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Abstract. Given the importance of understanding how different innovation processes affect each
other, we have introduced a model for a finite system of interacting innovation processes. The
present work focuses on the second-order asymptotic properties of the model and illustrates how
to leverage the theoretical results in order to make statistical inference on the intensity of the in-
teraction. We apply the proposed tools to two real data sets (from Reddit and Gutenberg).
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1. Introduction

The study of the mechanisms through which novelties emerge, diffuse and trigger further nov-
elties is very important in many research fields (biology, linguistics, social science and others
[7, 8, 14, 29, 30, 31]). We can define a novelty (or innovation) as the first time occurrence of some
event of interest. A widely used mathematical object that models an innovation process is an urn
model with infinitely many colors [32], also known as species sampling sequence [13, 17, 22, 23, 26].
Let C1 be the first observed color, then, given the colors C1, . . . , Ct of the first t extractions, the
color of the (t + 1)-th extracted ball is new (i.e. not already drawn in the previous extractions)
with a probability Z∗

t which is a function of C1, . . . , Ct (sometimes called “birth probability”) and

it is equal to the already observed color c with probability Pc,t =
∑t

n=1Qn,tI{Cn=c}, where Qn,t

is a function of C1, . . . , Ct. The quantities Z∗
t and Qn,t specify the model: precisely, Z∗

t describes
the probability of having a new color (that is a novelty) at time-step t + 1 and Qn,t is the weight
at time-step t associated to extraction n, with 1 ≤ n ≤ t, so that the probability of having at
time-step t + 1 the “old” color c is proportional to the total weight at time-step t associated to
that color (according to a reinforcement mechanism). Note that the number of possible colors is
not fixed a priori, but new colors continuously enter the system. We can see the urn with infinitely
many colors as the space of possibilities, while the sequence of extracted balls with their colors
represents the history which has been actually realized.

The Poisson-Dirichlet model [20, 27, 28] provides the most used example of innovation process.
For this model we have

Z∗
t =

θ + γDt

θ + t
, Qn,t =

1− γ/KCn,t

θ + t
,

and so Pc,t =
Kc,t − γ

θ + t
,

(1)

where 0 ≤ γ < 1, θ > −γ, Dt denotes the number of distinct extracted colors until time-step t
and Kc,t indicates the number of times color c has been drawn until time-step t. In particular, the
probability Pc,t to observe color c is proportional to Kc,t, according to a “preferential attachment”
or “popularity” principle. From an applicative point of view, as an innovation process, the Poisson-
Dirichlet process has the merit to reproduce in many cases the correct basic statistics, namely the
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Heaps’ [18] and the (generalized) Zipf’s laws [34], which quantify, respectively, the rate at which
new elements appear and the frequency distribution of the elements. In particular, the Heaps’ law
states that the number Dt of distinct observed elements (i.e. colors, according to the metaphor of
the urn) when the system consists of t elements (i.e. after t extractions from the urn) follows a
power law with an exponent smaller than or equal to 1 and, for the Poisson-Dirichlet model, we
have Dt ∝ tγ for 0 < γ < 1 (while Dt ∝ ln(t) for γ = 0). A very clear representation of the evolution
dynamics of the Poisson-Dirichlet process is given by the urn with triggering model [1, 33]. An urn
initially contains N0 > 0 distinct balls of different colors. Then, at each time-step t + 1, a ball is
randomly drawn with replacement from the urn and

• if the color of the extracted ball is new, i.e. it was not been extracted in the previous
extractions, then we add (ρ̂ − 1) balls of the same color as the extracted ball plus (ν + 1)
balls of distinct new colors, i.e. not already present in the urn;

• if the color of the extracted ball is old, i.e. it has been already extracted in the previous
extractions, we add ρ balls of the same color as the extracted one.

It is easy to verify that, when the balance condition ρ̂ + ν = ρ is satisfied (this means that at
each time-step the number of balls added to the urn is always ρ, regardless of the outcome of the
extraction), the above updating rule gives rise to the above probabilities (1), taking ρ > ν ≥ 0,
θ = N0/ρ and γ = ν/ρ. The above reformulation of the Poisson-Dirichlet model has the merit to
point out another principle, besides the reinforcement, that drives the dynamics: the Kauffman’s
principle of the adjacent possible [21]. Indeed, the model starts with an urn with a finite number
of balls with distinct colors and, whenever a color is extracted for the first time, a set of balls with
new colors is added to the urn. This represents Kauffman’s idea that, when a novelty occurs, it
triggers further potential novelties.

Given the importance of understanding how different innovation processes affect each other, in
[5] we have introduced and analyzed a model for a finite network of innovation processes. In the
proposed model, for each node h, the probability of observing a new or an old item depends, not
only on the path of observations recorded for h itself, but also on the outcomes registered for the
other nodes j ̸= h. More precisely, we introduce a system of N urns with triggering representing
N different innovation processes that interact each other as follows:

(i) the probability of exploitation of an old item c by node h, i.e. the probability of extracting
from urn h a color c already drawn in the past from an urn of the system (not necessarily
from h itself), has an increasing dependence not only on the number of times c has been
observed in node h itself (that could be even zero), but also on the number of times c has
been observed in each of the other nodes;

(ii) the probability of production (or exploration) of a novelty for the entire system by node
h, i.e. the probability of extracting from urn h a color never extracted before from any of
the urns in the system, has an increasing dependence not only on the number of novelties
produced by h itself in the past, but also on the number of novelties produced by each of
the other nodes in the past.

In particular, (ii) means that Kauffman’s principle of the adjacent possible is at the “system level”:
that is, when node h produces a novelty for the system, this fact triggers further potential novelties
in all the nodes of the system, not only in node h itself. The two different dependencies described
above ((i) and (ii)) are tuned by two different matrices (called Γ and W in the sequel). More
specifically, suppose to have N urns, labeled from 1 to N . At time-step 0, the colors inside each
urn are different from those in the other urns. Let N0,h > 0 be the number of distinct balls with
distinct colors inside the urn h. Then, at each time-step t ≥ 1, one ball is randomly drawn with
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replacement from each urn and, for any h = 1, . . . N , urn h is so updated according to the colors
extracted from urn h itself and from all the other urns j ̸= h:

• if the color of the ball extracted from urn h is “new” (i.e., it appears for the first time in
the system), then into urn h we add (ρ̂h,h− 1), with ρ̂h,h > 0, balls of the same color as the
extracted one plus (νh,h + 1), with νh,h ≥ 0, balls of distinct “new” colors (i.e. not already
present in the system);

• if the color of the ball extracted from urn h is “old” (i.e., it has been already extracted in
the system), we add ρh,h > 0 balls of the same color into urn h;

• for each j ̸= h, if the color of the ball extracted from urn j is “new” (i.e., it appears for the
first time in the system), then into urn h we add ρ̂j,h ≥ 0 balls of the same color as the one
extracted from urn j plus νj,h ≥ 0 balls of distinct “new” colors (i.e. not already present
in the system);

• for each j ̸= h, if the color of the ball extracted from urn j is “old” (i.e., it has been already
extracted in the system), then into urn h we add ρj,h ≥ 0 balls of the same color as the one
extracted from urn j.

The terms “new” and “old” refer to the entire system, that is a “new” color is a color that has
never been extracted from an urn of the system. On the contrary, an “old” color is a color that has
already been extracted from at least one urn of the system. We assume that the “new” colors added
to a certain urn are always different from those added to the other urns (at the same time-step or
in the past). By means of this fact, together with the assumption that initially the colors in the
urns are different from each other, we cannot have the same new color extracted simultaneously
from different urns. In other words, we cannot have the same novelty observed simultaneously in
different processes of the system. Therefore, for each observed new color (novelty) c, there exists a
unique urn (process), say j∗(c), in the system that produced it. However, in a time-step following
its first extraction, color c could be also extracted from another urn h ̸= j∗(c), as a consequence of
the interaction among the urns (processes). Indeed, the “contamination” of the color-set of the urn
h with the colors present in the other urns is possible by means of the interaction terms ρ̂j,h and/or
ρj,h in the above model dynamics. Furthermore, as in the standard Poisson-Dirichlet model, we
assume the balance condition

(2) ρ̂j,h + νj,h = ρj,h, i.e. ρ̂j,h = ρj,h − νj,h ,

so that, at each time-step, each urn j contributes to increase the number of balls inside urn h by
ρj,h ≥ 0, with ρh,h > 0. Moreover, letting ρh =

∑N
j=1 ρj,h and setting (without loss of generality)

(3) θh = N0,h/ρh, γj,h = νj,h/ρh, λj,h = ρ̂j,h/ρh and wj,h = ρj,h/ρh ,

we obtain

(4) Z∗
t,h = P (Ct+1,h = “new” |C1, . . . ,Ct) =

θh +
∑N

j=1 γj,hD
∗
t,j

θh + t
,

where Ck = (Ck,1, . . . , Ck,N )⊤ with k = 1, . . . , t, D∗
t,j denotes the number, until time-step t, of

distinct observed colors extracted for their first time from urn j, that is the number of distinct
novelties for the whole system “produced” by urn (process) j until time-step t, and, for each “old”
color c,

Pt(h, c) = P (Ct+1,h = c |C1, . . . ,Ct) =

∑
j ̸=j∗(c)wj,hKt(j, c) + wj∗(c),h(Kt(j

∗(c), c)− 1) + λj∗(c),h

θh + t

=

∑N
j=1wj,hKt(j, c)− γj∗(c),h

θh + t
,

(5)
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where Kt(j, c) denotes the number of times the color c has been extracted from urn j until time-step
t and j∗(c) denotes the urn from which the color c has been extracted for the first time. Note that
the probability that urn (process) h will produce at time-step t+ 1 a novelty for the entire system
has an increasing dependence on the number D∗

t,j of novelties produced by the urn (process) j
until time-step t and the parameter γj,h regulates this dependence. In other words, Kauffman’s
principle of the adjacent possible is at the “system level”: that is, for each pair (j, h) of urns in
the system, the parameter γj,h quantifies how much the production of a novelty by urn j induces
potential novelties in urn h. Moreover, on the other hand, the probability that from urn h we will
extract at time-step t + 1 an old color c has an increasing dependence on the number Kt(j, c) of
times the color c has been drawn from urn j until time-step t and the parameter wj,h quantifies
how much the number Kt(j, c) leads toward a future extraction of a ball of color c from urn h. In
[5] we proved the first-order asymptotic properties of the model:

Theorem 1.1. Suppose that the matrix Γ = (γj,h)j,h=1,...,N is irreducible and denote by γ∗ ∈ (0, 1)
the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue of Γ. Then, for each h = 1, . . . , N , we have

(6) t−γ∗
D∗

t,h
a.s.−→ D∗∗

∞,h ,

where D∗∗
∞,h is a finite strictly positive random variable. Moreover, we have

D∗
t,h

D∗
t,j

a.s.−→ uh
uj

and
D∗

t,h∑N
j=1D

∗
t,j

a.s.−→ uh∑N
j=1 uj

,

where u = (uh)h is the (up to a multiplicative constant) left eigenvalue of Γ associated to γ∗.

Theorem 1.2. Suppose that the matrix W = (wj,h)j,h=1,...,N is irreducible. Then, for each h =
1, . . . , N and each observed color c in the system, we have

(7) Pt(h, c)
a.s.−→ P̃∞(c)1 ,

(8)
1

t
Kt(h, c)

a.s.−→ P̃∞(c) and
Kt(h, c)∑N
j=1Kt(j, c)

−→ 1

N
,

where P̃∞(c) is a random variable that takes values in (0, 1) and does not depend on h 1.

The first result states that, if Γ is irreducible, that is the graph with the innovation processes
as nodes and with Γ as the adjacency matrix is strongly connected, then D∗

t,h ∝ tγ
∗
a.s. for all

h = 1, . . . , N , that is all the D∗
t,h grow with the same Heaps’ exponent γ∗ ∈ (0, 1). This means

that, at the steady state, all the processes of the network produce innovations for the system at
the same rate. In addition, the ratio D∗

t,h/D
∗
t,j provides a strongly consistent estimator of the ratio

uh/uj of the relative eigenvector centrality scores (with respect to Γ⊤) of the two nodes h and j
and the share of innovations produced by process h for all the system converges almost surely to
the absolute eigenvector centrality score of h. The second result affirms that if W is irreducible,
that is the graph with the innovation processes as nodes and W as the adjacency matrix is strongly
connected, then, for each observed item c, the number of times item c has been observed in pro-
cess h grows linearly. Moreover, the number of times item c has been observed is asymptotically
uniformly distributed among the processes of the system and, at the steady state, the probability
that an item c is observed in a process is the same for each process.

1Note that in Th 3.2 of [5] we state that this random variable takes values in (0, 1], but, applying Theorem S1.3

of [5] also replacing Pt(h, c) by 1− Pt(h, c), we immediately obtain (1− P̃∞(c)) > 0 a.s., that is P̃∞(c) < 1 a.s..
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The present work aims at completing the study of the model dynamics providing the second-
order asymptotic behaviour of the quantities in the above Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. Furthermore, we
will show how to leverage the obtained theoretical results in order to get statistical tools for making

inference on the interaction matrices Γ and W and on the limit probabilities P̃∞(c) of observing
an old item c.

It is wothwhile to note that we deduce the convergence results for the considered system of
interacting innovation processes from general theoretical results, that we here prove and that can
be applied also in other frameworks. Indeed, they regard a pair of multidimensional stochastic
processes following a “stochastic approximation” dynamics. A dynamics similar to the one studied
in the present work has already been considered in [24], where the authors established a central
limit theorem for a pair of recursive procedures having two different step-sizes. However, this result
does not apply to our situation. Indeed, the covariance matrices in their main result (Theorem
1) are deterministic, while the asymptotic covariance matrices in our central limit theorems are
random. This is why we do not use the simple convergence in distribution, but we employ the
notion of stable convergence, which is, among other things, essential for the considered statistical
applications.

