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Optimal estimators and tests for reciprocal
effects”

Qunqgiang Feng! Jiashun Jin? Yaru Tian' Ting Yan?

Abstract

The p; model plays a fundamental role in modeling directed networks, where
the reciprocal effect parameter p is of special interest in practice. However, due to
nonlinear factors in this model, how to estimate p efficiently is a long-standing open
problem.

We tackle the problem by the cycle count approach. The challenge is, due to
the nonlinear factors in the model, for any given type of generalized cycles, the
expected count is a complicated function of many parameters in the model, so it
is unclear how to use cycle counts to estimate p. However, somewhat surprisingly,
we discover that, among many types of generalized cycles with the same length, we
can carefully pick a pair of them such that in the ratio between the expected cycle
counts of the two types, the non-linear factors cancel out nicely with each other, and
as a result, the ratio equals to exp(p) exactly. Therefore, though the expected count
of cycles of any type is not tractable, the ratio between the expected cycle counts
of a (carefully chosen) pair of generalized cycles may have an utterly simple form.

We study to what extent such pairs exist, and use our discovery to derive both
an estimate for p and a testing procedure for testing p = pg. In a setting where we
allow a wide range of reciprocal effects and a wide variety of network sparsity and
degree heterogeneity, we show that our estimator achieves the optimal rate and our
test achieves the optimal phase transition. Technically, first, motivated by what we
observe on real networks, we do not want to impose strong conditions on reciprocal
effects, network sparsity, and degree heterogeneity. Second, our proposed statistic
is a type of U-statistic, the analysis of which involves complex combinatorics and is

error-prone. For these reasons, our analysis is long and delicate.
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1 Introduction

Reciprocity is a fundamental principle in social psychology, where we believe that indi-
viduals tend to respond to the actions of others in a way that reflects the nature (pos-
itive/negative) of those actions, and people make choices based on what they can gain
(profits, trusts, feelings) from others in return. Just like social duties, reciprocity makes it
possible to build sustainable and continuing relationships that bond different individuals
in a community together.

In directed networks, how to model reciprocity is a problem of great interest. The p;
model by Holland and Leinhardt (1981) is among the most popular models for directed
networks. It is a powerful tool for characterizing reciprocation and has been widely applied
in practice; see Goldenberg et al. (2010) for a survey. Consider a directed network with
n nodes. Let A be the adjacency matrix, where A;; = 1 if there is a (directed) edge
from node 7 to node j. As a convention, A;; = 0. We assume that the bivariate random
variables {(A;;, 4;i) : 1 <14 < j < n} are independent (bivariate) Bernoulli, and that for
parameters p, 7y, aq, b1, ..., Qy, B, and any a,b € {0, 1},

P(Aij = a, Aji = b) = Ky -exp(a(y+ i+ 3;) +b(y+a; + i) +abp), 1 <i#j<n, (1)
where K;; = [1 4 e7toithi 4 erteithi 4 g2ytaithfita;+hite]=1 " For identifiability, we assume
atas+...+a,=0+0+...+5,=0. (2)

Here, p calibrates the strength of reciprocated edges, v calibrates the overall sparsity level,
and «; and f; calibrate the expansiveness and popularity of node i, respectively.

The p; model can also be viewed as a special case of the Exponential Random Graph
Model Goldenberg et al. (2010); Schweinberger et al. (2020). It includes the well-known
p-model Chatterjee et al. (2011) as a special case. The S-model has been widely studied
(e.g., Chen et al. (2021); Yan et al. (2016); Yan and Xu (2013)). Also, if we neglect the
non-linear factors Kj;, then the p; model reduces to a special block model. The block
models have received a lot of attention recently (e.g., Chen et al. (2018); Fan et al. (2022);
Ke and Jin (2023); Ke and Wang (2024); Li et al. (2020); Saldana et al. (2017); Wang
and Bickel (2017); Zhao et al. (2012)). See Section 3.7 and Section 6 for more discussion.

Note that real networks usually have severe degree heterogeneity (Ke and Jin, 2023)
(meaning the degree, in-degree or out-degree, of a node can be hundreds time larger than
that of the other). Also, the sparsity level of a network may range significantly from one
occasion to another. For these reasons, we allow v, aq, 81,. .., ay, B, to take all possible



values in their range of interest.

