = (0, 0) induced by line search algorithm Cauchy’s steepest descent:

w̃(k + 1) = w̃(k) + α(k)δ(w̃, p) k = 0, 1, 2, . . . , T − 1

α(k) = argminα>0 J(w̃(k) + αδ(w̃(k), p).
(16)

We can observe that the blue path with long step size(s) finds a solution on the line spanned by the initial

steepest feasible descent direction (in fact, it is the only iteration of this algorithm). In contrast, the red

path follows a short step size and therefore ensures that we minimize the loss function using a small graph

transformation at every step. Consequently, we find that the distance ∥w(T ) − w(0)∥p is smaller than the

distance ∥w̃(T )−w(0)∥p, for both p ∈ {1, 2}, as can be seen from the black lines that denote all w for which

∥w − w(0)∥p. Hence, the short step size solution is closer to w(0) than the long step size solution. Note

that this small example shows that implicit regularization is not guaranteed to adjust a minimal number of

links. However, in general, it does lead to a strong reduction in the number of links adjusted, see Example 1

and the numerical example in V A.

We conclude this section with Remark 2, showing a simpler expression for the step size in the case where

we consider the L1-descent direction.

Remark 2. Let δ(w(k), 1) be the steepest feasible descent in the kth iteration in the bounded setting. The

step size can then be calculated as

α(k) =


min

(
α,w(k)i,j

)
if δ(w(k), 1)i,j = −1;

min
(
α,

b−w(k)i,j
δ(w(k),1)i,j

)
if δ(w(k), 1)i,j = 1;

0 if δ(w(k), 1)i,j = 0,

which follows from the fact that there exists at most a single nonnegative element δ(w, 1)i,j ∈ {−1, 1}.
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FIG. 7: Paths of steepest feasible descent algorithm

(11) with short step size (orange) and long step size

algorithm (16) (blue) in the L2-normed vector

space V2.
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FIG. 8: Paths of steepest feasible descent algorithm

(11) with short step size (orange) and long step size

algorithm (16) (blue) in the L1-normed vector

space V1.

C. Steepest Feasible Descent for Markovian Graphs

In this section, we present our result for finding the steepest feasible descent direction in the Markov

setting. In fact, the result is quite similar to the bounded setting. Recall for the following that we denote by

ui,j a vector of size |E| with value 1 at the entry corresponding to (i, j) ∈ E, and 0 otherwise.

Theorem 3. Let w ∈ WM , then a steepest feasible descent direction is given

(i) for p = 2, by δ(w, 2) =
(

δ̃(w,2)i,j
∥δ̃(w,2)∥2

)
(i,j)∈E

, where

δ̃(w, 2)i,j =


max {λi −∇J(w)i,j , 0} (i, j) ∈ A;

λi −∇J(w)i,j (i, j) ∈ E \ A,

where λi solves the equation∑
(i,j)∈A

max {λi −∇J(w)i,j , 0}+
∑

(i,j)∈E\A

[λi −∇J(w)i,j ] = 0, (17)

for all i ∈ V , and

A = {(i, j) ∈ E : wi,j = 0}.
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The normalization ensures that ∥δ(w, 2)∥2 = 1 if δ(w, 2) ̸= 0.

(ii) for p = 1, by

δ(w, 1) =
1

2

(
ui,k − ui,j

)
,

where

(i, j, k) ∈ argmax
i,j,k

(δ(w, 2)i,k − δ(w, 2)i,j) .

In the case that argmaxi,j,k (δ(w, 2)i,k − δ(w, 2)i,j) is not a singleton set, we simply choose

(i, j, k) ∈ argmaxi,j,k (δ(w, 2)i,k − δ(w, 2)i,j) randomly.

Proof. For p = 2, we find the steepest feasible descent on the simplex for w(i,·), for i ∈ V , and subsequently

normalize it to satisfy ∥δ(w, 2)∥2 = 1, see Gafni and Bertsekas [36]. Note that (17) is piecewise linear and

therefore efficiently solved.

For p = 1, the proof is very similar to the proof in Theorem 2. We again leverage the obtained δ(w, 2).

Given the constraint ∥δ(w, 1)∥1 ≤ 1 and
∑

j δ(w, 1)i,j = 0, for all i ∈ V , we know that a corner solution

minimizes ∂dJ(w) = d · ∇J(w) by the linearity of the problem. In words, we must find a row i, in

which a weight exchange between two links maximally decreases the loss function. More formally, choose

the element (i, k) of δ(w, 2) with the steepest decrease in loss function J , and similarly choose the element

(i, j) of δ(w, 2) with the steepest increase and let δ(w, 1) = 1
2

(
ui,k−ui,j

)
Note that satisfies ∥δ(w, 1)∥1 ≤ 1

and the directions in (i, k) and (i, j) are both feasible directions by construction of δ(w, 2).