1.1. Previous literature. Despite the amount of scientific works regarding interacting urns with
a finite set of colors (see, for instance, [2, 6] and the references therein), in the existing literature
we have found only a few papers about a collection of interacting (in the same sense of [5] and
the present work) urns with infinitely many colors, that is [15, 19]. In the model provided in [15]
(see Example 3.8 in that paper), there is a finite collection of Dirichlet processes with random
reinforcement. More precisely, in that model we have a random weight Wt,h associated to the
extraction at time-step t from the urn h so that, the probability of extracting from urn h an old
color c (here, the term “old” refers to urn h, that is a color never extracted before from urn h) is

proportional to the weight associated to that color, specifically
∑t

n=1Wn,hICn,h=c/(θ+
∑t

n=1Wn,h).
The interaction across the urns is introduced by means of the weights, which could be stochastically
dependent: each Wn,h may be the same for each urn h, or a function of the observed outcomes of the
other urns, or a function of some common (observable or latent) variables. It is easy to understand
that this model is different from the one introduced in [5] and considered in this work: we consider
Poisson-Dirichlet processes, not only Dirichlet processes, and, differently from the model in [15],
for us, the notion of “old” or “new” color refers to the entire system, not to each single urn, and
Kauffman’s principle of the adjacent possible is at the system level as explained above. The present
work and [19] share the fact that the considered models are both a collection of urns with triggering
with an interacting dynamics that brings the Kauffman’s principle of the adjacent possible from
the single agent to the network of agents. Adopting the terminology of [19], we can say that both
interacting mechanisms are based on the construction and the updating of a “social” urn for each
network node from which the extractions take place, but the contruction and the updating rules
of the social urns are deeply different in the two models. In particular, differently from [19], we
introduce the notion of “new” and “old” at the system level. In [19] the authors focus on the
novelties in each sequence (novelty in h = first apperance in h of a new item), that they call
“discoveries”; while we also study the sequence of the novelties for whole the system produced by
each agent. Furthermore, in [19] the extraction of an “old” item in a certain network node does
not affect the other nodes, in our model we also have an interacting reinforcement mechanism for
the “old” items: the probability of the extraction of an old item depends on the number of times
it has been observed in all the nodes. This allows us to get a specific result on the distribution of
the observations in the system among the different items observed.
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1.2. Structure of the work. In Section 2 we present the main results of this paper, which consist
in the Central Limit Theorems (CLTs) describing the second-order asymptotic behaviour of the
considered system of interacting innovation processes, that is of the quantities in Theorems 1.1
and 1.2. Then, in Section 3 we illustrate some statistical tools derived from these CLTs in order

to make inference on the interaction matrices Γ and W and the limit probability P̃∞(c). Section 4
provides two applications to real data sets, where, performing some suitable hypothesis tests, we
try to evaluate the interaction intensities related to the interaction matrices in those empirical
cases. The appendix contains the general results, with their proofs, and the general statistical
methodology.

2. Central limit theorems

Assume N ≥ 2. Let Γ, W , Λ be equal to the non-negative N ×N square matrices with elements
equal to the model parameters γj,h, wj,h (with wh,h > 0) and λj,h (with λh,h > 0), respectively. We
recall that, by the balance condition (2) and the reparametrization (3), we have

(9) W = Γ + Λ, 1⊤Γ < 1⊤ and 1⊤W = 1⊤,

where 1 denotes the vector with all the components equal to 1. As observed above, the matrix
Γ rules the production of potential novelties and, in particular, its elements out of the diagonal
regulate the interaction among the innovation processes with respect to this issue; while, the matrix
W rules the interaction among the innovation processes with respect to the choice of an old item.

Moreover, setD∗
t = (D∗

t,1, . . . , D
∗
t,N )⊤,D∗∗

∞ = (D∗∗
∞,1, . . . , D

∗∗
∞,N )⊤, Pt(c) = (Pt(1, c), . . . , Pt(N, c))⊤

and finally Kt(c) = (Kt(1, c), . . . ,Kt(N, c))⊤.

In order to simplifying the statements of the following theorems, we summarize the required
notation and conditions in the following two sets of assumptions:

Assumption 1. Assume that the non-negative matrix Γ = (γj,h)j,h=1,...,N is irreducible. Denote
by γ∗ ∈ (0, 1) the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue of Γ, by v the corresponding right eigenvector such
that v⊤1 = 1 and denote by u the corresponding left eigenvector such that v⊤u = 1. Finally, let
γ∗2 be the second eigenvalue of Γ with highest real part and assume that Re(γ∗2)/γ

∗ < 1/2.

Assumption 2. Assume that the non-negative matrix W = (wj,h)j,h=1,...,N is irreducible. Denote

by vW the right eigenvector associated to the leading eigenvalue w∗ = 1 such that vW
⊤1 = 1.

Finally, let w∗
2 be the second eigenvalue of W with highest real part and assume that Re(w∗

2) <
1
2 .

We are now ready to provide the central limit theorems for the considered model, that describe
the second-order behaviour of the quantities in Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. The symbol 0 denotes the
vector with all the components equal to 0.

Theorem 2.1. Under Assumption 1, we have

tγ
∗/2

(
D∗

t

tγ∗ −D∗∗
∞

)
stably−→ N (0, Z̃∗∗

∞Cdet,Γ) ,

where Z̃∗∗
∞ is an integrable strictly positive random variable such that D∗∗

∞ = Z̃∗∗
∞
γ∗ u and Cdet,Γ is a

deterministic matrix depending on the eigen-structure of Γ, which is possible to write explicitly.

Proof. Denote by X∗
t,h the random variable that takes value 1 when the ball extracted from urn h

at time-step t has a new (for all the system) color and is equal to 0 otherwise. Then Z∗
t,h coincides
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with P (X∗
t+1,h = 1 |C1, . . . ,Ct) = E[X∗

t+1,h |C1, . . . ,Ct] and D∗
t,h can be written as

∑t
n=1X

∗
n,h.

Since we have

Z∗
t,h =

θh +
∑t

n=1

∑N
j=1 γj,hX

∗
n,j

θh + t
,

we obtain the following dynamics for Z∗
t,h:

Z∗
0,h = 1, Z∗

t+1,h = (1− rt,h)Z
∗
t,h + rt,h

N∑
j=1

γj,hX
∗
t+1,j for t ≥ 0 ,

where rt,h = 1/(θh + t + 1) = 1/(t + 1) + O(1/t2) 2. The corresponding vectorial dynamics for

Z∗
t = (Z∗

t,1, . . . , Z
∗
t,N )⊤ is

Z∗
0 = 1

Z∗
t+1 =

(
1− 1

t+ 1

)
Z∗
t +

1

t+ 1
Γ⊤X∗

t+1 +O(1/t2)1

=

[
1− 1

t+ 1
(I − Γ⊤)

]
Z∗
t +

1

t+ 1
Γ⊤∆M∗

t+1 +O(1/t2)1 for t ≥ 0,

(10)

where ∆M∗
t+1 = X∗

t+1 − Z∗
t . Now, we fix x > 0 and set

ζ0(x) = 1, ζt(x) =
Γ(t+ x)

Γ(t)
∼ tx ↑ +∞ .

More precisely, from Lemma 4.1 in [16] we have

ζt(x) = tx +O(tx−1) and
1

ζt(x)
=

1

tx
+O(1/tx+1),

and so

1

ζt+1(x)ζt+1(1− x)
=

(
1

(t+ 1)x
+O(1/tx+1)

)(
1

(t+ 1)1−x
+O(1/t2−x)

)
=

1

t+ 1
+O(1/t2).

(11)

Hence, multiplying (10) by ζt+1(1− γ∗) and using the relation

ζt+1(x)

ζt(x)
=

Γ(t+ x+ 1)

Γ(t+ 1)

Γ(t)

Γ(t+ x)
= 1 +

x

t
= 1 +

x

t+ 1
+O(1/t2),

with x = 1 − γ∗, we get the following dynamics for Z∗∗
t = ζt(1 − γ∗)Z∗

t , where we set ∆M∗∗
t+1 =

ζt(1− γ∗)∆M∗
t+1:

Z∗∗
0 = 1

Z∗∗
t+1 =

[
1− 1

t+ 1
(I − Γ⊤)

]
ζt+1(1− γ∗)

ζt(1− γ∗)
Z∗∗
t +

1

t+ 1
Γ⊤∆M∗∗

t+1 +O

(
ζt+1(1− γ∗)

t2

)
1

=

[
1− 1

t+ 1
(I − Γ⊤)

](
1 +

1− γ∗

t+ 1
+O(1/t2)

)
Z∗∗
t +

1

t+ 1
Γ⊤∆M∗∗

t+1 +O

(
ζt+1(1− γ∗)

t2

)
1

= Z∗∗
t − 1

t+ 1
(γ∗I − Γ⊤)Z∗∗

t +
1

t+ 1
Γ⊤∆M∗∗

t+1 +O

(
ζt+1(1− γ∗)

t2

)
1 .

2In all the paper, the notation O(st) denotes a generic (possibly random) remainder term Rt such that |Rt| ≤ st
eventually.
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Moreover, recalling that D∗
t,h =

∑t
n=1X

∗
n,h, we find

D∗
0

ζ0(γ∗)
= 0

D∗
t+1

ζt+1(γ∗)
=

ζt(γ
∗)

ζt+1(γ∗)

D∗
t

ζt(γ∗)
+

1

ζt+1(γ∗)
X∗

t+1

=

(
1− γ∗

t+ 1

)
D∗

t

ζt(γ∗)
+

1

ζt+1(γ∗)
∆M∗

t+1 +
1

ζt+1(γ∗)
Z∗
t

=

(
1− γ∗

t+ 1

)
D∗

t

ζt(γ∗)
+

1

ζt+1(γ∗)ζt+1(1− γ∗)
∆M∗∗

t+1 +
1

ζt+1(γ∗)ζt+1(1− γ∗)

ζt+1(1− γ∗)

ζt(1− γ∗)
Z∗∗
t .

Using (11) and the relation ζt+1(x)/ζt(x) = 1+O(1/t), and combining together with the previous
dynamics of (Z∗∗

t )t and (D∗
t+1/ζt+1(γ

∗))t, we obtain

Z∗∗
t+1 = Z∗∗

t − 1

t+ 1
(γ∗I − Γ⊤)Z∗∗

t +
1

t+ 1
Γ⊤∆M∗∗

t+1 +O
(
ζt+1(1− γ∗)/t2

)
1

D∗
t+1

ζt+1(γ∗)
=

D∗
t

ζt(γ∗)
− 1

t+ 1

(
γ∗

D∗
t

ζt(γ∗)
− Z∗∗

t

)
+

1

t+ 1
∆M∗∗

t+1 +O(ζt(1− γ∗)/t2)1 ,
(12)

where O(ζt(1 − γ∗)/t2) = O(1/t1+γ∗
). Moreover, we recall that in [5] (Theorem S1.1 and Lemma

S1.2), we proved

Z̃∗∗
t = ζt(1− γ∗)Z̃∗

t = ζt(1− γ∗)v⊤Z∗
t ∼ t1−γ∗

v⊤Z∗
t = t1−γ∗

Z̃∗
t

a.s./mean−→ Z̃∗∗
∞ ,

where Z̃∗∗
∞ is an integrable strictly positive random variable and D∗∗

∞ = Z̃∗∗
∞
γ∗ u. Therefore, we can

apply Theorem A.4 with At = Z∗∗
t = ζt(1− γ∗)Z∗

t , Bt =
D∗

t
ζt(γ∗) , Φ = Γ, ϕ∗ = γ∗, Σ∞ = Z̃∗∗

∞diag(u),

∆Mt+1 = ∆M∗∗
t+1 = ζt(1 − γ∗)∆M∗

t+1 = ζt(1 − γ∗)(X∗
t+1 − Z∗

t ). Finally, we can conclude by
observing that, since γ∗ < 1, we have

tγ
∗/2

(
D∗

t

tγ∗ − D∗
t

ζt(γ∗)

)
= tγ

∗/2D∗
tO
(
1/tγ

∗+1
)
=

D∗
t

tγ∗ O
(
1/t1−γ∗/2

)
a.s.−→ 0 .

Note that in Theorem A.4 we have the explicit formulas for the elements of the matrix Cdet,Γ: that
is, Cdet,Γ = 1/γ∗ when N = 1 and

Cdet,Γ =
1

γ∗
(v⊤diag(u)v)uu⊤ +

1

Z̃∗∗
∞

M33
∞ ,

where M33
∞ is the matrix defined in Theorem A.3 when N ≥ 2 with the matrix Φ equal to Γ. Note

that, since the expression for M33
∞ contains the matrix Σ∞, and so the term Z̃∗∗

∞ , we have that the
matrix 1

Z̃∗∗
∞
M33

∞ is deterministic. □

Theorem 2.2. Under Assumption 1, we have

tγ
∗/2

(
D∗

t∑N
h=1D

∗
t,h

− u∑N
h=1 uh

)
stably−→ N

(
0,

1

Z̃∗∗
∞

(γ∗)2

(
∑N

j=1 uj)
2
QΓCdet,ΓQ

⊤
Γ

)
,

and √√√√ N∑
h=1

D∗
t,h

(
D∗

t∑N
h=1D

∗
t,h

− u∑N
h=1 uh

)
stably−→ N

(
0,

γ∗∑N
j=1 uj

QΓCdet,ΓQ
⊤
Γ

)
,
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where QΓ = I − u1⊤/1⊤u and Cdet,Γ is defined in Theorem 2.1. Moreover, for each j we have

tγ
∗/2

(
D∗

t

D∗
t,j

− u

uj

)
stably−→ N

(
0,

1

Z̃∗∗
∞

(γ∗)2

u2j
QjCdet,ΓQ

⊤
j

)
,

and √
D∗

t,j

(
D∗

t

D∗
t,j

− u

uj

)
stably−→ N

(
0,

γ∗

uj
QjCdet,ΓQ

⊤
j

)
,

where Qj = I − ue⊤j /uj with ej the jth vector of the canonical base and Cdet,Γ is defined in
Theorem 2.1.