Let 6 = (p,v, a1, 51, .., an, B,). Due to the importance of reciprocity, out of the (2n+
2) unknown parameters, p (the reciprocity parameter) has received the most attention
Goldenberg et al. (2010). In many applications (e.g., link prediction, citation prediction
Ji et al. (2022)), the parameter plays an important role. Motivated by these, our primary
interest of the paper is as follows.

e Optimal estimation of p. How to estimate p with the optimal rate of convergence.

e Optimal tests. Given a py, how to derive optimal tests for testing whether p = py.

e Optimal adaptivity. The tests and estimators are optimal in a broad setting cov-
ering all possible levels of reciprocity and sparsity and allowing for severe degree
heterogeneity:.

Despite the popularity of the p; model in practice, how to estimate p and other
parameters is a long-standing problem that has challenged us for over 40 years Goldenberg
et al. (2010); Rinaldo et al. (2013). The main reason is that, due to factors K;; in Model
(1), the p; model is nonlinear (see Section 2). We now briefly review the literature on
estimating p (discussion for testing is similar and is omitted).

First, we may consider the Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) approach. How-
ever, as pointed out by Goldenberg et al. (2010), MLE faces grand challenges: “A major
problem with the p; and related models, ..., we have no consistency in results for the
maximum likelihood estimates, and no simple way to test for p = 0.” Also, Rinaldo et al.
(2013, Theorem 1.5, supplement) proved that the MLE exists if and only if the adjacency
matrix A in the p; model satisfies two hard-to-check conditions (in fact, MLE and LRT
do not exist in may cases; see Section 4). Also, relatively, MLE is computationally slow
and sensitive to outliers and model mis-specification.

Second, we may consider the spectral approach, which is popular in network analysis
(e.g., Ke and Jin (2023)). However, spectral approaches are only appropriate for low-
rank network models. In a low-rank network model, we can decompose the adjacency
matrix A as A = Q + W, where the matrix Q2 is low-rank and non-stochastic (containing
the information of the parameters) and the matrix W contains the noise and secondary
effect. Unfortunately, due to the nonlinear factors K;; in Model (1), the p; model is not
a low-rank model (see Section 2 for more discussion), and it is unclear how to develop an
efficient spectral approach to estimate p.

Last, we may consider the cycle count approach, which is also popular in network
analysis. Consider an undirected network with K communities. In recent works, Gao
and Lafferty (2017); Jin et al. (2018, 2021) developed a cycle count approach to global
testing where the goal is to test whether K =1 or K > 1 and Jin et al. (2023) developed
a cycle count approach to estimating K. Unfortunately, these works have been largely
focused on (a) different problems, and (b) undirected networks with low-rank models, and
it remains unclear how to extend their ideas to address our problem. For these reasons,
how to estimate p is an interesting but largely unsolved problem.



1.1 LCR: A novel cycle count approach to estimating p

We wish to develop a cycle count approach for our problem. The main challenge is, for
any m > 3, there are many different types of m-cycles (see below), and it is unclear which
cycle count statistics may contain the key information about p.

To address the challenge, our idea is as follows. We first extend the notion of (regular)
cycles for undirected networks to generalized cycles for directed networks, with more
complicated forms. We then introduce pseudo low-rank representation (PLR) and edge-
encoding for the p; model. Using PLR and edge encoding, for any type of length-m
generalized cycles, we can explicitly represent the expected number of such cycles with a
big sum. The problem is, however, due to the nonlinear factors K;; in (1), it is hard to
further simplify the big sum above with a succinct formula and relate it to our parameters.
Fortunately, we discover that, for some m > 3, we can construct a pair of generalized m-
cycles, Type-a and Type-b, such that for an integer ¢q # 0 (known to us),

Expected number of Type-a generalized cycles .
= e’, (3)

Expected number of Type-b generalized cycles

Below, we show that there are O(4?™) pairs of (a, b), but out of them, only very few pairs
satisfy (3); we need non-trivial efforts to find such pairs of (a, b) (see Section 3). Therefore,
though it is hard to derive a simple formula for either the numerator or denominator on
the LHS of (3), we can derive a very simple formula for their ratio. This gives rise to a
convenient way to estimate p and to test whether p = pg for a given pg; see Section 3.