Finally, we obtain a more specific expression for α(k) if we consider the L1-descent direction, see

Remark 3.

Remark 3. Let δ(w(k), 1) be the steepest feasible descent in the kth iteration in the bounded setting. The

step size can then be calculated as

α(k) = min{α, 2w(k)i,j},

which follows from the fact that there is at most one negative element (i, j) for which δ(w, 1)i,j = −1
2 .

D. Steepest Feasible Descent through Projection

An alternative approach to find δ(w, p), for p = 2 specifically, is to utilize a projection on the convex

feasible region W ∈ {Wb,WM}. More formally, let us define

ΠW(w) := argmin
w′∈W

∥w − w′∥2, (18)
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Now one can show that in w, such that δ(w, 2) ̸= 0, it holds that for α → 0,

δα(w, 2) :=
ΠW(w − α∇J(w))− w

∥ΠW(w − α∇J(w))− w∥2
→ δ(w, 2), (19)

see Benveniste et al. [8], Zhang and Nagurney [73]. In case W = Wb, ΠWb(·) is the straightforward

projection on the hypercube and in case W = WM , ΠWM (·) can be constructed using a projection on the

probability simplex of w(i, ·), see, e.g., Condat [22], Perez et al. [63], for all i ∈ V .

We can use an approximation of δ(w, 2) in a descent algorithm similar to (11). Let w̄(k) = ΠW(w(k)−

α∇J(w(k))) and so (w̄(k)−w(k)) is a descent direction (note this direction does not necessarily have unit

length). Now, we can apply the following algorithm:

w(k + 1) = w(k) + α(k)(w̄(k)− w(k)), ∀k = 0, 1, 2, . . . , T − 1, (20)

where α(k) = βκα and α > 0 small for regularization purposes, such that κ is the smallest non-negative

integer satisfying determined following the Armijo rule

J(w(k))− J(w(k) + βκ(w̄(k)− w(k)) ≥ −σβκ∇(w̄(k)−w(k))J(w(k)). (21)

Convergence can be shown by a verbatim repetition of the proof in Theorem 1 [11].

Some features allow for direct enforcement through projection, possibly through iterative projection on

convex sets, such as Dykstra’s method [15]. In this case, there is no need to include these features in the

loss function and we simply enrich W to include these features. For example, we will work with graphs

that satisfy in- and out-strengths in Sections IV and V. In that setting, for given feature functions s+(w) and

s−(w), we let W = {w ∈ Wb : s+(w) = s+∗, s−(w) = s−∗} and find the projection on W using Dykstra’s

method projecting on (scaled) simplices iteratively to enforce the features s+(w) = s+∗ and s−(w) = s−∗.

Moreover, projected gradient descent allows for working with features functions that do not immediately

satisfy continuous differentiability (A1) and (A2) for all w ∈ W . For example, assortativity (Appendix A 4)

does not satisfy (A1) and (A2). However, when assuming non-identical in-strengths s+∗, assortativity does

satisfy continuous differentiability for all w ∈ W = {w ∈ Wb : s−(w) = s+∗}.

IV. APPLICATION: HARD CONSTRAINT SAMPLING OF NETWORKS

In this section, we explain how the FBNC algorithm can be leveraged for network sampling. We argue

that our method is of particular interest when obtaining a maximum entropy distribution of networks is

not required. A particular benefit of our approach is that we force the graph to satisfy features exactly

(as opposed to weak constraint sampling which is predominant in the literature) while allowing for a wide
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variety of features. To illustrate, we provide a numerical example in which there is a need to reconstruct a

network satisfying partially available data. More generally, if one needs an ensemble of networks satisfying

a specific set of features for testing graph-based algorithms, such as clustering algorithms for networks, the

FBNC algorithm can serve as a random network generator.

A. Literature Review

Sampling networks satisfying constraints is a well-studied problem with a strong foundation in the field

of statistical physics. Many approaches aim for sampling of networks with maximum entropy in the dis-

tribution of sampled networks. This is of particular interest in the case of graph reconstruction, where

the distribution of graphs is designed to incorporate the observed information data while being as uncer-

tain as possible with respect to other properties of the graph. Predominant in this literature is the focus

on weak constraint sampling, where “weak constraints” refer to the fact that the sampled networks satisfy

the desired feature(s) only on average and the ensemble of networks to be sampled from is described as

(macro)-canonical.