Proof. We have to apply Corollary A.6 in appendix with At = Z∗∗
t = ζt(1 − γ∗)Z∗

t , Bt =
D∗

t
ζt(γ∗) ,

x = 1, Ã∞ = Z̃∗∗
∞ and ϕ∗ = γ∗. Note that, as specified in the proof of this corollary, we have

Z̃∗∗
∞QΓCdet,ΓQ

⊤
Γ = QΓM33

∞Q⊤
Γ , where M33

∞ is the matrix defined in Theorem A.3 when N ≥ 2
with the matrix Φ equal to Γ. Similarly, we obtain the second part of the statement by means of
Corollary A.6 with x = ej . □

Theorem 2.3. Under Assumption 2, we have

√
t

(
Kt(c)

t
− P̃∞(c)1

)
stably−→ N (0, P̃∞(c)(1− P̃∞(c))Cdet,W ) ,

where P̃∞(c) = a.s.− limt Pt(h, c) = a.s.− limtKt(h, c)/t for each h = 1, . . . , N , P̃∞(c) ∈ (0, 1) a.s.
and Cdet,W is a deterministic matrix depending on the eigen-structure of W , which is possible to
write explicitly.

Proof. For any color c already present in the network at time t, we can write

Pt(h, c) =

∑t
n=1

∑N
j=1wj,h∆Kn(j, c)

θh + t
−

γj∗(c),h

θh + t
,

where ∆Kn(j, c) = Kn(j, c)−Kn−1(j, c) takes values in {0, 1} and E[∆Kn+1(j, c)|past] = Pn(j, c).
Then, we obtain the following dynamics for Pt(h, c):

Pt+1(h, c) = (1− rt,h)Pt(h, c) + rt,h

N∑
j=1

wj,h∆Kt+1(j, c) ,

where rt,h = 1/(θh + t+ 1) = 1/(t+ 1) + O(1/t2). Thus the corresponding vectorial dynamics for

Pt(c) = (Pt(1, c), . . . , Pt(N, c))⊤ is

Pt∗(c)(c) ̸= 0, Pt+1(c) =

(
1− 1

t+ 1

)
Pt(c) +

1

t+ 1
W T∆Kt+1(c) +O(1/t2)1

= Pt(c)−
1

t+ 1
(I −W⊤)Pt(c) +

1

t+ 1
W⊤∆Mt+1(c) +O(1/t2)1 for t ≥ t∗(c) ,

where t∗(c) is the time-step of the first extraction of c in the system, ∆Kt(c) = (∆Kt(1, c), . . . ,∆Kt(N, c))⊤

and ∆Mt+1(c) = ∆Kt+1(c)−Pt(c).
Considering also the dynamics of Kt(c)/t, we obtain for t ≥ t∗(c)

Pt+1(c) = Pt(c)−
1

t+ 1
(I −W⊤)Pt(c) +

1

t+ 1
W⊤∆Mt+1(c) +O(1/t2)1

Kt+1(c)

t+ 1
=

Kt(c)

t
− 1

t+ 1

(
Kt(c)

t
−Pt(c)

)
+

1

t+ 1
∆Mt+1(c) .

(13)
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Moreover, from Theorem 1.2, we have P̃t(c) = v⊤
WPt(c)

a.s.−→ P̃∞(c) , and this convergence is also

in mean because (P̃t(c))t is uniformly bounded. Therefore, we can apply Theorem A.4 with At =

Pt(c), Bt = Kt(c)/t, Φ = W , ϕ∗ = w∗ = 1, u = uW = 1, v = vW , Σ∞ = P̃∞(c)(1 − P̃∞(c))I,
∆Mt+1 = ∆Mt+1(c) = ∆Kt+1(c)−Pt(c). Note that in Theorem A.4 we have the explicit formulas
for the elements of the matrix Cdet,W : that is, Cdet,W = 1 when N = 1 and

Cdet,W = (v⊤
WvW )11⊤ +

1

P̃∞(c)(1− P̃∞(c))
M33

∞ ,

where M33
∞ is the matrix defined in Theorem A.3 when N ≥ 2 with the matrix Φ equal to W . Note

that, since the expression for M33
∞ contains the matrix Σ∞, and so the factor P̃∞(c)(1 − P̃∞(c)),

we have that the matrix 1

P̃∞(c)(1−P̃∞(c))
M33

∞ is deterministic. □

Theorem 2.4. Under Assumption 2, we have

√
t

(
Kt(c)∑N

h=1Kt(h, c)
− 1

N
1

)
stably−→ N

(
0,

(1− P̃∞(c))

N2P̃∞(c)
QWCdet,WQ⊤

W

)
,

and √ ∑N
h=1Kt(h, c)

1− (Nt)−1
∑N

h=1Kt(h, c)

(
Kt(c)∑N

h=1Kt(h, c)
− 1

N
1

)
stably−→ N

(
0,

1

N
QWCdet,WQ⊤

W

)
.

where QW = (I −N−111⊤) and Cdet,W is defined in Theorem 2.3.

Proof. We have to apply Corollary A.6 in appendix with At = Pt(c), Bt = Kt(c)/t, x = 1,

Ã∞ = P̃∞(c), ϕ∗ = w∗ = 1 and u = uW = 1. Note that, as specified in the proof of this corollary,

we have P̃∞(c)(1 − P̃∞(c))QWCdet,WQ⊤
W = QWM33

∞Q⊤
W , where M33

∞ is the matrix defined in
Theorem A.3 when N ≥ 2 with the matrix Φ equal to W . □

3. Statistical inference

We here present some statistical tools based on the results of Section 2. More precisely, we
provide a statistical test for each of the two interaction matrices, Γ and W , based on the observ-
able processes D∗

t and Kt(c). Furthermore, we use the latter process to provide also a confidence

interval for the limit probability P̃∞(c). The general procedure to be followed in order to obtain
these statistical instruments is described in Sections B and C of the appendix. In particular, in our

framework, we have to apply it with Bt =
D∗

t
ζt(γ∗) (or, equivalently Bt =

D∗
t

tγ∗
) and with Bt = Kt(c)/t.

To this end, we observe that Assumption 3 is true in both cases with Σdet = Σdet,Γ = diag(u) in
the first one and Σdet = Σdet,W = I in the second one.

We firstly focus on the case N = 2 and, then, we consider a particular type of interaction (mean-
field interaction) in the general case N ≥ 2. It is worthwhile to underline that the statistical tools
described in Section B are very general and so it is also possible to explicit the formulas for any
family of interaction matrices.

3.1. The case N = 2.
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3.1.1. Hypothesis test on Γ. As the parameters γ∗ ∈ (0, 1) and r = u1/u2 > 0 can be estimated
with high accurancy by means of a suitable regression on D∗

t (see [5] and references therein), in
what follows we will assume them known. Therefore, we can use the reparamatrization of the
matrix Γ given by the constrains

rγ1,1 + γ2,1 = rγ∗ and rγ1,2 + γ2,2 = γ∗ .

and make inference on the other two parameters γ1,2 and γ2,1 (that have to be such that the
assumptions on the matrix Γ are verified). If we use the parametrization ι = γ1,2 + γ2,1 and
η =

γ1,2
γ1,2+γ2,1

so that ι rules the intensity of the whole interaction between the two processes due

to matrix Γ, while η (resp. (1 − η)) denotes the percentage of this intensity due to the influence
of process 1 on process 2 (resp., of process 2 on process 1), the expressions for the elements of the
matrix Γ become

(14) γ1,1 = γ∗ − (1− η)ι

r
, γ1,2 = ηι, γ2,1 = (1− η)ι and γ2,2 = γ∗ − rηι,

where (by the required conditions on Γ)
(15)

η ∈ (0, 1) and ι ∈ Jη =
(
0,min

( γ∗r
1−η ,

γ∗

rη

)]
∩
(
0, 1−γ∗

η(1−r)I(r<1) +
1−γ∗

(1−η)(1−1/r)I(r>1) +∞I(r=1)

)
.

Therefore, for a two-sided test with H0 : ι = ι0 , η = η0, where ι0 and η0 satisfy (15), i.e.
ι0 ∈ Jη0 , and the required condition in Assumption 1 for the second eigenvalue of Γ, that is

ι0
(1−η0)+r2η0

r > γ∗/2, we can use Theorem 2.1 and obtain the test statistic (see (35) from Remark 3

in the appendix, with ϕ = γ∗, ϕ∗
2 = γ∗2 = γ∗ − [(1− η0)ι0 + r2η0ι0]/r, g(x) = x, and Bt =

D∗
t

ζt(γ∗) or,

equivalently Bt =
D∗

t

tγ∗
)

(16) qr,η0∆0

(D∗
1,t − rD∗

2,t)
2

D̃∗
t

d∼ χ2(1) under H0 ,

where D̃∗
t = v⊤D∗

t =
η0rD∗

1,t+(1−η0)D∗
2,t

η0r+(1−η0)
, qr,η0 = 2[(1−η0)+η0r2]

r(1+r)[(1−η0)+η0r]
and

∆0 =
1

2
− γ∗2

γ∗
=

ι0
γ∗

(1− η0) + η0r
2

r
− 1

2
.

It is immediate to see that the test statistic (16) has an increasing dependence on the parameter
ι0, while its behaviour with respect the parameter η0 is not clear. However, we can observe that it
can be rewritten as

2

r(1 + r)

(1− η0) + η0r
2

(1− η0) + η0rD∗
1,t/D

∗
2,t

∆0D
∗
2,t(D

∗
1,t/D

∗
2,t − r)2 ,

where, for any value of η0, we have

(1− η0) + η0r
2

(1− η0) + η0rD∗
1,t/D

∗
2,t

a.s.−→ 1 .

Hence, we can simplify the test statistic as

(17) 2
r(1+r)∆0D

∗
2,t(D

∗
1,t/D

∗
2,t − r)2

d∼ χ2(1) under H0 ,

where the dependence on ι0 and η0 is only in the factor ∆0. Notice also that in the present
framework the two eigenvalues γ∗ and γ∗2 are both real and so the quantity ∆0 represents the
distance of the ratio between the second and the leading eigenvalue from the critical value 1/2
(see condition Re(γ∗2)/γ

∗ < 1/2 in Assumption 1). Moreover, ∆0 is the only quantity in the test
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statistics (17) that contains the parameters ι0 and η0. Moreover, it is neither random nor time-

dependent. The random quantity D∗
2,t(D

∗
1,t/D

∗
2,t − r)2 = [

√
D∗

2,t(D
∗
1,t/D

∗
2,t − r)]2 describes the

fluctuations of D∗
1,t/D

∗
2,t around r (note that (17) is coherent with the convergence result stated

in Theorem 2.2). Since ∆0, and so the statistic (17), is increasing in ι0, we can replace the condition
ι = ι0 in H0 by ι ≥ ι0. Further, the quantity ∆0 is increasing in η0 when r > 1 and decreasing in
η0 when r < 1. Hence, the statistic (17) works well also if we replace the condition η = η0 in H0

by η ≥ η0 when r > 1 or by η ≤ η0 when r < 1. Therefore, if we set η0 = 1/2, we get

∆0 =
1

2
− γ∗2

γ∗
=

ι0
γ∗

1 + r2

2r
− 1

2

and we can perform a one-sided test with one of the following two null hypotheses, according to
the value of r:

• Case r > 1: H0 : ι ≥ ι0, η ≥ 1/2 (the interaction intensity is at least ι0 and the processes
equally influence each other or the interaction is mostly due to the influence of process 1
on process 2), where ι0 satisfies (15) for some η in H0, i.e. ι0 ∈ ∪η≥1/2Jη, and ι0 > γ∗ r

1+r2
;

• Case r < 1: H0 : ι ≥ ι0, η ≤ 1/2 (the interaction intensity is at least ι0 and the processes
equally influence each other or the interaction is mostly due to the influence of process 2
on process 1), where ι0 satisfies (15) for some η in H0, i.e. ι0 ∈ ∪η≤1/2Jη, and ι0 > γ∗ r

1+r2
.

Finally, in the very special case when r = 1, the test statistic (17) does not depend on the value
of η0 and it can be used for testing the intensity ι only. Regarding the power, following Remark 2
in the appendix, we find that, under the alternative H1 : ι = ι1, η = η1, with ι1 ∈ Jη1 and

ι1
(1−η1)+r2η1

r > γ∗/2, the statistic (17) is asymptotically distributed as

∆0

∆1
χ2(1) =

ι0
γ∗

(1−η0)+η0r2

r − 1
2

ι1
γ∗

(1−η1)+η1r2

r − 1
2

χ2(1) .

As a consequence, the power increases as the value of ι1 decreases and it tends toward 1 as ∆1 → 0,

that is as ι1 approaches its minimum admissible value r
(1−η1)+η1r2

γ∗

2 . Moreover, the power increases

as η1 decreases if r > 1 or as η1 increases if r < 1. We must highlight that the term ∆0
∆1

is time-
invariant and this means that increasing the time t does not increase the power.

3.1.2. Hypothesis test on W . As W⊤1 = 1 (i.e. w∗ = 1 and r = 1), we have

w1,1 = 1− w2,1 and w2,2 = 1− w1,2

and so we can make inference on the two parameters w2,1 and w1,2. Using the parametration
ι = w1,2 + w2,1 for the intensity of the interaction due to the matrix W , and η =

w1,2

w1,2+w2,1
(resp.

(1− η)) for the percentage of this intensity due to the influence of process 1 on process 2 (resp., of
process 2 on process 1), we have

(18) w1,1 = 1− (1− η)ι, w1,2 = ηι, w2,1 = (1− η)ι and w2,2 = 1− ηι ,

where (by the required conditions on W )

(19) η ∈ (0, 1) and ι ∈
(
0,min(1/η, 1/(1− η)

)
⊆ (0, 2) .

Then, for a two-sided test with H0 : ι = ι0 , η = η0, where (19) and ι0 > 1/2 (the required
condition in Assumption 2 for the second eigenvalue of W ) are satisfied, we can use Theorem 2.3
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and obtain the test statistic (see (35) from Remark 3 in the appendix, with ϕ = w∗ = 1, r = 1,
ϕ∗
2 = 1− ι0, g(x) = x(1− x) and Bt = Kt(c)/t with c an arbitrary old color)

(20) ∆0
(K1,t(c)−K2,t(c))

2

K̃t(c)(1− K̃t(c)/t)

d∼ χ2(1) under H0 , where ∆0 =
1

2
− (1− ι0) = ι0 − 1

2 ,

and

(21) K̃t(c) = v⊤Kt(c) = η0K1,t(c) + (1− η0)K2,t(c).