As far as we know, the discovery in (3) is new. We have the following contributions.
(1). When m is even, we can always construct a pair of length-m generalized cycles such
that (3) is satisfied. However, when m is odd, such a pair does not exist. (2). Using the
above discovery, we propose the logarithmic cycle-count ratio (LCR) as a novel approach
to estimating p. In a broad setting where p may vary in its whole range of interest, and
which covers all interesting sparsity levels and allows severe degree heterogeneity, we show
that LCR is asymptotical minimax (and thus is optimal). (3). We propose a new way to
estimate the variances of LCR estimators, and use the results to develop the LCR tests
for testing p = po. In the same broad setting, we show that the LCR tests have N(0, 1)
as the limiting null and achieve the optimal phase transition (similar to the minimax
framework, phase transition is a theoretical framework for optimality Donoho and Jin
(2015); Jin et al. (2017)). In practice, an explicit limiting null is especially useful (e.g.,
for computing p-values). In summary, our approach is new, and for the first time, we
derive optimal tests and estimators for the reciprocal parameter p in a broad setting (by
far, consistent estimators for p in a broad setting are not available).

Organizations and notations. Section 2 presents the Pseudo Low-rank Represen-
tation (PLR) for the p; model. Section 3 contains our main results. Section 4 contains
numerical studies. Section 5 sketches the proof ideas. Section 6 is a short discussion. We
use C' > 0 to denote a generic constant which may vary from one occasion to another. For
a vector x = (z1,...,2,) € R", ||z]|, denotes the ¢-norm of x, and Z,a, and xp,,;, de-
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note the largest and smallest entry of x, respectively. For any positive sequences {a, }22
and {b,}>2,, we say a, ~ b, if lim,_,(a,/b,) = 1 and a,, =< b, if there are constants
¢1 > ¢ > 0 such that ¢y < (a,/b,) < ¢ for sufficiently large n. For A, B € R™™ (m > 1),
Ao B € R™™ denotes the matrix of entry-wise product. For any z,y € R", (z,y) denotes

their inner product.

2 Preliminary: The PLR and generalized cycles

We introduce the Pseudo Low-rank Representation (PLR) and edge coding for model
(1). Let o be the Hadamard or entry-wise product Horn and Johnson (1985). Let K be
the n x n matrix K = (K;;). Let u,v be the n x 1 vectors satisfying p; = €?/2** and
v, = V28 1 <i<n, andlet n = powv. Let Q =/ + efny’ and Q = K o). By (1), it

is seen that Q;; = P(A;; = 1), 1 <i# j < n. Let diag(Q2) be the n x n diagonal matrix
where the i-th diagonal entry is ;. Let W be the n x n matrix where W;; = A;; — ;5 if
i # j and W;; = 0 otherwise. It follows that

A=Q — diag(Q) + W, where Q = K o Q with Q = [/ + ePnry]. (4)

Let J,, € R™™ be the matrix of all ones and jn = J, — I,,, where [, is the identity matrix.
Introduce four n x n matrix as follows (assuming ¢ # j in the paragraph below): (1).
A" = Ao A", Note that A}l = 1 if and only if there is a double edge between ¢ and j;
(2). A% = (J, — A)o (J, — A") (A¥ = 1 if and only if there is no edge between i and j);
(3). A = Ao (J, — A') and its transpose A% = (A'°)". Note that A!Y = 1 if and only
if there is a (directed) edge from 7 to j but there is no edge from j to #; similar for A%
Note also that A'' and A% are symmetrical but A° and A% may not. Let Q% = J,,
Q0 = (QOY = o/ and Q' = ePpyy. For a € {00,11,10,01}, let Q* = K 0 Q. Also,
similarly, let diag(€2*) be the n x n diagonal matrix where the i-th diagonal entry is Q%
and let W* be the n x n matrix where W = Af, — Qf if 1 # j and W = 0 otherwise. It
follows that

A® = Q% — diag(Q?) + W and Q° = K 0 Q°, for any a € {00,11,10,01}. (5)

We call (4)-(5) the pseudo low-rank representation (PLR) of the p; model, for if the
nonlinear matrix K is dropped, then matrices €2, Q%, Q1 Q0 Q! are all low-rank.