One of the most well-known examples of weak constraint sampling is the Erdős-Rényi Model (ER-

Mode) introduced by Erdös and Rényi [31]. In this model, the presence of a link between any two possible

nodes in the network is independent and identically distributed by a Bernoulli random variable with proba-

bility p. It follows that a network sample constructed by this model yields an expected density of the number

of nodes N multiplied by p. Next to the network density, the degree distribution (or sequence) is perhaps

one of the simplest examples of a features that occurs in data-driven studies of real-world networks, and

research on random network models satisfying a degree distribution is abundant [5, 16, 20, 58]. A particular

statistical model in weak constraint network sampling is the Exponential Random Graphs Model (ERGM)

[41, 44, 66], allowing for weak constraint sampling satisfying many different features. We postpone the

discussion of this model and its relation with our work to Section IV D. In these statistical approaches for

network sampling, such as the Erdős-Rényi Model and the Exponential Random Graph Models, one is in-

terested in the probabilities for obtaining a particular network. This allows for estimating expected values

of metrics of random ensembles of networks through sampling, even though none of the sampled networks

may actually satisfy features, see Section IV D later on.

Our FBNC approach belongs to the family of hard constraint sampling approaches, where “hard con-

straints” ensure that sampled networks are guaranteed to satisfy the given features (if possible), for which

the ensemble is described as micro-canonical in the statistical physics literature. A generic statistical model
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for sampling from the micro-canonical ensemble like the EGRM does for the canonical ensemble does not

exist. Most research effort concentrates on sampling unweighted networks satisfying prespecified degree

sequences [4, 7, 33, 47, 56]. For example, Bassler et al. [7] show how binary networks satisfying a degree

sequence and degree assortativity can be sampled. Another strain of methods uses a Bayesian approach,

where prior distributions of links and their weights are assumed. For example, Gandy and Veraart [37]

show how to sample continuously weighted (financial) networks satisfying in- and out-strength sequences.

Glasserman and de Larrea [40] describe an algorithm for sampling weighted binary bipartite and directed

networks satisfying degree sequences. Finally, Squartini et al. [68] provide a good overview of, among other

things, sampling weighted networks satisfying degree sequences and in- and out-strenghts. We extend upon

this literature with the introduction of the FBNC sampling algorithm, allowing for network sampling sat-

isfying any feature function that is continuously differentiable in the link weights of the network, see (A1)

and (A2).

B. The FBNC Sampling Algorithm

We obtain n samples in WΦ,ϕ∗ by taking randomly generated networks wl, l = 1, . . . , L. Assuming E

is known (although it may also be sampled from, for example, the ER-model), let wl be uniformly from W .

Then, we solve the problem in (5) using the mapping F(W,p,J), which maps wl on WΦ,ϕ∗ , with J given as

in (4).

In Example 3 below, we apply the above sampling methodology to a setting similar to Example 1. Due

to the simplicity of the example, we are able to derive a probability distribution over WΦ,ϕ∗ . Indeed, the

distribution on WΦ,ϕ∗ is a symmetric triangular distribution. Noting that in the hard-constraint sampling

setting, the uniform distribution is the maximum entropy distribution, our example quickly shows the distri-

bution of graphs does not satisfy maximal entropy. We note that for such a simple instance the distribution

of initial networks may be successfully adjusted to construct uniform samples from WΦ,ϕ∗ ; however, this

becomes practically infeasible for more complex target sets.

Example 3. Revisit the setting put forward in Example 1 with V = {1, 2}, E = {(1, 2), (2, 1)}, and assume

link weights w = (w1,2, w2,1) with w ∈ Wb = [0, 1]2. Now, let

Φ(w) = w1,2 + w2,1,

and suppose we want to construct graphs w ∈ Wb such that Φ(w) = 1 = ϕ∗. This gives the loss function

J(w) = ∥w1,2 + w2,1 − 1∥22,
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FIG. 9: The steepest feasible descent vector field for J(w). Sampling using a uniform distribution of initial

networks from Wb results in an (almost) triangular distribution from WΦ,ϕ∗ (red line).

Figure 9 shows Wb and indicates the target set WΦ,ϕ∗ by the red line. Figure 9 shows the trajectories

of F([0,1]2,2,J)(w) for w ∈ Wb. For w uniformly sampled on [0, 1]2, the limiting points of F([0,1]2,2,J)(w)

follow a triangular distribution on the red line as shown in Figure 9. This illustrates that the FBNC sampling

algorithm does not construct samples uniformly on WΦ,ϕ∗ .

C. Numerical Example: Reconstruction of Confidential Networks

In this numerical example, we demonstrate constructing networks satisfying features using the FBNC

sampling algorithm for network reconstruction. Let us consider a (real-world) partially available financial

interbank network of N = 8 banks in Argentina during 2018 [32, 39]. We let Wi,j reflect the money lent

from bank i to bank j. Furthermore, we assume that information is available on the total amount of money

lent by each bank, i.e., we suppose that the out-strengths per bank are available and given by

s+∗ = (26.5, 24.9, 30.1, 36.9, 11.1, 24.1, 34.4, 6.3),

see (2) for a definition, as well as the total amount of money borrowed by each bank, i.e., we suppose that

in-strengths per bank are available and given by

s−∗ = (43.8, 35.9, 36.5, 14.6, 26.2, 0.9, 35.6, 0.8).
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To enrich our example, we assume a feature indicating the (relative) dispersion of weights based on the

Herfindahl–Hirschman index, which we will refer to as the concentration index, given by

H(W ) =
∑

(i,j)∈E

(
Wi,j

s+i

)2

, (22)

and its feature value is

H∗ = 2.84.