Since, for any η0 and η1, we have

η1K1,t(c) + (1− η1)K2,t(c)

K̃t(c)

(1− η1K1,t(c)/t+ (1− η1)K2,t(c)/t)

(1− K̃t(c)/t)

a.s.−→ 1 ,

the choice of the value of η0 in H0 does not affect the asymptotic distribution of the test statistic.
This means that we can use the test statistic (20) with an arbitrary value of η0 in order to perform

a test on the intensity ι. In particular, if we choose η0 = 1/2, we simply have K̃t(c) =
K1,t(c)+K2,t(c)

2 .
In addition, note that the statistic (20) is increasing in ι0 and so it works well also for a one-sided
test with condition ι = ι0 inH0 replaced by ι ≥ ι0, where ι0 ∈ (12 , 2). Regarding the power, following

Remark 2 in the appendix, we find that, under the alternative H1 : ι = ι1, where ι1 ∈ (12 , 2) with
ι1 ̸= ι0, the statistic (20) is asymptotically distributed as

∆0

∆1
χ2(1) =

ι0 − 1
2

ι1 − 1
2

χ2(1) .

Therefore, the power is monotone decreasing in ι1, and it tends to 1 as ι1 approaches its lower
bound 1/2. However, the term ∆0

∆1
is time-invariant and so, as before, increasing the time t does

not increase the power.

3.1.3. Confidence interval for P̃∞(c). Fix the confidence level (1−α) and denote by zα the quantile
of order (1− α/2) of the standard normal distribution, that is N (0, 1)(zα,+∞) = α/2. Assuming
ι > 1/2, we can use Theorem 2.3 in order to construct a confidence interval for the random limit

P̃∞(c) associated to a given item c (see the interval (36) from Remark 3 in the appendix, with
ϕ = w∗ = 1, r = 1, g(x) = x(1− x) and Bt = Kt(c)/t). Precisely, we obtain:

(22) CI1−α(P̃∞(c)) =
K̃t(c)

t
± zα

t1/2

√√√√K̃t(c)

t

(
1− K̃t(c)

t

)
cη,

with cη = η2 + (1− η)2 and K̃t(c) defined as in (21). It is interesting to notice the absence of the

dependence on the specific value of ι. On the other hand, while the dependence of K̃t(c) on η is

not important, because
η1K1,t(c)/t+(1−η1)K2,t(c)/t

K̃t(c)/t

a.s.→ 1, the presence of the quantity cη implies that

we need to know the value of the parameter η. However, cη is always smaller than 1 for η ∈ (0, 1)

and hence, if we do not know the value of η, we can use K̃t(c) with η = 1/2, so that we have

K̃t(c) =
K1,t(c)+K2,t(c)

2 , and take the largest interval obtained from (22) with cη replaced by 1.
As an example, we have simulated S = 200 independent pair of innovation processes with Γ and
W defined with r = 0.75, γ∗ = 0.75, η = 1/2, ιΓ = 1 and ιW = 1.25 and then, for any simulation,
we have constructed the confidence intervals (22) of level (1 − α) = 95% computed at time-step
t = 103 associated to the item c with highest (Kt,1(c) + Kt,2(c)) (recall that the interval has the
same expression for any given item c). In Figure 1 we can see these S = 200 confidence intervals

(sorted according to the value of Kt,1(c) +Kt,2(c) ) and the estimates of the corresponding P̃∞(c)

computed as
Kt∞,1(c)+Kt∞,2(c)

2t∞
at time-step t∞ = 105. The empirical coverage is represented by the
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Figure 1. Confidence interval (see (22)) for the random variable P̃∞(c) at time-
step t = 103 and related to item c with highest 1⊤Kt(c) in the case N = 2, Γ defined
as in (14) with r = 0.75, γ∗ = 0.75, η = 1/2 and ιΓ = 1, and W defined as in (18)
with η = 1/2 and ιW = 1.25. Number of simulations S = 200 (sorted according

to the value of 1⊤Kt(c)). The crosses represent the value of P̃∞(c) estimated by
1⊤Kt∞(c)/(Nt∞) at time-step t∞ = 105.

proportion of times the estimates of P̃∞(c) belong to the corresponing confidence interval, and in
this simulation this is equal to 0.955, which is very close to the nominal value of 0.95.

3.2. Mean-field interaction for N ≥ 2.

3.2.1. Hypothesis test on Γ. Suppose that Γ is of the form

(23) γj,h = ϕ (ι/N + δj,h(1− ι)) ϕ, ι ∈ (0, 1] .

Note that the leading eigenvalue γ∗ coincides with ϕ and so, since γ∗ can be estimated with hight
accurancy by a suitable regression on D∗

t (see [5] and references therein), we can assume that the
parameter ϕ is known and we can make inference only on the parameter ι that rules the intensity
of the interaction. For a two-sided test with H0 : ι = ι0, where ι0 ≤ 1 and ι0 > 1/2 (the required
condition in Assumption 1 for the second eigenvalue of Γ), we can use Theorem 2.1 and obtain the
test statistic (see (38) from Remark 4 in the appendix, with ϕ = γ∗, ϕ∗

2 = γ∗(1− ι0), g(x) = x, and

Bt =
D∗

t
ζt(γ∗) or, equivalently Bt =

D∗
t

tγ∗
)

(24) 2∆0

∥∥D∗
t − D̃∗

t 1
∥∥2

D̃∗
t

d∼ χ2(N − 1) under H0, where ∆0 =
1

2
− γ∗(1− ι0)

γ∗
= ι0 −

1

2

and D̃∗
t = v⊤D∗

t =
1⊤D∗

t
N . Note that this statistic is increasing in ι0 and so it works well also for the

one-sided test withH0 : ι ≥ ι0, where ι0 ∈ (1/2, 1]. Regarding the power, following Remark 2 in the
appendix, we observe that, under the alternative H1 : ι = ι1, with ι1 ∈ (1/2, 1], the statistics (24)
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is asymptotically distributed as

∆0

∆1
χ2(N − 1) =

ι0 − 1
2

ι1 − 1
2

χ2(N − 1) .

Therefore, the power is monotone decreasing in ι1, and it tends to 1 as ι1 approaches its lower bound
1/2. Moreover, as before, increasing the time t does not increase the power. We also highlight that

the term ∆0
∆1

does not depend on N and so increasing the number of innovations processes would
not increase the power either.

3.2.2. Hypothesis test on W . Suppose that W is of the form

(25) wj,h = ι/N + δj,h(1− ι) ι ∈ (0, 1] .

For a two-sided test with H0 : ι = ι0, where ι0 ≤ 1 and ι0 > 1/2 (the required condition
in Assumption 2 for the second eigenvalue of W ), we can use Theorem 2.3 and obtain the test
statistic (see (38) from Remark 4 in the appendix, with ϕ = w∗ = 1, ϕ∗

2 = w∗(1 − ι0) = (1 − ι0),
g(x) = x(1− x), and Bt = Kt(c)/t)

(26) 2∆0

∥∥Kt(c)− K̃t(c)1
∥∥2

K̃t(c)(1− K̃t(c)/t)

d∼ χ2(N − 1) under H0, where ∆0 =
1

2
− (1− ι0) = ι0 −

1

2
,

c is an arbitrary observed item and K̃t(c) = v⊤Kt(c) =
1⊤Kt(c)

N . This statistic is increasing in ι0
and so it works well also for the one-sided test with H0 : ι ≥ ι0, where ι0 ∈ (1/2, 1]. Regarding the
power, following Remark 2 in the appendix, we observe that, under the alternative H1 : ι = ι1, with
ι1 ∈ (1/2, 1], the statistics (26) is asymptotically distributed exactly as the previous statistics (24)
and so the same considerations on the power of the test hold true.

3.2.3. Confidence interval for P̃∞(c). Fix the confidence level (1−α) and denote by zα the quantile
of order (1− α/2) of the standard normal distribution, that is N (0, 1)(zα,+∞) = α/2. Assuming
ι ∈ (1/2, 1], we can use Theorem 2.3 in order to construct a confidence interval for the random

limit P̃∞(c) associated to a given item c (see the interval (37) from Remark 4 in the appendix, with
ϕ = w∗ = 1, g(x) = x(1− x) and Bt = Kt(c)/t). Precisely, we obtain:

(27) CI1−α(P̃∞(c)) =
K̃t(c)

t
± zα

t1/2

√√√√K̃t(c)

t

(
1− K̃t(c)

t

)
1

N
,

where K̃t(c) = v⊤Kt(c) = 1⊤Kt(c)
N . Note that this interval does not depend on the value of the

parameter ι.

As an example, we have simulated S = 200 independent triplets of innovation processes with Γ
and W of the mean-field type defined with N = 3, γ∗ = 0.75, ιΓ = ιW = 0.8, and we show the
confidence intervals (27) of level (1− α) = 95% at time-step t = 103, associated to the item c with
highest 1⊤Kt(c) (see Figure 2). In this case, the empirical coverage is equal to 0.970, which is
again very close to the nominal value 0.95.

4. Applications

In this section we apply the proposed inferential methodology on the two real data sets, already
considered in [5], to test the minimum level of interaction presented by the matrices Γ and W in
these specific contexts. In particular, the first one is taken from the social content aggregation
website Reddit, collected, elaborated and made freely available on the web by the authors of [25]
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Figure 2. Confidence interval (see (27)) for the random variable P̃∞(c) at time-
step t = 103 and related to item c with highest 1⊤Kt(c) in the case N = 3, Γ defined
as in (23) with ϕ = 0.75 and ιΓ = 0.8, and W defined as in (25) with ιW = 0.8.
Number of simulations S = 200 (sorted according to the value of 1⊤Kt(c)). The

crosses represent the value of P̃∞(c) estimated by 1⊤Kt∞(c)/(Nt∞) at time-step
t∞ = 105.

(see https : //github.com/corradomonti/demographic−homophily), while the second one is down-
loaded from the on-line library Project Gutenberg, which is a collection of public domain books
(see https : //www.gutenberg.org).

4.1. Reddit data set. This data set consists of a collection of news, and comments associated
to each news, for the period 2016− 2020, downloaded from the r/news community on the website
Reddit [25]. Each news is associated with the author who posted it. Moreover, the data set contains
the specific topic the news belongs to and, to each comment is also assigned a measurement of the
sentiment, expressed as a real value in (−1, 1). We consider only the comments to news belonging
to the topic ”Politics“. Moreover, we categorize the sentiment variable: precisely, we define it as
”positive“ if the provided sentiment value was larger than +0.35 and ”negative“ if the provided
sentiment value was lower than −0.35. (We remove any comment with an original sentiment value
that lies within (−0.35,+0.35).) We finally take a data set of 2 602 173 comments for each of the
two categories. Hence, we consider two innovation processes: one related to the authors who receive
at least one comment with negative sentiment for the news they post and the similar one referred
to the comments with positive sentiment. A first analysis of this data set can be found in [5],
where we illustrate that these two sequences exhibit empirical behaviours that are in accordance
with those predicted by Theorems 1.1 and 1.2, and we provide the estimates γ∗ = 0.781 and
r = 10−0.727 = 0.187. We here continue the study performing the two hypothesis tests on Γ and W
described in Subsection 3.1. More precisely, we consider the two one-sided tests:

HΓ,0 : ι ≥ ιΓ,0, η ≤ 1/2 and HW,0 : ι ≥ ιW,0,
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where ιΓ,0 must be selected in the interval (0.141, 0.291] and ιW,0 must be selected in the interval

(12 , 2). The p-values associated to the null hypothesis HΓ,0 and HW,0, for different values of ιΓ,0 and
ιW,0, respectively, are collected in Table 1. In order to better describe the empirical distribution of
the p-values for testing W , instead of taking a single item c, we take the 100 items c with highest
(Kt,1(c)+Kt,2(c)), and report in Table 1 the summary statistics of this sample (i.e. the quantiles of
order 50%, 75% and 95%). We can see that, considering a test on Γ performed at level α = 0.05, we
can reject the null hypothesis with ιΓ,0 = 0.21, but we cannot reject it for ιΓ,0 = 0.18. Regarding
the test on W instead, we observe that the proportion of items c providing a p−value that let us
reject the null hypothesis that the interaction intensity ιW is higher than ιW,0 is from 75% to 95%
for ιW,0 ≤ 1.25, while is even higher than 95% or ιW,0 = 1.50.

ιΓ,0 p-value ιW,0 p-value: q50%, q75%, q95%
0.15 0.384 0.60 <0.001, 0.007, 0.486
0.18 0.064 0.80 <0.001, <0.001, 0.229
0.21 0.014 1.00 <0.001, <0.001, 0.121
0.24 0.003 1.25 <0.001, <0.001, 0.058
0.27 0.001 1.50 <0.001, <0.001, 0.029

Table 1. p-values associated to the hypothesis tests described in Subsection 3.1
with HΓ,0 : ιΓ ≥ ιΓ,0, η ≤ 1/2 and HW,0 : ιW ≥ ιW,0, respectively. The table also
contains the summary statistics related to the sample of the 100 items c with highest
(Kt,1(c) +Kt,2(c)).