We now introduce generalized cycles and edge coding. Fix m > 3. A general-
ized m-cycle contains m distinct nodes, 7,19, ...,%,, and many edges. For any pair of
nodes 4,j in {iy,ds,...,4,}, there are 4 different types of edges: no edge, a directed
edge from ¢ to j, a directed edge from j to ¢, and a double edge; we encode them
by {00,10,01,11}. Therefore, to consider a specific type of length-m generalized cy-
cle, we need to specify the edge pattern first. Introduce S,, = {a = (a1, a9,...,an) :
where each a; takes values from {00, 10,01, 11}}.



Definition 1. Form > 3, a generalized m-cycle with edge pattern prescribed by an a € S,
consists of m distinct nodes iy, 19, . . . , iy, where the edge type between i1 and iz, i5 and iz,
eey and iy, and iy are ay, g, ..., Ay, respectively (we call it an m-cycle of Type-a).

For example, when m = 4, we have 4* = 256 different generalized 4-cycles (quadrilat-
erals) and 42 different non-isomorphic generalized quadrilaterals. See the supplement.

By the PLR and edge-coding, we can represent the number of any given type of
generalized cycles succinctly by a big sum. Fix m > 3 and a € S,,. By the PLR, the
number of generalized m-cycles of Type-a is m D ivinnim (dist) Aiviz Aiig - Al This
is because the value of A7) A2 ... Aj™ is either 0 and 1, and it is 1 if and only if there
is a type-a; edge from 77 to i, a type-as edge from iy to i3, ..., and a type-a,, edge from
im to iy. Here, Cy,(a) is a combinatoric number representing the number of times we
have counted each cycle repeatedly. This motivates us to consider the statistic (where G

stands for generalized cycle)

Gn:m(a) = Z Aflllz A?QQ’B . Ag::’u (6)

11,82,,0m (dist)

. . . . . a1 jas an .
Since 1y, 42, . . ., i are distinct, the m random variables A7, , Ai% ..., Aj™ are indepen-

dent of each other. Therefore, if we let g, ,,(a) = E[G,,,(a)], then it follows that

gnm(a) = E[Gpm(a)] = Z 9?11129?221‘3 T Q?::n (7)

11,82,...,8m (dist)

Below we use these big sums to introduce our main ideas and results.

3 Main results

In this section, we propose an optimal approach to estimating p and to testing whether
P = Po-

3.1 A novel approach for estimating p using a cancellation trick

Fix an m > 3 and a € S,, and let G,,,(a) and g, ,(a) be as in (6)-(7). To construct
an estimator for p, as the first attempt, we hope to find a € S, such that p is a simple
function of g, ,(a). Note that we expect to see that Gy, ,,(a) = gnm(a). Therefore, once
we can express p as a simple function of ¢, (@), a simple estimator for p arises.

Unfortunately, due to the nonlinear factors Kj; in the p;-model, such an approach
does not work. In fact, by (4) and (7),

_ E : a1 (a2 am E : . ay Oam
gn,m(af) - Qzllg QZQ’Lg e Qimil - K'LlZQ . Klmll Qulz e Qimil .

11,82,...,8m (dist) 11,82,...,8m (dist)



Due to the nonlinear factors K,;, . .. K, ;, in each term in the big sum, it is hard to further
simplify the RHS and derive an explicit formula in terms of 6 = (p,~, a1, f1, .. ., an, Bn)-
To overcome the difficulty, our idea is as follows. Fix a,b € S, and consider the ratio
Gnm(a)/Gpm(b). Similarly, we expect to see Gy m(a)/Gpnm(b) = gnm(a)/gnm(b), where
gn,m(a) Zil,ig im (dist) Kiyip Ko - - - KimilelliQQg‘22i3 e 'Qgsh

77777

= — —. 8
gn,m(b) Zh,iz,...,im(dist) K, ng SR Kithl?l OF . ( )

i122" “igi3 im i1

Note that (a) the non-linear factors K.

1112

K;
are the same in the numerator and denominator, and (b) the matrices Q2 and Qb are

sis - - - Ki, iy do not depend on a and b and
relatively simple and easy-to-handle. Therefore, if we can find a pair of (a,b) where
we can cancel the nonlinear factors K ;, Ky, ... K, i tn each term of the numerator
and the denominator, then we are able to derive a simple and closed-form formula for
In.m(@)/ Gn,m (D).