Moreover, note that graphicality of the three features is automatically satisfied as the features coexist within

the partially available network.

If set of links E is unavailable, we may simply assume that E = V 2 \{(i, i) : i ∈ V }; however, this may

cause network samples to become overly dense. Another approach is to use an appropriate random graph

model to sample the support of the constructed graphs, such as the Erdős-Rényi model, where we estimate

the density of the graph or assume the graph to be sufficiently dense for the features to be graphical. More

informative approaches for choosing E include the in- and out-degree sequence and the in- and out-strength

sequence. We refer the reader to Squartini et al. [68] for an overview of such methods used in network re-

construction. Typical in these approaches is the focus on maximum entropy sampling of networks satisfying

node degrees and/or strengths in expectation or exactly. Our approach differs in the fact that sampled net-

works are from an unknown distribution; however, does allow for sampling of networks satisfying features

beyond node degrees and strengths in the hard constraint setting, such as the concentration index.

In the current example, we will assume we can observe the set of links E of the Argentinian financial

network, as shown in Figure 10. We let

Wb =

[
0,min

(
max

i
s+∗
i ,max

i
s−∗
i

)]|E|
= [0, 36.9]|E|

and we can directly project a w ∈ Wb to the set

W =
{
w ∈ Wb : s+(w) = s+∗, s−(w) = s−∗

}
using Dykstra’s projection method [15]. Now, we can apply the algorithm in (11) with the loss function

J(w) = ∥H(w)−H∗∥22,

to construct L networks via

Ŵl = F(W,2,J ;α,T,γ)(w
l), ∀l = 1, . . . , L,
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FIG. 10: Graph (V,E) used for the Argentinian interbank network reconstruction. The density of the

network equals 0.45.
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FIG. 11: Histogram of reciprocity values for all ŵl,

for l = 1, . . . , 1000.
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FIG. 12: Histogram of assortativity values for all

ŵl for l = 1, . . . , 1000.

where w1, . . . , wL are sampled from W through projecting uniform samples from Wb on W . For the present

example, we let L = 1000 and choose the values α = 20.0 and σ = 0.001 as in the current setting, we

are not necessarily interested in implicit regularization. Additionally, we set T = 10000 and tolerance

parameter γ = 0.001.

In the experiment, all network samples Ŵl, for l = 1, . . . , L, had the requested feature values. In

Figures 11 and 12, we show the diversity of the constructed networks by computing two alternative features:

reciprocity r(w) (see Appendix A 1) and assortativity ρ(w) (see Appendix A 4) for the constructed networks.
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Furthermore, we visualize two samples in Figures 13 and 14. As can be observed in Figures 11 and 12, there

is a wide variety of graphs that satisfy the same link set E, in-strengths, out-strengths, and the concentration

index. The key takeaway from the example is that even for a given link set E and three features (in- and

out-strengths, as well as given concentration index), the target set is rich, and randomly started the FBNC

algorithm constructs a wide variety of samples.
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FIG. 13: Network Ŵ164. Thicker and darker

arrows correspond to larger link weights.
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FIG. 14: Network Ŵ516. Thicker and darker

arrows correspond to larger link weights.

D. Relation to Exponential Random Graph Models

Frequently used models for weak constraint network sampling are Exponential Random Graph Models

(ERGM) [41, 44, 66]. ERGMs are mostly used for modeling unweighted networks, specifically in social

network analysis [51]. The ERGM attempts to model how links are formed in the network. To that end,

a maximal entropy probability distribution is constructed over all networks such that the observed network

features are reproduced in expectation. A particular strength of ERGMs is that any structural feature can be

used. Therefore, the ER-Model can be considered a special case for the ERGM. The flexibility of features

used allows us the ERGM to model a vast array of networks, including both directed and undirected net-

works, and finally, the specification of the ensemble model can be transformed onto the support of the space

of weighted networks, introducing the Generalized Exponential Random Graph Model (GERMG) [26, 48].

To obtain network samples using ERGMs, we would first need to construct the ensemble model. The
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parameters of the ensemble model are estimated by Maximum Likelihood Estimation, which is usually

approximated using a Markov Chain Monte Carlo approach due to the inherent intractability, see Snijders

[66]. Then, we can sample networks from this ensemble model using a similar Markov Chain Monte Carlo

approach.

Although weak sampling methods are powerful in explaining relationships in networks, they are not

directly applicable to constructing networks from the micro-canonical ensemble in case of continuously

weighted features. Such ensembles are defined by hard constraints that span the target set in a subspace.

Hence, the probability for sampling graphs strictly satisfying a continuously weighted feature up to a toler-

ance parameter γ, that is, |Φ(w)− ϕ∗| ≤ γ, tends to 0 as γ → 0.