4.2. Gutenberg data set. This data set comes from the on-line library Project Gutenberg and it is
related to seven books written in English and belonging to two particular literary genres: ”Western“
and ”History“. Precisely, it consists of 476 948 words for both genres. The two sequences of words
are the innovation processes object of the study. Therefore, each word is new or old for a specific
literary genre if, respectively, it has or has not already been used within that genre. Analogously,
each word is new or old for the entire system if, respectively, it has or has not already been used
within any considered genre. A first analysis of also this data set can be found in [5], where we
show that the behaviors of these two sequences predicted by Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 match with
the observed ones, and we provide the estimates γ∗ = 0.466 and r = 10−0.238 = 0.578. We here
continue the study performing the two hypothesis tests on Γ and W described in Subsection 3.1.
More precisely, we consider the two one-sided tests:

HΓ,0 : ι ≥ ι0, η ≤ 1/2 and HW,0 : ι ≥ ι0,

where ιΓ,0 must be selected in the interval (0.202, 0.539] and ιW,0 must be selected in the interval

(12 , 2). The p-values associated to the null hypothesis HΓ,0 and HW,0, for different values of ιΓ,0
and ιW,0, respectively, are collected in Table 2. Moreover, we take the 100 items c with highest
(Kt,1(c) + Kt,2(c)) and report in the table the empirical quantiles of the corresponding sample
of p-values. We can observe that, considering a test on Γ performed at level α = 0.05, we can
never reject the null hypothesis. Regarding the test on W instead, we observe that the proportion
of items c providing a p-value that let us reject the null hypothesis that the interaction intensity
ιW is higher than ιW,0 is from 50% to 75% for ιW,0 = 0.60, while is from 75% to 95% for ιW,0 ≥ 0.80.
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ιΓ,0 p-value ιW,0 p-value: q50%, q75%, q95%
0.21 0.034 0.60 0.010, 0.209, 0.823
0.24 <0.001 0.80 <0.001, 0.030, 0.699
0.27 <0.001 1.00 <0.001, 0.005, 0.618
0.30 <0.001 1.25 <0.001, 0.001, 0.541
0.40 <0.001 1.50 <0.001, <0.001, 0.480

Table 2. p-values associated to the hypothesis tests described in Subsection 3.1
with HΓ,0 : ιΓ ≥ ιΓ,0, η ≤ 1/2 and HW,0 : ιW ≥ ιW,0, respectively. The table also
contains the summary statistics related to the sample of the 100 items c with highest
(Kt,1(c) +Kt,2(c)).

Appendix A. General results

Consider two multi-dimensional real stochastic processes (At,Bt)t, adapted to a filtration (Ft)t,
with the following joint dynamics:

At+1 = At −
1

t+ 1
(ϕ∗I − Φ⊤)At +

1

t+ 1
Φ⊤∆Mt+1 +RA,t+1

Bt+1 = Bt −
1

t+ 1
(ϕ∗Bt −At) +

1

t+ 1
∆Mt+1 +RB,t+1 ,

(28)

where A0 and B0 are integrable and

(i) Φ⊤ is a non-negative irreducible matrix with leading eigenvalue 0 < ϕ∗ ≤ 1;

(ii) RA,t+1 = O(t−(1+β))1 and RB,t+1 = O(t−(1+β))1 for some β > ϕ∗

2 ;

(iii) ∆Mt+1 = O(t1−ϕ∗
)1 and t−(1−ϕ∗)E[∆Mt+1∆M⊤

t+1|Ft]
a.s.→ Σ∞ with Σ∞ a positive semidef-

inite symmetric random matrix.

Let u and v be the right and the left eigenvectors of Φ⊤ associated to ϕ∗ and such that v⊤1 =
1 and v⊤u = 1. (Recall that the components of these vectors are all striclty positive according
to the Frobenius-Perron theory)

Let Ãt = v⊤At and get its dynamics by multypling v⊤ to the dynamics of At as follows:

Ãt+1 = Ãt +
1

t+ 1
ϕ∗v⊤∆Mt+1 + v⊤RA,t+1.

Define

(29) Ât = At − Ãtu = (I − uv⊤)At and B̂t = Bt −
1

ϕ∗ Ãtu.

Theorem A.1. (CLT for (Ãt) when N ≥ 1)
In addition to assumptions (i), (ii) and (iii), also assume:

(iv) Ãt
a.s./inmean−→ Ã∞ ∈ (0,+∞), where Ã∞ is a strictly positive random variable.

Then, we have

tϕ
∗/2(Ãt − Ã∞)

stably−→ N (0, ϕ∗v⊤Σ∞v) .

Moreover, the above convergence is in the sense of the almost sure conditional convergence with
respect to the filtration (Ft).
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Proof. Set M̆t =
∑t

n=1
1
nv

⊤∆Mn and R̃A,t+1 = v⊤RA,t+1. Therefore, we have

Ãt+1 − Ã0 =
t∑

n=0

Ãn+1 − Ãn

= ϕ∗
t∑

n=0

1

n+ 1
v⊤∆Mn+1 +

t∑
n=0

R̃A,n+1

= ϕ∗M̆t+1 +
t∑

n=0

R̃A,n+1 .

Since Ãt
a.s./inmean→ Ã∞ and

∑
n≥0 R̃A,n+1 =

∑
n≥0O(1/n1+β) < +∞ then M̆t

a.s./inmean→ M̆∞ for

a certain integrable random variable M̆∞. Moreover, we have

tϕ
∗/2
(
Ãt − Ã∞

)
= tϕ

∗/2
∑
n≥t

(
Ãn − Ãn+1

)
= tϕ

∗/2ϕ∗(M̆t − M̆∞) + tϕ
∗/2
∑
n≥t

R̃A,n+1

= tϕ
∗/2ϕ∗(M̆t − M̆∞) + tϕ

∗/2
∑
n≥t

O(1/n1+β)

= tϕ
∗/2ϕ∗(M̆t − M̆∞) + tϕ

∗/2O(1/tβ) ,

where β − ϕ∗/2 > 0. Summing up it is enough to prove the convergence of tϕ
∗/2(M̆t − M̆∞). For

this purpose, we want to apply Theorem D.1. Let us consider, for each t the filtration (Ft,k)k and
the process (Lt,k)k defined by

Ft,0 = Ft,1 = Ft, Lt,0 = Lt,1 = 0

and, for k ≥ 2,

Ft,k = Ft+k−1, Lt,k = tϕ
∗/2(M̆t − M̆t+k−1).

The process (Lt,k)k is a martingale w.r.t. (Ft,k)k which converges (for k → +∞) a.s. and in mean to

the random variable Lt,∞ = tϕ
∗/2(M̆t−M̆∞). In addition, the increment Yt,n = Lt,n−Lt,n−1 is equal

to zero for n = 1 and, for n ≥ 2, it coincides with a random variable of the form tϕ
∗/2(M̆k − M̆k+1)

with k ≥ t. Therefore, we have∑
n≥1

Y 2
t,n = tϕ

∗∑
k≥t

(M̆k − M̆k+1)
2

= tϕ
∗∑
k≥t

1

(k + 1)2
(v⊤∆Mk+1)

2

= tϕ
∗∑
k≥t

k1−ϕ∗

(k + 1)2
k−(1−ϕ∗)(v⊤∆Mk+1)

2 a.s.−→ v⊤Σ∞v/ϕ∗ ,

where the almost sure convergence follows by applying [11, Lemma 4.1] and by the fact that

k−(1−ϕ∗)E[(v⊤∆Mk+1)
2|Ft] = k−(1−ϕ∗)v⊤E[∆Mk+1∆M⊤

k+1|Ft]v
a.s.−→ v⊤Σ∞v .

Finally, we have

sup
n≥1

|Yt,n| = tϕ
∗/2 sup

k≥t
|M̆k − M̆k+1| ≤ sup

k≥t
kϕ

∗/2 |v⊤∆Mk+1|
(k + 1)

−→ 0 ,
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because ∆Mk+1 = O((k+1)1−ϕ∗
) by assumption (iii) and so kϕ

∗/2 |v⊤∆Mk+1|
(k+1) = O(k−ϕ∗/2). Hence,

the thesis follows by Theorem D.1. □

Theorem A.2. (Convergence result for (Ât, B̂t) when N = 1)
Under the assumptions (i) and (ii), we have

Ât ≡ 0 and B̂t = Bt −
1

ϕ∗At
a.s.
= o(t−

ϕ∗
2 ).

Proof. First, when N = 1 it is immediate to see Ãt ≡ At and hence Ât = At− Ãt ≡ 0 for any t ≥ 1.

The dynamics of B̂t can be obtained by subtracting the dynamics of 1
ϕ∗ Ãt =

1
ϕ∗At to the dynamics

of Bt as follows:

B̂t+1 = B̂t −
1

t+ 1
(ϕ∗B̂t + ϕ∗ 1

ϕ∗ Ãt −At) +
1

t+ 1
∆Mt+1 −

1

ϕ∗ (Ãt+1 − Ãt) +RB,t+1 ,

from which we can derive

B̂t+1 = B̂t −
1

t+ 1
(ϕ∗B̂t) +

1

t+ 1
∆Mt+1 −

1

ϕ∗

(
1

t+ 1
ϕ∗∆Mt+1

)
+RB,t+1 −

1

ϕ∗RA,t+1 ,

that is

B̂t+1 =

(
1− ϕ∗

t+ 1

)
B̂t +O(t−(1+β)).

Then, since
∑

t
ϕ∗

t+1 = +∞ and
∑

tO(t−(1+β)) < +∞, we can apply Lemma D.2 to obtain B̂t
a.s.→ 0.

Moreover, if we multiply the previous dynamics of B̂t by (t+1)
ϕ∗
2 and we use the relation ( t+1

t )
ϕ∗
2 =

(1 + 1
t )

ϕ∗
2 = 1 + ϕ∗/2

t+1 +O(1/t2), we get the following dynamics for the process B̂∗
t = t

ϕ∗
2 B̂t:

B̂∗
t+1 =

(
1− ϕ∗

t+ 1

)(
1 +

ϕ∗/2

t+ 1

)
B̂∗

t +O(t−(1+β)) ,

which is equivalent to

B̂∗
t+1 =

(
1− ϕ∗/2

t+ 1

)
B̂∗

t +O(t−(1+β−ϕ∗
2
)).

Therefore, since
∑

tO(t−(1+β−ϕ∗
2
)) < +∞ because β > ϕ∗

2 by assumption, we can apply Lemma

D.2 also to the sequence B̂∗
t to obtain B̂∗

t
a.s.→ 0, i.e. B̂t

a.s.
= o(t−

ϕ∗
2 ). □

Theorem A.3. (CLT for (Ât, B̂t) when N ≥ 2)
In addition to assumptions (i), (ii) and (iii), let ϕ∗

2 be the second eigenvalue of Φ with highest real
part, i.e. ϕ∗

2 ∈ Sp(Φ) \ {ϕ∗} such that Re(ϕ∗
2) = max{Re(ϕ) : ϕ ∈ Sp(Φ) \ {ϕ∗} and assume

(v) Re(ϕ∗
2)/ϕ

∗ < 1/2.

Then, we have

tϕ
∗/2(Ât, B̂t)

stably−→ N (0,M∞)

with

(30) M∞ =

(
M11

∞ M13
∞

M13
∞ M33

∞

)
=

(
US11

∞U⊤ US13
∞U⊤

US13
∞U⊤ US33

∞U⊤

)
,
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where, denoting by ϕj the eigenvalues of Φ different from ϕ∗, we have for j = 2, . . . , N

[S11
∞ ]h,j =

ϕjϕh

ϕ∗ − ϕj − ϕh
(v⊤

j Σ∞vh),

[S33
∞ ]h,j =

1

ϕ∗ − ϕj − ϕh
(v⊤

j Σ∞vh),

[S13
∞ ]h,j =

ϕj

ϕ∗ − ϕj − ϕh
(v⊤

j Σ∞vh).

Proof. We split the proofs in some steps.

Step 1 (Dynamics of θt = (Ât, B̂t)).
Firstly, we recall that the matrix Φ⊤ can be decomposed as

Φ⊤ = ϕ∗uv⊤ + UDV ⊤ ,

where D is the diagonal matrix whose elements are the eigenvalues of Φ (i.e. of Φ⊤) different
from ϕ∗ and U and V denote the matrices whose columns are the left (right) and the right (left)
eigenvectors of Φ (of Φ⊤, respectively) associated to these eigenvalues, so that we have

(31) V ⊤u = U⊤v = 0, V ⊤U = U⊤V = I, I = uv⊤ + UV ⊤ .

Then, we have Ât = UV ⊤At and the dynamics of Ât can be obtained by multypling by UV ⊤ the
dynamics of At as follows:

Ât+1 = Ât −
1

t+ 1
U(Iϕ∗ −D)V ⊤Ât +

1

t+ 1
UDV ⊤∆Mt+1 + UV ⊤RA,t+1.

The dynamics of B̂t can be obtained by subtracting the dynamics of 1
ϕ∗ Ãtu to the dynamics of Bt

as follows:

B̂t+1 = B̂t −
1

t+ 1
(ϕ∗B̂t + ϕ∗ 1

ϕ∗ Ãtu− Ât − Ãtu) +
1

t+ 1
∆Mt+1 −

1

ϕ∗u(Ãt+1 − Ãt) +RB,t+1 ,

from which we can derive

B̂t+1 = B̂t −
1

t+ 1
(ϕ∗B̂t − Ât) +

1

t+ 1
(I − uv⊤)∆Mt+1 +RB,t+1 −

1

ϕ∗uv
⊤RA,t+1 .

Then the dynamics of ηt = (Ât, B̂t) can be expressed as

ηt+1 − ηt =
1

t+ 1
Qηt +

1

t+ 1
R∆Mη,t+1 +Rη,t+1 ,

where3

Q =

(
U(Iϕ∗ −D)V ⊤ O

−UV ⊤ Iϕ∗

)
, ∆Mη,t+1 =

(
∆Mt+1

∆Mt+1

)
, R =

(
UDV ⊤ O

O UV ⊤

)
.

Now, let us define the (2N)× (2N − 1) matrices

Uη =

(
U 0 0
0 u U

)
, and V ⊤

η =

V ⊤ 0
0⊤ v⊤

0 V ⊤

 ,

so that V ⊤
η Uη = I and

UηV
⊤
η =

(
UV ⊤ 0
0⊤ I

)
.