Somewhat surprisingly, this turns out to be possible. In detail, if we pick a,b € S,,
such that for an explicit and known number ¢q(a, b) > 0,

QoL Qe Qo = eclabie b Qb Qbn

RO o irin S linis - HU for all distinct 1,42, ..., %m, (9)

then each nonlinear factor Kj;, K, ... K;,:;, in the big sum of the numerator of (8)
cancels with the same factor in the denominator, and s0 gnm(a)/gnm(b) = e©@Y?; see
Lemma 1.

It remains to construct a,b € S,, such that (9) holds. When m is odd, such a construc-
tion does not exist. However, for an even number m > 4, such a construction always exist.
Recall that a;, b; take values in {00,01,10,11}. Lemma 1 is proved in the supplement.

Lemma 1. If (9) hold, then gnm(a)/gnm(b) = e©@r When m > 3 and is odd,
no pair of (a,b) satisfies condition (9). When m > 3 and is even, such pairs ezist

if we let N = m/2, Gpm(a) = 32, st AL A AN AWND and Gy (b) =

11127 71213 tm—1tm~ "tm?1’
D i i (dist) A?ﬁ;Af;lg . A?il_vlimA?nfill, where T1,Y1, ..., 2N, yn € {0, 1} satisfy co(a,b) =
(x1+...4+2xn) — (y1 + ... +yn) > 0. Moreover, this gives all possible pairs of (a,b):
for any pair (', V') satisfying (9), there is a pair of (a,b) given above such that the gen-
eralized cycles associated with a' and b’ are isomorphic to those associated with a and b,

respectively.

When m = 4, there are a total 3 non-isomorphic pairs of (a,b) satisfying (9); see
Figure 1. For each 1 < k < 3, there is a pair of (a, b) given by Lemma 1 with m = 4 such
that the generalized cycles corresponding to a®® and b*) are isomorphic to the generalized
cycles corresponding to a and b, respectively. For example, the generalized cycles defined
by (a,bM) in Figure 1 are isomorphic to A1 A¥10 Ale2 Av20 and A0z Avil A072 Av2l e
spectively, with (x1,y1, 22, y2) = (1,0,0,0). See also Figure 1 for the geometrical shapes
of these cycles.

We now discuss how to estimate p. By Remark 2 below, we focus on m = 4. When
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*—re *t——0 o e—>0 *t—>0
Pairs  a® vs. b G (a®) G (09) E[G (a8 /E[Gy i (05))]
k=1 Qllvs QI3 Zi,j,k,z(dist) A}}A%A%AS? Zz‘,_;’,k‘é(dist) A%]QA}gAggAZQ e’ (CO(“(k)v b(k)) =1)

k=2 Q12 vs. Q28 Ei,j,k,[(dist) AllAOOA}C}Ag? Ei,j,k,é(dist) AloAlOAllc(l)A%? e* (Co(a<k)»b(k)) =2)

ij <%k ij < jk

k=3 Q26 vs. Q32 Ei,j,k,é(dist) AHAMAII@%AS? Zi,]‘,k,l(dist) AmAHA/lc?A%? er (CO(a(k>ab(k)) =1)

ij * gk ij “ "k

Figure 1: The three non-isomorphic pairs of (a,b) that satisfy condition (9) for m = 4
(e.g., Q11 is the 11-th generalized 4-cycle (quadrilateral) in the supplement). Top (from
left to right): generalized quadrilaterals for (Q11,Q13), (Q12,Q28), and (()26, Q32).

m = 4, using any of the 3 pairs of (a, b) in Figure 1, we can successfully cancel the nuisance
K; K

nonlinear factors K; i, and a simple estimator for p arises from

192t igig - -

Gnm(a)/Gpm(b) = gnm(a)/gnm(b) = exp(co(a, b)p), (note: m =4 and ¢y(a, b) is known).

This gives rises to three different estimators for p. In Section 3.6, we show that among the
three estimators, the first one has the fastest rate. For this reason, we focus on the first
pair of (a,b) in our study below. In detail, write for short (a,b) = (a®"),bM). Introduce
(@ stands for quadrilateral)

Qu(a) = Grala) = Y AJARARAR Qu(b) = Grad) = Y ANARANAY.
i,k 0(dist) i3,k (dist)

Let H(-;t) be the hard-thresholding operator where H(X;t) = X if | X| < tand H(X;t) =
sign(X) - ¢t otherwise. We propose the Logarithmic Cycle-count Ratio (LCR) estimate by

pt = H(p;2log(n)),  with p = log(Qn(a)/Qn(b))- (10)

The hard-thresholding makes it easier to control rare events, but practically it does not
make any difference: the range of interest is n™? < e” < n? (and so |p| < 2log(n)); see
Section 3.2.