V. APPLICATION: WHAT-IF ANALYSIS

In this section, we show how the FBNC algorithm can be used for what-if analyses to get insight into the

impact of stimulating a certain feature (value) in an existing network, for example, a feature that expresses

network connectivity. This type of analysis can help managing desirable features in the network structure.

Moreover, the resulting steepest descent trajectory can be a road map to realize an additional feature value

in an existing network, thus providing a useful tool in policy development.

Section V A provides a social network example in which network connectivity is increased using the

FBNC algorithm. Section V B demonstrates how financial exposures can be efficiently diversified in finan-

cial networks, aiming to reduce potential systemic risk.

A. A Social Network Example

In this section, for improving its connectivity using a small number of additional links. Let us consider

a (fictive) organizational network W0 of N = 27 agents as shown in Figure 15. Matrix W0 ∈ WM is

stochastic, so that link weights reflect the relative strength of an advice-seeking relationship between a pair

of agents. Colors indicate clusters of agents.

Features of interest in organizational networks, like the one in Figure 15, are related to connectivity or

cohesiveness of the network, as they allow to assess the level of knowledge dissemination throughout an

organization [2, 72, 74] and the effectiveness of the decision-making process [25]. For these reasons, we

will in the following use features capturing modularity and connectedness. For W ∈ W , let Φ1(W ) denote

the modularity of W [59], and let Φ2(W ) denote the connectivity of G expressed via the Kemeny constant

[46] (Φ2(W ) = ∞ in case W is not connected). For both feature functions, we will provide a detailed
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FIG. 15: Social network of N = 27 agents with modularity Φ1(W0) = 0.356 and Kemeny constant

Φ2(W0) = 63.277. Closely interconnected nodes are assigned to one out of three clusters. Thicker edges

represent larger edge weights.

definition later in Appendix A 3, A 6).

The question we now address is: what is the impact on the given network if the connectivity is increased

to a given level? This is a what-if analysis in which we adjust a single feature of a given network while

aiming to minimally affect the overall network structure. Suppose we want to adjust the connectivity feature

for W0 from the actual value Φ2(W0) to, say, 1
2Φ2(W0). As the Kemeny constant is inversely related to

network connectivity, this will result in a better-connected network. To achieve this, we let E = V 2\{(i, i) :

i ∈ V } and apply F(W,p,∥K(W )−31.638∥22)
(w(0)) for solving

min ∥w − w(0)∥p

s.t. w ∈ WK(W ),31.638,

where p ∈ {1, 2}, which provides insight into what (potentially non-existing) ties should be stimulated to

improve connectivity.

First, let us consider the L2-descent FBNC algorithm, where we obtain the (densely) constructed network

Ŵ1 = F(WM ,2,∥K(w)−31.638∥22)
(w(0)) ,

as depicted in Figure 16 (left), where α = 10−3, γ = 10−3 and T = 10000, which is sufficiently large

to reach convergence. One could argue that less invasive network transformations in the number of link

adjustments often provide much more insight into how the network structure must change to satisfy a certain
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FIG. 16: Two adjustments Ŵ1 (left) and Ŵ2 (right) of W0 (see Figure 15), with equivalent increase of

connectivity, i.e., Φ2(Ŵ1) = Φ2(Ŵ2) = 31.638 = 1
2Φ2(W0). New links are shown in green and made

thicker for visibility. The densely constructed network Ŵ1 contains many new small weighted links,

whereas the more parsimoniously constructed network Ŵ2 contains few (but more significant) new links.

feature (e.g., what links to stimulate to improve connectivity within an organization, instead of stimulating

all non-present links). Implicit regularization via the L1-norm in this case has the benefit that the network

is transformed using only a subset of links compared with the L2-norm regularization, while still fitting the

desired feature(s) in the network. To that end,

Ŵ2 = F(WM ,1,∥K(w)−31.638∥22)
(w(0)) ,

see Figure 16 (right), for α = 10−3, γ = 10−3 and T = 10000.

Applying the implicit regularization to the FBNC gradient search via the L1-norm shows that it is pos-

sible to improve connectivity using only a small set of new links. Note that our approach does not need a

specification of costs for creating new links to obtain this parsimoniously constructed network. In that sense,

our model is parameter-free for improving graph connectivity where the (sparse) network transformation is

a byproduct of choosing the L1-norm regularization. Moreover, the trajectory of our algorithm can serve as

a road map for policy implementation to improve the connectivity in the network, as it subsequently adds

links with the most potential to improve the connectivity. For the current instance, our algorithm created

the following links in order (1, 26), (15, 22), (15, 21), (1, 20), (24, 20), (19, 20), (24, 14), (24, 18), (1, 14),
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(19, 14), so that (1, 26) can be considered to be the most fruitful potential link, followed by (15, 22), and so

forth.