3The symbol O denotes the null matrix.
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Then, defining the (2N − 1)× (2N − 1) matrices

SQ =

Iϕ∗ −D 0 0
0⊤ ϕ∗ 0⊤

−I 0 Iϕ∗

 , and SR =

D 0 0
0⊤ 0 0⊤

0 0 I

 ,

we have that Q = UηSQV
⊤
η and R = UηSRV

⊤
η . Then, from the above relations on Uη and V ⊤

η we

get UηV
⊤
η ηt = ηt, and so multypling the dynamics of ηt by UηV

⊤
η we finally get

ηt+1 =
1

t+ 1
Uη

(
I − 1

t+ 1
SQ

)
V ⊤
η ηt +

1

t+ 1
R∆Mη,t+1 +Rη,t+1.

Step 2 (Explicit expression for ηt = (Ât, B̂t)).
Denoting the eigenvalues of Φ⊤ different from ϕ∗ by ϕj for j = 2, . . . , N , let us set αj = ϕ∗ − ϕj .
Recall that Re(αj) > 0 since ϕ∗ is the leading eigenvalue and so Re(ϕj) < ϕ∗. Then, we can write

ηt+1 = Cm0,tηm0
+

t∑
k=m0

1

k + 1
Ck+1,tR∆Mη,k+1 +

t∑
k=m0

Ck+1,tRη,k+1

= Cm0,tηm0
+

t∑
k=m0

Tt,k+1 + ρt+1 ,

where

Ck+1,t = UηAk+1,tV
⊤
η , and

Ak+1,t =


∏t

m=k+1

(
I − 1

m+1SQ

)
=

A11
k+1,t 0 0

0 a22k+1,t 0

A31
k+1,t 0 A33

k+1,t

 k = m0, . . . , t− 1

I k = t .

Notice that the blocks A11
k+1,t, A31

k+1,t and A33
k+1,t are all diagonal (N − 1) × (N − 1) matrices.

Moreover, setting for any x ∈ C, pm0−1(x) = 1 and pk(x) =
∏k

m=m0
(1 − x

m+1) for k ≥ m0 and

Fk+1,t =
pt(x)
pk(x)

for m0 − 1 ≤ k ≤ t− 1, from [3, Lemma A.5] we get

[A11
k+1,t]jj = Fk+1,t(αj)

[A33
k+1,t]jj = a22k+1,t = Fk+1,t(ϕ

∗)

[A31
k+1,t]jj =


−

Fk+1,t(αj)− Fk+1,t(ϕ
∗)

αj − ϕ∗ for αj ̸= ϕ∗ ,i.e. ϕj ̸= 0

1− ϕ∗

ϕ∗ Fk+1,t(ϕ
∗) ln

(
t

k

)
+O

(
1

t

)
for αj = ϕ∗ ,i.e. ϕj = 0.

Step 3 (Study of the terms Cm0,tηm0
and ρt+1).

We will prove that t
ϕ∗
2 |Cm0,tηm0

| a.s.→ 0 and t
ϕ∗
2 |ρt+1|

a.s.→ 0. To this end, first notice thatO(|Ck+1,t|) =
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O(|Ak+1,t|) and, setting a∗2 = ϕ∗ −Re(ϕ∗
2), we have (see [2, Lemma A.4])

|Ak+1,t| = O

(
|pt(α∗

2)|
|pk(α∗

2)|

)
+O

(
|pt(ϕ∗)|
|pk(ϕ∗)|

)
+O

(
|pt(ϕ∗)|
|pk(ϕ∗)|

ln

(
t

k

))
+O

(
1

t

)
= O

((
k

t

)a∗2
)

+O

((
k

t

)ϕ∗)
+O

((
k

t

)ϕ∗

ln

(
t

k

))
+O

(
1

t

)

= O

((
k

t

)a∗2
)

+O

((
k

t

)ϕ∗

ln(t)

)

= O

((
k

t

)(ϕ∗−Re(ϕ∗
2)
)

+O

((
k

t

)ϕ∗

ln(t)

)
for k = m0, . . . , t− 1

and simply |At+1,t| = O(1) for k = t+ 1. Therefore, since assumption (v), we have

t
ϕ∗
2 |Cm0,tηm0

| =
(
1

t

)ϕ∗/2−Re(ϕ∗
2)

+

(
1

t

)ϕ∗/2

ln(t)
a.s.−→ 0 .

Moreover, recalling that Rη,t+1 = O(t−(1+β))1 for some β > ϕ∗

2 , we have

t
ϕ∗
2 |ρt+1| = t

ϕ∗
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
t∑

k=m0

Ck+1,tRη,k+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
= t

ϕ∗
2 O

 t−1∑
k=m0

(
k

t

)a∗2 1

k1+β
+

t−1∑
k=m0

(
k

t

)ϕ∗

ln(t)
1

k1+β

+ tϕ
∗/2O(1/t1+β)

= t
ϕ∗
2 O

 1

ta
∗
2

t−1∑
k=m0

ka
∗
2−1−β +

ln(t)

tϕ∗

t−1∑
k=m0

kϕ
∗−1−β

+O(1/t1+β−ϕ∗/2)

= t
ϕ∗
2 O

(
1

tβ
+

ln(t)

tβ

)
+O(1/t1+β−ϕ∗/2)

= O

(
ln(t)

tβ−
ϕ∗
2

)
,

which tends to zero because β > ϕ∗

2 .

Step 4 (Study of the “delta-martingale” term).
We want to apply Theorem D.3. Therefore we have to check conditions (1) and (2) in Theorem D.3.

Since the relation V ⊤
η Uη = I implies V ⊤

η R = SRV
⊤
η , we have that

t∑
k=m0

(t
ϕ∗
2 Tt,k+1)(t

ϕ∗
2 T⊤

t,k+1) = tϕ
∗

t∑
k=m0

1

(k + 1)2
Ck+1,tR∆Mη,k+1∆M⊤

η,k+1R
⊤C⊤

k+1,t

= Uη

tϕ
∗

t∑
k=m0

1

(k + 1)2
Ak+1,tV

⊤
η R∆Mη,k+1∆M⊤

η,k+1R
⊤VηA

⊤
k+1,t

U⊤
η

= Uη

tϕ
∗

t∑
k=m0

1

(k + 1)2
Ak+1,tSRV

⊤
η ∆Mη,k+1∆M⊤

η,k+1VηSRA
⊤
k+1,t

U⊤
η .
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Therefore, omitting the last term of the sum because |At+1,t| = O(1) and , by assumption (iii), we

have (tϕ
∗
/(t+ 1)2)|∆Mt+1| = O(tϕ

∗−2+1−ϕ∗
) = O(t−1) → 0, it is enough to study the convergence

of

(32) tϕ
∗

t−1∑
k=m0

1

(k + 1)2
Ak+1,tSRV

⊤
η ∆Mη,k+1∆M⊤

η,k+1VηSRA
⊤
k+1,t.

To this purpose, setting Bη,k+1 = V ⊤
η ∆Mη,k+1∆M⊤

η,k+1Vη, Bk+1 = V ⊤∆Mk+1∆M⊤
k+1V , bk+1 =

V ⊤∆Mk+1∆M⊤
k+1v and bk = v⊤∆Mk+1∆M⊤

k+1v, we observe that

Bη,k+1 =

Bk+1 bk+1 Bk+1

b⊤
k+1 bk+1 b⊤

k+1
Bk+1 bk+1 Bk+1

 .

Since in Bη,k+1 the first and the third row and column of blocks are the same, the matrix (Ak+1,tSR)
can be replaced by a diagonal matrix, with the following diagonal blocks: A1

k+1,t = A11
k+1,tD,

A3
k+1,t = A31

k+1,tD +A33
k+1,t and a2k+1,t = 0. Hence, the above expression (32) can be rewritten as

tϕ
∗

t−1∑
k=m0

1

(k + 1)2

A1
k+1,tBk+1A

1
k+1,t 0 A1

k+1,tBk+1A
3
k+1,t

0⊤ 0 0⊤

A3
k+1,tBk+1A

1
k+1,t 0 A3

k+1,tBk+1A
3
k+1,t

 .

The elements of A1
k+1,t and A3

k+1,t in the above matrix can be rewritten in terms of Fk+1,t(·) as

[A1
k+1,t]jj = (ϕ∗ − αj)Fk+1,t(αj) = ϕjFk+1,t(αj)

[A3
k+1,t]jj =

{
Fk+1,t(αj) for αj ̸= ϕ∗, i.e. ϕj ̸= 0

Fk+1,t(ϕ
∗) for αj = ϕ∗, i.e. ϕj = 0.

Hence, the almost sure convergences of all the elements can be obtained by [4, Lemma A.3] together
with [11, Lemma 4.1]). Indeed, we have

t−(1−ϕ∗)E[Bt+1|Ft] = t−(1−ϕ∗)V ⊤E[∆Mt+1∆M⊤
t+1|Ft]V → V ⊤Σ∞V

and so, for complex numbers x, y such that Re(x+ y)−ϕ∗ > 0 (recall that, by assumption (v), we
have Re(x+ y)− ϕ∗ ≥ ϕ∗ − 2Re(ϕ∗

2) > 0), by the above quoted lemmas, we have

tϕ
∗

t−1∑
k=m0

1

(k + 1)1+ϕ∗

(
(k + 1)−(1−ϕ∗)Bk+1

)
Fk+1,t(x)Fk+1,t(y) →

1

x+ y − ϕ∗V
⊤Σ∞V .

Hence, recalling that αj = ϕ∗ − ϕj , we find

tϕ
∗

t−1∑
k=m0

1

(k + 1)2
[A1

k+1,tBk+1A
1
k+1,t]h,j → [S11

∞ ]h,j =
ϕjϕh

ϕ∗ − ϕj − ϕh
(v⊤

j Σ∞vh),

tϕ
∗

t−1∑
k=m0

1

(k + 1)2
[A3

k+1,tBk+1A
3
k+1,t]h,j → [S33

∞ ]h,j =
1

ϕ∗ − ϕj − ϕh
(v⊤

j Σ∞vh),

tϕ
∗

t−1∑
k=m0

1

(k + 1)2
[A1

k+1,tBk+1A
3
k+1,t]h,j → [S13

∞ ]h,j =
ϕj

ϕ∗ − ϕj − ϕh
(v⊤

j Σ∞vh).

Therefore condition (1) of Theorem D.3 is satisfied with the matrix M∞ defined in (30).
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Regarding condition (2) of Theorem D.3, we observe that, by assumption (iii), we have

|Tt,k+1| = O

(
1

k + 1
|Ak+1,t||∆Mη,k+1|

)
= O

(
|Ak+1,t|(k + 1)−ϕ∗

)
= O

(
k−ϕ∗

(
k

t

)(ϕ∗−Re(ϕ∗
2)
)

+O

(
k−ϕ∗

(
k

t

)ϕ∗

ln(t)

)
for k = m0, . . . , t− 1

and |Tt,t+1| = O
(

1
t+1 |At+1,t||∆Mη,t+1|

)
= O(t−ϕ∗

) for k = t. Hence, for any u, we have(
sup

m0≤k≤n

∣∣∣tϕ∗/2Tt,k+1

∣∣∣)2u

≤ tϕ
∗u

t−1∑
k=m0

|Tt,k+1|2u + tϕ
∗u|Tt,t+1|2u

= O

t−(ϕ∗−2Re(ϕ∗
2))u

t−1∑
k=m0

k−2Re(ϕ∗
2)u

+O

(
ln(t)2u

tϕ∗u−1

)
+O(1/tϕ

∗u)

= O
(
t−(ϕ∗−2Re(ϕ∗

2))u t1−2Re(ϕ∗
2)u
)
+O

(
ln(t)2u

tϕ∗u−1

)
= O

(
1/tϕ

∗u−1
)
+O

(
ln(t)2u

tϕ∗u−1

)
= O

(
ln(t)2u

tϕ∗u−1

)
→ 0 for u > 1/ϕ∗ ,

which, in particular, implies (supm0≤k≤t |tϕ
∗/2Tt,k+1|)2u

L1

−→ 0 for any u > 1/ϕ∗. As a consequence,
condition (2) of Theorem D.3 holds true.

By Theorem D.3, we can finally conclude that tϕ
∗/2
∑t

k=m0
Tt,k+1 converges stably to the Gauss-

ian kernel N (0,M∞). □

Theorem A.4. When N = 1, under assumptions (i), (ii), (iii) and (iv), we have

tϕ
∗/2

(
At − Ã∞

Bt − Ã∞/ϕ∗

)
stably−→ N

(
0,

(
ϕ∗Σ∞ Σ∞
Σ∞ Σ∞/ϕ∗

))
.

When N ≥ 2, under assumptions (i), (ii), (iii), (iv) and (v), we have

tϕ
∗/2

(
At − Ã∞u

Bt − Ã∞/ϕ∗u

)
stably−→ N

(
0,v⊤Σ∞v

(
ϕ∗uu⊤ uu⊤

uu⊤ uu⊤/ϕ∗

)
+M∞

)
,

where M∞ is given in (30).

Proof. When N = 1, we simply have (At, Bt) = (Ãt, Ãt/ϕ
∗+o(t−ϕ∗/2)) and so the statement follows

from the clt for Ãt. When N ≥ 2, we have

tϕ
∗/2(At − Ã∞u,Bt − Ã∞/ϕ∗u)

= tϕ
∗/2((Ãt − Ã∞)u+ Ât, (Ãt − Ã∞)/ϕ∗u+ B̂t)

= tϕ
∗/2(Ãt − Ã∞)(u,u/ϕ∗) + tϕ

∗/2(Ât, B̂t) .

The first term converges in the sense of the almost sure conditional convergence toward the Gaussian
kernel with mean 0 and covariance matrix

v⊤Σ∞v

(
ϕ∗uu⊤ uu⊤

uu⊤ uu⊤/ϕ∗

)
.

The second term converges stably toward the Gaussian kernel N (0,M∞). By Lemma D.4, we can
combine the two convergences and obtain the desidered convergence. □
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As an immediate corollary, we can get the central limit theorem for B̃t = v⊤Bt when N ≥ 2.

Corollary A.5. (CLT for (B̃t) when N ≥ 2)
When N ≥ 2, under assumptions (i), (ii), (iii), (iv) and (v), we have

tϕ
∗/2(B̃t − Ã∞/ϕ∗)

stably−→N
(
0 ,v⊤Σ∞v/ϕ∗

)
.