Consider now the computing cost of p*. By the PLR, when {i, j, k, ¢} are not distinct,
AFARALAR = AP ARAR A = 0. Using this, we have Lemma 2 (the proof is skipped).

Lemma 2. Q,(a) = trace( A" A% A" A%) and Q,,(b) = trace( AV A0 AP A1),

The main computating cost of p* comes from computing @, (a) and @Q,(b), but the
complexity of computing Q,(a) and Q,(b) are O(n?d), where d = max;<;<, d;, and d; is
the maximum of in-degree, out-degree, and double-edge degree of node i. For very sparse
networks, d is small, and the complexity is only larger than n? by a comparably small
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factor.

Remark 1. Our paper is connected to several recent works in network analysis (e.g.,
Gao and Lafferty (2017); Jin et al. (2018, 2021, 2023, 2025)), which also use cycle count
statistics, but there are several major differences. First, our paper is for directed networks,
where there are many types of m-cycles (and our statistic is the ratio of two types of m-
cycles). The above cited works are for undirected networks, where we only have one type
of m-cycles. Second, our cycle count statistic is applied to the original adjacency matrix
A, while those in Jin et al. (2021, 2023) are applied to a centerdized adjacency matrix
A — Q. Last but not the least, our paper is for estimating the reciprocal effects in a
directed network, while Gao and Lafferty (2017); Jin et al. (2018, 2021, 2023) focused on
the testing and estimation problems associated with the number of network communities.
For these reasons, our idea (including the cancellation trick, the construction of (a,b),
and the suggested tests and estimators below) is new and was not discovered before.

Remark 2 (The case of larger m). By Lemma 1, for any even number m > 4, we can
construct a pair of (a,b) € S, such that (9) holds. This means we can have many similar
estimators as p*. However, the estimator for a larger m is much more tedious to analyze.
Since p* is already rate optimal (see below), we leave further investigation to the future.

Remark 3. Our approach is a non-parametric direct approach for it does not require
estimating the other (2n + 1) parameters in the p; model. In high-dimensional settings,
a direct approach is especially desirable for many reasons. First, it is unclear what is the
best estimates for the other parameters. Second, if we first estimate other parameters
and then use the results to estimate p, then we may have non-optimal results, for the
optimal rates of estimating other parameters may be slower than that of estimating p.
Last, many times, a direct approach is faster and conceptually simpler. See Section 3.7
for more discussion.

Remark 4. The LCR has a closed-form and is optimal in a broad setting (see below).
In comparison, the MLE does not have a closed-form and faces a grand analytical hurdle:
it remains largely unclear when the MLE exists (e.g., Goldenberg et al. (2010); Rinaldo
et al. (2013)); in fact, for many real networks, the MLE does not exist. LCR is also
much faster and can conveniently scale to very large networks. See our numerical study
in Section 4.

3.2 Regularity conditions

In this paper, we let n — oo, and allow 0 = (p,~, a, 1, ..., an, By) to depend on n as
n vary (but for notational simplicity, we still write p = p,, v = Vo, % = Qin, i = Bin,
without the subscripts). By the PLR in Section 2, for 1 < i < n, p; = e®+7/2 1 = Bfit7/2,
and 7; = piv;. Let fpmar and piy;, denote the largest and smallest entry in (uq,. .., )
respectively (similar for v, and v,;,). For any i # j, the probability that there is no
edge between them is Kif = [1 + wv; + pyv; + ePnin;] . Since most real networks are



sparse, we assume

(G].) . Mmazx — 0, Vimaxr — 0, 6p/27]mam — 07 (]‘1)

I Now,

so for each node, the in-degree, out-degree, and degree of double edges are o(n).
when (11) holds, the total degree of double edges is ~ e”||n||2, so it is necessary to assume
e?2||n|ly — oo. Also, for 1 < i < n, the in-degree and out-degree of node i are ~ u;||v|;
and ~ v;||p|l1, respectively. Recall that n; = p;v;. It is therefore necessary to assume

Inlli — oo. In light of this, we assume
(G2): el =00, Iy — oo (12)

By explanations above, both items in (12) are mild conditions.