B. A Financial Network Example

Over the years, banks have become increasingly interconnected through the globalization of finance. Un-

derstanding the effects of these interdependencies is of critical importance in managing so-called systemic

risk, the risk of a strong economic downturn due to cascading failure in the financial sector, see Gandy and

Veraart [37], Hurd et al. [45] for various definitions. To manage systemic risk, regulators need to identify

features of a system that contribute to systemic risk. For example, it has been shown that increasing exposure

diversification can reduce systemic risk [18, 65].

Let us assume that a regulator wants to increase the exposure diversification on systemic risk indicators in

an observed financial network W0, where the nodes represent banks, and the links represent loans between

banks. In our analysis, we will not model banks’ behavior nor specify a policy for how banks may be

regulated to increase or decrease exposure diversification (e.g., the type of incentive for banks to increase or

decrease exposure diversification), but instead, we leverage that our FBNC algorithm allows for producing

versions of W0 as if a policy stimulating exposure diversification is implemented. Here, we assume that

the policy is only successful if it is minimally disruptive on the market and therefore should preserve the

network structure as much as possible. The result of our approach is that we exclusively study the effects of

regulating exposure diversification for a given financial network W0, separately from the policy itself.

Let W0 be the financial network used in Section IV C, where now we postulate that the network is fully

observable (including link weights), see Figure 17 (left). We define the economic needs (the interbank assets

and liabilities) of each bank by the in-strengths and out-strengths. Furthermore, we let the set of links of the

network be defined by the set of trading counterparties: (i, j) ∈ E if Wi,j > 0 and (i, j) /∈ E otherwise,

and accordingly, only lending relationships are parameterized, see (3). Then, we measure the diversification

of exposures using the concentration index H(W ), see (22), where a high (low) concentration index implies

low (high) exposure diversification. For the network W0, the concentration index H(W0) = 2.84.

We will increase the diversification of exposures measured by the concentration index introduced in (22)

of W0, while ensuring the following conditions in the resulting graph Ŵ :

(C1) No interference in counterparties. We ensure that banks are always exposed to the same or fewer

counterparties, as ideally, banks should enjoy autonomy in choosing their counterparties without any

regulatory interference. Therefore, let W0 be parameterized by w(0), using that E = {(i, j) ∈ V 2 :
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(W0)i,j > 0}, so that ŵi,j = 0 if w(0)i,j = 0 for all (i, j) ∈ V 2.

(C2) Equivalent economic needs. We match the total ingoing and outgoing exposures for each bank as

any regulatory policy ideally does not affect the economic needs of each bank, i.e., for all i ∈ V it

holds that ∑
j∈Vi

ŵi,j =
∑
j∈Vi

w(0)i,j and
∑
j∈Vi

ŵj,i =
∑
j∈Vi

w(0)j,i.

(C3) Minimal reconfiguration in the network. We ensure that the resulting exposures are close to the

initial financial network so that ∥ŵ−w(0)∥2 is small, as the implementability of financial regulations

and policies strongly depends on the disruptive effects on the market. In other words, the resulting

financial network structure should not deviate too much from the initial financial network, which

means that we do not significantly alter the overall weights of the network.

The use of the concentration index in (22) for measuring exposure diversification differs from previous

studies investigating exposure diversification in financial networks who mainly focusing on the number of

counterparties as the measure for diversification, e.g., see Allen and Gale [1], Elliott et al. [29], Ma et al.

[52], Nier et al. [60]. However, having many counterparties does not imply a diversified set of exposures, as

almost all lending can be concentrated at a single counterparty. Therefore, we argue for the concentration

index as it effectively captures the dispersion of loans; see (22). A similar measure for quantifying the

diversification of loans to ours is used by Sachs [65] and Capponi et al. [18]. Sachs [65] use an ensemble

of networks with exposure sizes that have varying levels of entropy and subsequently test for systemic risk.

Capponi et al. [18] utilize the work of [27] to model contagion effects for networks with different levels of

loans diversification measured by matrix majorization. Both works conclude that better diversification of

loans can benefit systemic risk.

We let our FNBC algorithm increase exposure diversification in W0 through imposing a lower concen-

tration index; H∗ = 3
4H(W0) = 2.13 (as to increase exposure diversification), by constructing the graph

Ŵ = F(
[0,min(maxi s

+
i ,maxi s

−
i )]

|E|
,2,∥H(w)−2.13∥22

) (w(0)) .
As by construction, we do not optimize the non-existing links, and so we satisfy (C1). We will use the

steepest feasible descent algorithm presented in (11), where we determine the steepest feasible descent

direction δα(w, 2) while imposing the in-strengths and out-strengths as features through projection, thereby

satisfying (C2). Furthermore, choosing a small step size α = 0.05 (and σ = 0.5) will implicitly minimize

∥ŵ − w0∥2, thus satisfying (C3). Finally, we let γ = 10−3 in the termination condition and choose T =



33

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

FIG. 17: W0 (left, H(W0) = 2.84) and Ŵ (right, H(Ŵ ) = 2.13) with increased exposure diversification

while satisfying economic needs and counterparty constraints. Thicker and darker arrows correspond to

larger link weights.