Proof. Setting B̃t = v⊤Bt and using the relations v⊤u = 1 and v⊤U = 0 in Theorem A.4, we find
the desidered convergence. □

We can also derive the following result that consists in a CLT for a normalized version of (At,Bt).

Corollary A.6. (CLT for (At/(x
⊤At),Bt/(x

⊤Bt)) when N ≥ 2)
Under assumptions (i), (ii), (iii), (iv) and (v), for any given vector with x⊤u ̸= 0, we have

tϕ
∗/2

(
At/(x

⊤At)− u/(x⊤u)
Bt/(x

⊤Bt)− u/(x⊤u)

)
stably−→ N

(
0,

1

(x⊤u)2Ã2
∞

(
QxM11

∞Q⊤
x ϕ∗QxM13

∞Q⊤
x

ϕ∗QxM13
∞Q⊤

x (ϕ∗)2QxM33
∞Q⊤

x

))
,

where Qx = I − ux⊤/(x⊤u) and the matrices M11
∞, M13

∞, M33
∞ are defined in (30). In particular,

for x = v we have

tϕ
∗/2

(
At/Ãt − u

Bt/B̃t − u

)
stably−→ N

(
0,

1

Ã2
∞

(
M11

∞ ϕ∗M13
∞

ϕ∗M13
∞ (ϕ∗)2M33

∞

))
.

Remark 1. Note that, by (29) and (31), we have Ât = At − Ãtu = UV ⊤At and, similarly,

Bt − B̃tu = UV ⊤Bt. Therefore, the processes in the above result in the case x = v coincide,
up to multiplicative (random) factors, with the processes UV ⊤At and UV ⊤Bt (note also that we
have Qv = I − uv⊤/(v⊤u) = UV ⊤ by (31)). These processes will play a fundamental role in the
following section dedicated to the statistical tools.

Proof. The result follows from the CLT of Theorem A.4 once we note that

tϕ
∗/2

(
At/(x

⊤At)− u/(x⊤u)
Bt/(x

⊤Bt)− u/(x⊤u)

)
= tϕ

∗/2

(
(x⊤At)

−1I 0
0 (x⊤Bt)

−1I

)(
At − ux⊤At/(x

⊤u)
Bt − ux⊤Bt/(x

⊤u)

)
= tϕ

∗/2

(
(x⊤At)

−1Qx 0
0 (x⊤Bt)

−1Qx

)(
At

Bt

)
= tϕ

∗/2

(
(x⊤At)

−1Qx 0
0 (x⊤Bt)

−1Qx

)(
At − Ã∞u

Bt − Ã∞/ϕ∗u

)
.

Indeed, we have Qxuu
⊤ = 0 and so(

(x⊤At)
−1Qx 0

0 (x⊤Bt)
−1Qx

)(
v⊤Σ∞v

(
ϕ∗uu⊤ uu⊤

uu⊤ uu⊤/ϕ∗

)
+M∞

)(
(x⊤At)

−1Qx 0
0 (x⊤Bt)

−1Qx

)⊤
=(

(x⊤At)
−1Qx 0

0 (x⊤Bt)
−1Qx

)
M∞

(
(x⊤At)

−1Q⊤
x 0

0 (x⊤Bt)
−1Q⊤

x

)
=

1

(x⊤u)2Ã2
∞

(
QxM11

∞Q⊤
x ϕ∗QxM13

∞Q⊤
x

ϕ∗QxM13
∞Q⊤

x (ϕ∗)2QxM33
∞Q⊤

x

)
.

The result for x = v simply follows by the fact that, since (31), we have the equalities Qx = Qv =

(I − uv⊤/(v⊤u)) = UV ⊤ and so UV ⊤Mij
∞V U⊤ = Mij

∞. □
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Appendix B. Statistical tools

In this section we present some statistical tools, based on Theorem A.4, to provide an interval

estimation of the random limit Ã∞ and an hypothesis test on the structure of the matrix Φ. To this
end, we need to assume that the asymptotic conditional covariance matrix Σ∞ of the martingale
vector ∆Mt satisfies the following assumption:

Assumption 3. Assume the matrix Σ∞ can be factorized as

Σ∞ = g(Ã∞)Σdet ,

with g being a continuous function and Σdet a deterministic matrix determined by the eigen-structure
of Φ.

We will provide statistical tools based on the process (At) or on the process (Bt) so that the
suitable tool can be selected in the pratical applications when only one of the two processes is
observable.

B.1. Confidence intervals for the random limit Ã∞ based on (At). First of all, we can

observe that by means of the central limit theorem for the stochastic process Ãt = v⊤At described

in Theorem A.1, it is possible to construct an asymptotic confidence interval for its limit Ã∞.

Specifically, an asymptotic confidence interval for Ã∞ with approximate level (1−α) is the following:

CI1−α(Ã∞) :=

(
Ãt −

zα

tϕ∗/2

√
g(Ãt)ϕ∗v⊤Σdetv ; Ãt +

zα

tϕ∗/2

√
g(Ãt)ϕ∗v⊤Σdetv

)
,

where zα is such that N (0, 1)(zα,+∞) = α/2. Note that the term g(Ã∞) in the confidence interval

has been replaced by its strongly consistent estimator g(Ãt).

B.2. Confidence intervals for the random limit Ã∞ based on (Bt). We here construct

an asymptotic confidence interval for Ã∞ based on the process (Bt)t. First notice that using
Theorem A.4 we can obtain for N = 1

CI1−α(Ã∞) = ϕ∗Bt ± zα

tϕ∗/2

√
g(ϕ∗Bt)ϕ∗Σdet,

where g(ϕ∗Bt) represents a consistent estimator of g(Ã∞) and zα is such that N (0, 1)(zα,+∞) =
α/2.

When N ≥ 2, it is required the knowledge of Re(ϕ∗
2). Indeed, when Re(ϕ∗

2)/ϕ
∗ < 1/2, setting

B̃t = v⊤Bt and using Corollary A.5, we obtain

CI1−α(Ã∞) = ϕ∗B̃t ± zα

tϕ∗/2

√
g(ϕ∗B̃t)ϕ∗v⊤Σdetv,

where zα is such that N (0, 1)(zα,+∞) = α/2.

B.3. Hypothesis tests on the matrix Φ based on (At). We now focus on the case N ≥ 2 and
the inferential problem of testing the null hypothesis H0 : Φ = Φ0, using the multi-dimensional

stochastic process (At)t. Since the distribution of Ã∞ should be unknown in practice, we propose a

test statistics whose limit does not involve Ã∞. First, we need to introduce some notation. Let us
define the matrix M11

det as the matrix M11
∞ defined in Theorem A.3 with Σ∞ replaced by Σdet, i.e.

M11
∞ = g(Ã∞)M11

det. Then, notice that the matrix M11
det has rank (N − 1) and it admits a spectral

decomposition as follows: M11
det = O11D11(O11)⊤, where D11 is the diagonal matrix of dimension

(N − 1) containing the eigenvalues of M11
det different from 0 and O11 is the N × (N − 1) matrix

whose columns form an orthonormal basis of Im(M11
det) of corresponding eigenvectors. Then, we set

L11 = (D11)−1/2 (diagonal matrix of dimension (N − 1)) and take the product L11(O11)⊤ (matrix



28 G. ALETTI, I. CRIMALDI, AND A. GHIGLIETTI

of dimension (N − 1) × N). Fixed the matrix assumed under H0, i.e. Φ0, we can compute for it
the eigenvectors u and v, the eigenvectors contained in the matrices U and V and the matrices

L11 and O11 defined above. Hence, we can obtain under H0 the real process Ãt = v⊤At and the

multi-dimensional process Ât = At − Ãtu = U V ⊤At. Then, from Theorem A.3 we have that,
under H0 and the assumption Re(ϕ∗

2)/ϕ
∗ < 1/2,

(33) Tt = tϕ
∗/2g(Ãt)

−1/2L11(O11)⊤ U V ⊤At = tϕ
∗/2g(Ãt)

−1/2L11(O11)⊤ Ât
d∼ N (0, IN−1)

(in the above formulas the matrices L11 and O11 are related to M11
det computed under H0 and so

for Φ0). Hence, under H0, the test statistics ∥Tt∥2 is asymptotically chi-squared distributed with
(N − 1) degrees of freedom. This result lets us construct an asymptotic critical region for testing
any Φ0.

Remark 2. (Power)
The performance in terms of power of this inferential procedure is strongly related to the matrix Φ1

considered under the alternative hypothesis H1. For instance, the leading eigenvalue of Φ under H0

may not be equal to the one under H1 and so the test statistics may go to infinity with t at different
rates underH0 orH1. Moreover, the leading right eigenvector v0 computed underH0 : Φ = Φ0 may
not be equal to the leading right eigenvector v1 of Φ1 and so it is possible that (v⊤

0 At) ̸= (v⊤
1 At).

In that case, we would have, under H1, that At
a.s.−→ Ã∞u1 but (v⊤

0 At)
a.s.−→ (v⊤

0 u1)Ã∞ and hence,

since we use Ãt = v⊤
0 At in the test statistics, we can be sure that g(Ãt)

a.s.−→ g(Ã∞) remains valid
under H1 only if (v⊤

0 u1) = 1. This condition is guaranteed in a framework where the leading left
eigenvector u of Φ is known in advanced (e.g. under the popular balance condition Φ⊤1 = 1)
and so in that case we would always have u0 = u1 = u. Analogously, the columns of U1 and V1

computed under H1 : Φ = Φ1 may not be equal to the corresponding U0 and V0 derived under
H0 : Φ = Φ0. However, if we assume V ⊤

0 u1 = 0 (that is automatically true when u0 = u1) we can

be sure that, under H1, we have U0V
⊤
0 At = U0V

⊤
0 Ât, since

U0V
⊤
0 At = U0V

⊤
0 (At − Ãtu1) = U0V

⊤
0 Ât.

In summary, whenever u0 = u1 we have under H1 that Tt is still asymptotically normally dis-
tributed with covariance matrix L11(O11)⊤UV ⊤M11

detV U⊤O11(L11)⊤, where M11
det is referred to

the eigen-structure of Φ1, while L11(O11)⊤UV ⊤ is referred to Φ0. Consequently, the distance
between the identity matrix I and the matrix L11(O11)⊤UV ⊤M11

detV U⊤O11(L11)⊤ describes the
relation between the asymptotic distribution of ∥Tt∥2 under H0 and the one under H1, which
determines the power of the test. For instance, note that E[∥Tt∥2] = (N − 1) under H0, while
E[∥Tt∥2] is equal to the trace of L11(O11)⊤UV ⊤M11

detV U⊤O11(L11)⊤ under H1.

B.4. Hypothesis tests on the matrix Φ based on (Bt). We here want to build for the case
N ≥ 2 a test statistic for H0 : Φ = Φ0, that is based only on the process (Bt). To this end,

analogously as in Subsection B.3, let us define the matrix M33
det such that M33

∞ = g(Ã∞)M33
det and

the corresponding matrices L33 and O33. Fixed the matrix Φ0 assumed under H0, we can obtain

the real process B̃t = v⊤Bt and the multi-dimensional process

B′
t = Bt − B̃tu = U V ⊤Bt.

By Corollary A.6 and Remark 1, we get that, under H0 and the assumption Re(ϕ∗
2)/ϕ

∗ < 1/2, we
have

(34) Tt = tϕ
∗/2g(ϕ∗B̃t)

−1/2L33(O33)⊤B′
t = tϕ

∗/2g(ϕ∗B̃t)
−1/2L33(O33)⊤ U V ⊤Bt

d∼ N (0, IN−1)
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(in the above formulas the matrices L33 and O33 are related to M33
det computed under H0 and so

for Φ0). The considerations on the power made for the test based on At in Remark 2 remain valid
as well for the test based on Bt.

Appendix C. Statistical tools in some examples

We here specify the previous general statistical tools in two particular cases: firstly, we consider
the case N = 2 and, then, we take into account the case when Φ is of the “mean-field” type and
N ≥ 2.

C.1. Case N = 2. Amatrix Φ with dimension 2×2 and satisfying condition (i) can be reparametrized
imposing that the number ϕ ∈ (0, 1] is an eigenvalue with left eigenvector u such that r = u1/u2,
with r > 0, that is

rϕ11 + ϕ21 = rϕ and rϕ12 + ϕ22 = ϕ .

This reparametrization has been inspired by the fact that we typically are able to estimate with
high accuracy the leading eigenvalue ϕ∗ ∈ (0, 1] and the ratio r = u1/u2 > 0 of the two componets
of the leading left eigenvector u. Hence, we may think that ϕ = ϕ∗ and r are known in practice and
the only parameters that are object of the test are ϕ21 and ϕ12. We can also calculate the second
eigenvalue from the trace of Φ:

ϕ∗
2 = ϕ1,1 + ϕ2,2 − ϕ = ϕ− ϕ2,1 + r2ϕ1,2

r
,

so that the condition Re(ϕ∗
2)/ϕ

∗ < 1/2 required in the previous results corresponds to the condition

2
ϕ2,1 + r2ϕ1,2

r
> ϕ.

Moreover, since according to our notation we have v⊤1 = 1 and v⊤u = 1, we obtain the following
relations:

v1 =
rϕ1,2

rϕ1,2 + ϕ2,1
, v2 = 1− v1, u1 =

r

1− (1− r)v1
, u2 =

1

1− (1− r)v1
,

which leads to

v1 =
rϕ1,2

rϕ1,2 + ϕ2,1
, v2 =

ϕ2,1

rϕ1,2 + ϕ2,1
, u1 =

rϕ2,1 + r2ϕ1,2

ϕ2,1 + r2ϕ1,2
, u2 =

ϕ2,1 + rϕ1,2

ϕ2,1 + r2ϕ1,2
.