(G1) and (G2) are the general conditions we need in the paper. In some cases, we also
need two specific conditions. First, note that that both @, (a) and @, (b) are big sums of
many terms, where in order to accommodate severe degree heterogeneity, different terms
may have very different magnitudes. In order for the central limit theorem (CLT) and
well-known large-deviation inequalities (e.g., Durrett (2010)) to work, we need a mild
condition:

(SP1): (Hmas¥imaz)/ (1, 1) (v, m)] = 0, (13)

where (z,y) denote the inner product of  and y. For CLT to work in @,(a) and @, (b),
(SP1) is the minimum condition we need and can not be further relaxed. The condition
is also only mild (e.g., in the MDH case in Remark 5 below, (12,,,02..)/1(14,n)(v,1)] <
(/[ llvll1]), so (SP1) is implied by (G2)). Second, the range of interest for e is
n~? < e” < n? and it can be very large in some cases. Introduce the quantity p =
Aoty m) = Log(I11l3/ (s m) (). Note that by (11)-(12), 7 > — 1og(timar¥inas) = .
We discuss two cases for p.

e Case (S). In this case, e’ < ef. In this case, e” is small or moderately large at most
(note: it includes the case of p < C'). Practically, this is the most interesting case.

e Case (L). In this case, e > Ce” and e” is relatively large. Sometimes, we may
further divide it to (L1) and (L2), where ¢” < e” and e” > €”, respectively.

The analysis for Case (L) is more delicate and requires a specific condition below:
(SP2):  |lulh < |lv[i,  in (and only in) Case (L). (14)

(SP2) requires that the total in- and out-degrees are at the same order. This is a mild
condition: it always holds in the MDH case (see Remark 5) and is only needed for Case

IThe variance of a cycle count statistic usually has many terms, with a cumbersome form. Fortunately,
it was discovered (e.g., Jin et al. (2021, 2023)) that with a mild sparsity condition, then asymptotically,
the variance reduces to a simple form. G1 is part of such a condition: It is largely for technical reasons,
and can be relaxed.
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(L).

Conditions (11)-(14) are all the main regularity conditions in the paper, except for
that in some places, we may slightly strengthen (12) with a multi-log(n) factor; see (19)
below. Here, (11)-(12) are general conditions which we use in most places, and (13)-(14)
are specific conditions which we only use in some places. These conditions define a broad
class of settings where we allow (a) e to fully range in (n=2,n?), (b) a wide range of
sparsity, where the total degrees may fully vary in [1,n] (up to a multi-log(n) factor on
both ends), and (c) severe degree heterogeneity: u;, v;, and 7; may be at very different
magnitudes for different 1 < i < n.

Remark 5. (The moderate degree heterogeneous (MDH) case). In most of our results,
we allow severe degree heterogeneity (SDH). However, for illustration purpose, we may
also consider the MDH case where there is a constant ¢y > 0 such that

max {maX{|Ozz| |Bil}} < co. (15)

{1<i<n

In such a case, max{fzes, vmax Amer} < (Cfand condition (14) holds. The average in- or
out- degree is O(ne?) and the total # of double edges is O(ne?™7). Conditions (11)-(13)
reduce to 1 < ne? < n and 1 < n2e’™ <« n?. This covers all sparsity levels in the

range of interest.

3.3 The Signal-to-Noise Ratio (SNR) of the LCR estimate p*
Recall that p* = H(p;2log(n)) where p = log(Qn(a)/Qn(D)). Introduce

Un(p) = Qn(a) = e"Qn(b). (16)
Recall that E[Q,(a)] = e’E[Q,(b)]. By basic calculus, we expect to see p—p = log( ean())) =
log(1 + egéip()b)) ~ ep]EU[’b(fzb)] = Ef&(fz”. Therefore, the key to analyze p* is to analyze the

Signal-to-Noise Ratio (SNR), defined by
SNR = E[Qu(a)]/[Var(Ua(p))]'"*. (17)

We now analyze the SNR. For 1 <4 # j < n, let ryj = >4 i iy 5o QUL sij =
Dt ig) et QRO and t;; = Zk,eg{z‘,j},k#(ggl‘g%?@g? + QR + QRN
Recall that 0 = (p,v, a1, 1, - - -, Qn, Br). Introduce