50000, which is large enough for convergence. In Figure 17, we plot the transformation of W0 to Ŵ . The

illustration highlights a noticeable pattern where larger loans decrease in magnitude, while smaller ones

show a corresponding increase.

The matrix Ŵ −W0 specifically shows how the regulator should adjust W0 to increase exposure diver-

sification without interference in counterparties, preserving economic needs, and minimally reconfiguring

the network. Indeed, Ŵ − W0 specifies the set of loans between banks to effectively reduce the exposure

concentration between these banks.

Note that one may want a minimum for the concentration index H(w), which one can find by using

J(w) = H(w). Here, we find ourselves in the context of classic optimization, where we can leverage the

convexity of H , as shown in Lemma 1, allowing us to find a global minimizer for the concentration index

for fixed out-strengths for each bank.

Lemma 1. The concentration index as defined in (22) is a convex function in W , provided that s+i (W ) =

s+∗
i , for i ∈ V .

Proof. Let us rewrite (22)

H(W ) =
∑

(i,j)∈E

(
Wi,j

s+i (W )

)2

=
∑

(i,j)∈E

1(
s+∗
i

)2 ∑
j∈Vi

W 2
i,j . (23)
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By the assumption s+i (W ) = s+∗, we obtain that H(W ) is a sum of convex functions, which shows that

H(W ) is convex. This concludes the proof.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduced the Feature-Based Network Construction (FBNC) framework, a novel ap-

proach for constructing weighted digraphs that satisfy predefined structural features exactly. By leveraging

gradient descent methods, FBNC provides a solution to the inverse problem of network (re)construction, en-

abling the generation of networks tailored to specific high-level features. This framework supports a range

of applications, including random network generation, reconstruction of networks with anonymized repre-

sentations, and imputation of incomplete network data. Additionally, FBNC’s implicit regularization offers

the “what-if analysis”, a means for implementing targeted network features with minimal deviation from the

original network.

Algorithmically, our approach is parameter-free, meaning that we can regularize the resulting graph in

both the L2- or L1-norm without the need for introducing explicit regularization parameters. In fact, we

showed that explicit regularization methods like Ridge or Lasso regularization are infeasible approaches for

realizing a desired feature in the network. Furthermore, we show how the steepest feasible descent can be

computed efficiently for bounded graphs and Markovian graphs.

Future work in hard constraint sampling of networks is to aim for larger network instances by increasing

the scalability of the algorithm used, for example, via a steepest descent estimation with only two function

evaluations Spall [67]. Additionally, the reconstruction of networks can benefit from a careful estimation

of the link set E through methods discussed by Squartini et al. [68] in case the link set is not observable.

Finally, it would be of interest to delve into the possibilities for obtaining a desired distribution of graphs,

possibly by restraining the set of features and tailoring the distribution of initial networks.
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Appendix A: Structural Features

1. Reciprocity

Reciprocity is the tendency of a node i to reciprocate an incoming link from node j ̸= i, by forming

a link towards node j. It is a network measure often used in social network analysis [70]. Also, it is

exclusively used in directed networks, as for undirected networks all links are reciprocated by construction.

The commonly used measure for reciprocity is to count the number of reciprocated links and divide this by

the total number of links [70]. As this yields a discontinuous function, we cannot use this in our setting
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because of Condition (A1). Therefore, we define a new continuous measure for reciprocity:

r(W ) = C−1
∑

(i,j)∈E:(j,i)∈E:i≤j

min (Wi,j ,Wj,i) ,

where we take the sum of the minimal values for each reciprocal relation and use some normalizing constant

C. As the min(·, ·) operator is non-differentiable, we can approximate the minimum in the following fashion:

r(W ) ≈ r̃(W ) = C−1
∑

(i,j)∈E:(j,i)∈E:i≤j

−1

ξ
log

(
e−ξWi,j + e−ξWj,i

N

)
This approximation r̃(W ) becomes asymptotically accurate to r(W ) for ξ −→ ∞. The minimum of this

measure is 0, when there are no reciprocal relations and so Wi,j = 0 for all i ̸= j. The maximum is 1 when

Wi,j = Wi,j for all i ̸= j.

2. Triangular closures

Triangular closures measured using the number of 3-cycles [50]. A 3-cycle exists if node i connects with

node j ̸= i, given that node j has a connection with node k ̸= j and node k a connection with node i ̸= k.

It is an extension of reciprocity, which can be considered a 2-cycle, and is also often used in social network

analysis [43, 71]:

c(W ) = C−1
∑

(i,j,k):(i,j)∈E,(j,k)∈E,(k,i)∈E

min(Wi,j ,Wj,k,Wk,i),

where C is chosen such that c(W ) ∈ [0, 1]. We can approximate the min(·, ·) operator in a similar fashion

as done for reciprocity in Section A 1.