If we adopt the parametrization ι = ϕ1,2+ϕ2,1 and η =
ϕ1,2

ϕ1,2+ϕ2,1
so that ι represents the intensity of

the whole “interaction” among the two components 1 and 2 due to matrix Φ and η (resp. (1− η))
gives the percentage of this intensity due to the influence of the first component on the second one
(resp., of the second component on the first one). Then, we have

u =
(1− η) + rη

(1− η) + r2η

(
r
1

)
and v =

1

rη + (1− η)

(
rη

1− η

)
,

and so

uv⊤ =
1

(1− η) + r2η

(
r
1

)(
rη 1− η

)
and UV ⊤ =

1

(1− η) + r2η

(
1− η
−rη

)(
1 −r

)
.

Finally, imposing U⊤U = 1, we get

U =
1√

(1− η)2 + r2η2

(
1− η
−rη

)
and V =

√
(1− η)2 + r2η2

(1− η) + r2η

(
1
−r

)
.
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We thus obtain

ϕ∗v⊤Σdetv =
ϕ

(rη + (1− η))2
(
rη 1− η

)
Σdet

(
rη

1− η

)
and, for 2ι (1−η)+r2η

r > ϕ,

M11
det = US11

detU
⊤ =

(ι (1−η)+r2η
r − ϕ)2

2ι (1−η)+r2η
r − ϕ

1

((1− η) + r2η)2

(
1− η
−rη

)(
1 −r

)
Σdet

(
1
−r

)(
1− η −rη

)
,

M33
det = US33

detU
⊤ =

1

2ι (1−η)+r2η
r − ϕ

1

((1− η) + r2η)2

(
1− η
−rη

)(
1 −r

)
Σdet

(
1
−r

)(
1− η −rη

)
.

(where Sii
det are the matrices defined in Theorem A.3 with Σ∞ replaced by Σdet). Therefore, recalling

that

Ãt = v⊤At =
rηA1,t + (1− η)A2,t

rη + (1− η)
and B̃t = v⊤Bt =

rηB1,t + (1− η)B2,t

rη + (1− η)
,

and defining the constant

cr,η =

(
rη (1− η)

)
Σdet

(
rη

(1− η)

)
(rη+(1−η))2

,

the confidence interval based on At and Bt are respectively

CI1−α(Ã∞) = Ãt ±
zα

tϕ/2

√
ϕg(Ãt)cr,η , and CI1−α(Ã∞) = ϕB̃t ±

zα

tϕ/2

√
ϕg(ϕB̃t)cr,η.

Analogously, the test statistics based on At is

Tt = tϕ/2
1

(1− η) + r2η
L11(O11)⊤

(
(1− η)
−rη

)
(A1,t − rA2,t)

g(Ãt)1/2
,

and the one based on Bt

Tt = tϕ/2
1

(1− η) + r2η
L33(O33)⊤

(
(1− η)
−rη

)
(B1,t − rB2,t)

g(ϕB̃t)1/2
.

Remark 3. In the particular case Σdet = diag(u) we have

S33
det =

1(
2ι (1−η)+r2η

r − ϕ
) (r + r2)((1− η) + rη)((1− η)2 + r2η2)

((1− η) + r2η)3
,

which leads to L33(O33)⊤ = (S33
det)

−1/2U⊤ and so the test statistics based on Bt becomes

Tt = tϕ/2

√(
2ι
(1− η) + r2η

r
− ϕ

)
(1− η) + r2η

(r + r2)((1− η) + rη)

(B1,t − rB2,t)

g(ϕB̃t)1/2
.

Then, denoting

∆ =
1

2
− ϕ∗

2

ϕ
=

ι

ϕ

(1− η) + r2η

r
− 1

2
and qr,η =

2((1− η) + r2η)

r(1 + r)((1− η) + rη)
,

we have

(35) ∥Tt∥2 = tϕqr,η∆
(B1,t − rB2,t)

2

g(ϕB̃t)/ϕ
.

Moreover, the confidence interval based on Bt becomes

(36) CI1−α(Ã∞) = ϕB̃t ±
zα

tϕ/2

√
ϕg(ϕB̃t)cr,η , with cr,η = (r3η2+(1−η)2)

(rη+(1−η))(r2η+(1−η))
.
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C.2. Mean-field case for N ≥ 2. This first case we consider is the “Mean-field” case, which
refers to the family of matrices Φ that can be expressed as follows: for any 1 ≤ h, j ≤ N

ϕj,h = ϕ
( ι

N
+ δj,h(1− ι)

)
with ϕ, ι ∈ (0, 1],

where δj,h is equal to 1 when h = j and to 0 otherwise. Note that Φ is irreducible and doubly

stochastic, we have v = N−11 and u = 1 and so the random variable Ãt coincides with the average

of the processes At,h, i.e. N−11⊤At and Ât =
(
I −N−111⊤

)
At. Furthermore, in this case, the

leading eigenvalue ϕ∗ coincides with ϕ, while all the eigenvalues of Φ different from ϕ∗ are equal
to ϕ(1 − ι) and, consequently, the condition Re(ϕ∗

2)/ϕ
∗ < 1/2 required in the previous results

corresponds to the condition 2ι > 1. Finally, since Φ is also symmetric, we have U = V and so
U⊤U = V ⊤V = I and UU⊤ = V V ⊤ = I − N−111⊤. Notice that the mean-field matrix has two
parameters, ϕ and ι, but, since the leading eigenvalue ϕ∗ is typically easy to be estimated with high
accuracy, we may think that the only parameter that is object of inference in this case is ι, which
is the quantity that rules the intensity of the “interaction” among the different components due to
matrix Φ. We thus obtain ϕ∗v⊤Σdetv = ϕN−2(1⊤Σdet1) and, for 2ι > 1,

M11
det = US11

detU
⊤ =

ϕ(1− ι)2

2ι− 1
UV ⊤ΣdetV U⊤ =

ϕ(1− ι)2

2ι− 1
(I −N−111⊤)Σdet(I −N−111⊤),

M33
det = US33

detU
⊤ =

1

ϕ(2ι− 1)
UV ⊤ΣdetV U⊤ =

1

ϕ(2ι− 1)
(I −N−111⊤)Σdet(I −N−111⊤),

Therefore, recalling Ãt =
1⊤At
N , B̃t =

1⊤Bt
N and defining cN =

(1⊤Σdet1)
N2 , the confidence interval

based on At and Bt are respectively

CI1−α(Ã∞) = Ãt ± zα

tϕ/2

√
ϕg(Ãt)cN and CI1−α(Ã∞) = ϕB̃t ± zα

tϕ/2

√
ϕg(ϕB̃t)cN .

Analogously, the test statistics based on At is

Tt = tϕ/2L11(O11)⊤UV ⊤ At

g(Ãt)1/2
= tϕ/2L11(O11)⊤(I −N−111⊤)

At

g(Ãt)1/2
,

and the one based on Bt is

Tt = tϕ/2L33(O33)⊤UV ⊤ Bt

g(ϕB̃t)1/2
= tϕ/2L33(O33)⊤(I −N−111⊤)

Bt

g(ϕB̃t)1/2
.

Remark 4. In the particular case Σdet = I we have 1⊤Σdet1 = N and hence the following confidence
interval based on Bt:

(37) CI1−α(Ã∞) = ϕB̃t ± zα

tϕ/2

√
ϕg(ϕB̃t)cN with cN =

1

N
.

Moreover, we have M33
det = US33

detU
⊤, with

UU⊤ = (I −N−111⊤) and S33
det =

1

ϕ(2ι− 1)
I,

which leads to L33(O33)⊤ =
√

ϕ(2ι− 1)U⊤ and so the test statistics based on Bt becomes

Tt = tϕ/2
√
ϕ(2ι− 1)U⊤ Bt

g(ϕB̃t)1/2
,
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from which we can get

∥Tt∥2 = tϕ(2ι− 1)
B⊤

t (I −N−111⊤)Bt

g(ϕB̃t)/ϕ
= tϕ(2ι− 1)

∥Bt∥2 − (1⊤Bt)2

N

g(B̃t)/ϕ

= tϕ(2ι− 1)

∥∥Bt −
(
1⊤Bt
N

)
1
∥∥2

g(ϕB̃t)/ϕ
,

that is

(38) ∥Tt∥2 = tϕ2∆

∥∥Bt − B̃t1
∥∥2

g(ϕB̃t)/ϕ
with ∆ =

1

2
− ϕ∗

2

ϕ
= ι− 1

2
.

Appendix D. Technical results

For the readear’s convenience, we here recall some results used in the above proofs. (For a
synthetic review about the notion of stable convergence and its variants, see for instance the
appendix of [4] and the references recalled therein.)

Theorem D.1. (A consequence of [10, Theorem A.1])
On (Ω,A, P ), let (Ft)t be a filtration and, for each t ≥ 1, let (Lt,k)k∈N be a real martingale with
respect to (Ft+k−1)k, with Lt,0 = 0, which converges in mean to a random variable Lt,∞. Set

Yt,n = Lt,n − Lt,n−1 for n ≥ 1, Ut =
∑

n≥1 Y
2
t,n, Y ∗

t = supn≥1 |Yt,n|.
Further, suppose that (Ut)t converges almost surely to a positive real (F∞-measurable) random

variable U and Y ∗
t ≤ y(t) with y(t) a deterministic function suct that y(t)

a.s.→ 0.
Then, with respect to (Ft)t, the sequence (Lt,∞)t converges to the Gaussian kernel N (0, U) in

the sense of the almost sure conditional convergence (and so also stably).

Lemma D.2. ([6, Supplementary material])
If at ≥ 0, at ≤ 1 for t large enough,

∑
t at = +∞, δt ≥ 0,

∑
t δt < +∞, b > 0, yt ≥ 0 and

yt+1 ≤ (1− at)
byt + δt, then limt→+∞ yt = 0.

Theorem D.3. (A consequence of [12, Proposition 3.1])
Let (Tt,k+1)t≥m0,m0≤k≤t be a triangular array of d-dimensional real random vectors, such that, for
each fixed t, the finite sequence (Tt,k+1)m0≤k≤t is a martingale difference array with respect to a
given filtration (Fk+1)k≥m0. Moreover, let (st)t be a sequence of positive real numbers and assume
that the following conditions hold:

(1)
∑t

k=m0
(stTt,k+1)(stTt,k+1)

⊤ = s2t
∑t

k=m0
Tt,k+1T

⊤
t,k+1

P−→ M∞, where M∞ is a (F∞-

measurable) random positive semidefinite matrix;

(2) supm0≤k≤t |stTt,k+1| = st supm0≤k≤t

∑d
i=1 |Tt,k+1,i|

L1

−→ 0.

Then (st
∑t

k=m0
Tt,k+1)t converges stably to the Gaussian kernel N (0,M∞).

The following result combines together stable convergence and almost sure conditional conver-
gence.

Lemma D.4. (A consequence of [9, Lemma 1])

Suppose that (Y
(1)
t ) and (Y

(2)
t ) are real random vectors such that the first is adapted to a filtration

(Ft)t and the second is measurable with respect to F∞. If (Y
(1)
t ) converges stably to N (0,M(1)

∞ )

and (Y
(2)
t ) converges to N (0,M(2)

∞ ) in the sense of the almost sure conditional convergence with
respect to (Ft)t, then

(Y
(1)
t +Y

(2)
t )

stably−→ N (0,M(1)
∞ +M(2)

∞ ).
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Stoch. Process. Appl., 126(3):930–947, 2016.
[12] I. Crimaldi and L. Pratelli. Convergence results for multivariate martingales. Stoch. Process. Appl., 115(4):571–

577, 2005.
[13] S. Favaro, A. Lijoi, R. H. Mena, and I. Prünster. Bayesian non-parametric inference for species variety with a

two-parameter poisson–dirichlet process prior. J. R. Stat. Soc. Ser. B, 71(5):993–1008, 2009.
[14] T. M. A. Fink, M. Reeves, R. Palma, and R. S. Farr. Serendipity and strategy in rapid innovation. Nat. Commun.,

8(2002), 2017.
[15] S. Fortini, S. Petrone, and P. Sporysheva. On a notion of partially conditionally identically distributed sequences.

Stoch. Process. Appl., 128(3):819–846, 2018.
[16] R. Gouet. Martingale Functional Central Limit Theorems for a Generalized Polya Urn. Ann. Probab., 21(3):1624

– 1639, 1993.
[17] B. Hansen and J. Pitman. Prediction rules for exchangeable sequences related to species sampling. Statist.

Probab. Lett., 46:251–256, 2000.
[18] H. S. Heaps. Information Retrieval-Computational and Theoretical Aspects. Academic Press, 1978.
[19] I. Iacopini, G. Di Bona, E. Ubaldi, V. Loreto, and V. Latora. Interacting discovery processes on complex networks.

Phys. Rev. Lett., 125:248301, Dec 2020.
[20] L. F. James, A. Lijoi, and I. Prünster. Distributions of linear functionals of two parameter Poisson–Dirichlet

random measures. Ann. Appl. Probab., 18(2):521 – 551, 2008.
[21] S. A. Kauffman. Investigations. Oxford University Press, New York/Oxford, 2000.
[22] A. Lijoi, R. Mena, and I. Prünster. Bayesian nonparametric estimation of the probability of discovering new

species. Biometrika, 94:769–786, 08 2007.
[23] A. Lijoi and I. Prünster. Models beyond the Dirichlet process. Cambridge Series in Statistical and Probabilistic

Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 2010.



34 G. ALETTI, I. CRIMALDI, AND A. GHIGLIETTI

[24] A. Mokkadem and M. Pelletier. Convergence rate and averaging of nonlinear two-time-scale stochastic approxi-
mation algorithms. Ann. Appl. Probab., 16(3):1671–1702, 08 2006.

[25] C. Monti, J. D’Ignazi, M. Starnini, and G. De Francisci Morales. Evidence of demographic rather than ideological
segregation in news discussion on reddit. In Proceedings of the ACM Web Conference 2023 (WWW ’23), 2023.

[26] J. Pitman. Some developments of the blackwell-macqueen urn scheme. Lecture Notes-Monograph Series, 30:245–
267, 1996.

[27] J. Pitman. Combinatorial Stochastic Processes. Ecole d’Eté de Probabilités de Saint-Flour XXXII. Springer,
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