3. Modularity

Modularity is a measure of a network’s clustering [49], and is computed by

Q(W ) =
1

2m

∑
(i,j)∈E

[
W (i, j)−

s−i (W )s+j (W )

2m

]
δci,cj ,

where m =
∑

(i,j)∈E Wi,j , and δci,cj = 1 if both i and j share the same cluster and 0 otherwise.

4. Assortativity

Assortativity is a measure to describe the tendency for nodes to form connections with other nodes that are

similar, also referred to as homophilic behavior [57]. Generally, the degree of a node is used to express
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assortativity; however, other sorts of node attributes can be used too. Depending on the nature of the vari-

able used to define similarity (categorical, ordinal, or continuous), we can construct different assortativity

measures. Here, we will provide an example using the in-strength as (continuous) similarity measure, see

(1) and (2):

ρ(W ) =
σsr(W )√

σs(W )σr(W )
,

σsr(W ) := C−1
∑

(i,j)∈E

Wi,j(s
−
i (W )− ŝ+(W ))(s−j (W )− ŝ−(W )),

σs(W ) := C−1
∑

(i,j)∈E

Wi,j(s
−
i (W )− ŝ+(W ))2,

σr(W ) := C−1
∑

(i,j)∈E

Wi,j(s
−
j (W )− ŝ−(W ))2,

where σsr denotes the weighted covariance between the in-strengths for senders and receivers, and σs and

σr denote the weighted variances of the in-strengths for senders and receivers, respectively. Furthermore,

C =
∑

(i,j)∈E Wi,j , but eventually cancels out, such that ρ(W ) ∈ [−1, 1]. It follows that ρ(W ) is the

weighted correlation between the in-strengths of the nodes. Finally, ŝ+ is the weighted average of the

in-strengths for all senders, and ŝ−(W ) is the weighted average of the in-strengths for all receivers:

ŝ+(W ) = C−1
∑

(i,j)∈E

Wi,js
−
i (W ) = C−1

∑
i∈V

s−i (W )s+i (W ),

ŝ−(W ) = C−1
∑

(i,j)∈E

Wi,js
−
j (W ) = C−1

∑
i∈V

s−i (W )2.

If ρ(W ) = −1, it implies nodes with a high in-strength tend to form connections to nodes with a low

in-strength and vice versa. If ρ(W ) = 1, the reverse is the case.

5. Stationary distribution

Let W ∈ WM such that it satisfies the conditions of stochasticity; that is, its entries are nonnegative, and its

rows sum up to 1. Assuming W is irreducible, we find its stationary distribution by solving the system of

linear equations

π = πW and
N∑
i=1

πi = 1. (A1)
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Specifically, πi describes the long-run fraction of time a random walker modeled by W spends at a certain

node i. Hence, it is commonly used as a measure of the importance of nodes in a network, such as used in

Google’s PageRank algorithm [61].

6. Kemeny constant

Assume that W ∈ WM is stochastic and irreducible. The Kemeny constant is the expected time to reach a

π-randomly drawn node j from (any) node i for transition matrix W . It follows that a low (high) Kemeny

constant implies a high (low) connected network. It can be computed by:

K = tr(D) + 1, (A2)

where D denotes the deviation matrix of W . More formally,

D = (I −W +Π)−1 −Π,

and ergodic projecter Π = limm→∞
1
m

∑m
n=1W

n is a matrix with rows corresponding to π, see Kemeny

and Snell [46]. We refer the reader to Berkhout and Heidergott [9] for a more detailed discussion on the

Kemeny constant as a connectivity measure.

7. Effective graph resistance

The effective graph resistance R can be expressed via a graph’s Laplacian L, where

Li,j =


−Wi,j if i ̸= j;∑N

j=1Wi,j if i = j.

Then, assuming the graph’s weights are symmetric, R can be written in terms of the non-negative eigenval-

ues µ1 ≤ . . . ≤ µN of L [28]:

R = N

N∑
i=2

1

µi
.

Moreover, R can be calculated by the mean first passage times of the random walker induced by the sym-

metric graph W [28, 35, 38]. To that end, let the Markov chain P (W ) be defined via

Pi,j(W ) =
Wi,j∑N
j=1Wi,j

.
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Then, the mean first passage time matrix of P (W ) is defined as

M = (I −D + 1̄1̄⊤ · dg(D)) · dg(Π)−1,

where 1̄ is a vector of ones of size N , and dg(·) refers to the diagonal matrix constructed by positioning the

elements of the input matrix along its diagonal. Then, R can be written as the sum of mean first passage

times:

R =
1∑N

i=1

∑N
j=1Wi,j

∑
i ̸=j

Mi,j .
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