Va(p) = D 250} + (s — €1)° Q7). ra(0) = max{1/[e”[[nl[3), (,m)(v,m)/Imll1}-
i#]
(18)

Theorem 1. Consider the LCR estimator p* in (10) and suppose conditions (11), (12),
(14) hold, where (u,v,n) are defined in (4) as in the PLR of the p; model. As n — oo,

o E[Qn(a)] = e’E[Qn(b)] = (1 +o(1)) - e?[[nlF[lull1 ¥ Il

11



o Var(Un(p)) = (1+0(1)Va(p) = (1+o(1)[2e” [l 1w 13+€* ( m) (v, ) [ 3l 13+
3¢ (s IRl I3 + 32 (vl el Nl = 3e* Il ll el I ]14]-

e Moreover, (1/2+ o(1)) < Var(U,(p))/[Var(Qn(a)) + e*Var(Q,(0))] <1+ o(1) and

~ Var(Qn(a)) < e?[Inlil|xlFlv3, if e” < e (Case (S)),
Var(Un(p)) § = e?InllZllullz VI3, if ef = e (Case (L1)),

~ Var(e’Qn (b)) < e (u,n) (v, n)luliIvli,  if e# > e (Case (L2)),
where as before p= p(u, v,n) = log(|Inll/ (1, ) (v, )])-
e We have SNR =< 1/1/r,(0) — oco. Especially, in the MDH case where (15) holds,

nel/2+, e’ > e 7 (Case (S)),

— V2 (rt7)/2y —
SNR < ne’/? - min{1, e ¥ { netl?, e# > Ce™  (Case (L)).

Theorem 1 is proved in Section 5, with more details in the supplement. The proof is
difficult and extremely long. One reason is that, @,(a), @,(b) and U, (p) are U-statistics
in nature. The analysis of such statistics frequently involves delicate combinatorics, and
is known to be hard, tedious, and error-prone. Another reason is that, we do not want
to impose any artificial conditions (so we may have a shorter proof, but may also hurt
the practical utility). See Section 5 and also Jin et al. (2021, 2023) for more detailed
discussion on this.

3.4 Asymptotical optimality of the LCR estimate p*

Without loss of generality, we measure the loss by mean-squared error (MSE) for any
estimator for p. Recall that in condition (12), we assume ||n||; — oo and e?/?||n||; — oo.
In Theorem 2 below, we slightly strengthen this condition by assuming

Inlli/log?(n) =00, and  e”?|ly]l1//log(n) — co. (19)
Recall that SNR =< 1/4/7,(0) and note that by definitions and basic algebra,

1/[e?|Inlf3], in Case (S),

o (6) = max{ 2, e/l = { W e ) o

The following theorem is proved in the supplement.

Theorem 2. (Upper bound). Suppose (11), (19), and (13)-(14) hold. As n — oo,

Var(U(p) _ .
EQn (@) = O

where r,(0) — 0. If additionally (15) holds, then r,(0) < (C/n%e?) max{1,e~+?)} — 0.

E[(p"—p)?] <C

12



We now consider the lower bound using the well-known two-point testing argument
(e.g., Donoho and Liu (Donoho and Liu, 1991)). The key is to construct a null case
and an alternative case, where the parameters p in two cases differ by an amount of
but the y2-distance between the null distribution and alternative distribution — 0. In
such a case, the minimax MSE is no smaller than C§? (and so C'6? is a lower bound).
In detail, fix a null case 0 = (p,v, a1, B, ..., an, Bn). Construct an alternative case 6 =

(P(l)a ’7(1), ay, By, ..., Qp, By) where

(1) (D) _ (p+61,7), if er < e? (Case (S)),
(e 7) { (p+2657— ), ifer > Cel (Case (L)). (21)

Similar as before, p, v, a;, 8;, 01 and d; may depend on n. Let PO(") and Pl(") be the joint
distribution under the null and alternative, respectively (to clarify, the null is Hé") P = po
and the alternative is Hl(n) :p = po+ 0; in case (S) and p = py + 20, in case (L); for
simplicity, in (21), we have dropped the subscript ‘0’ in pg). Theorem 3 is proved in the
supplement.

Theorem 3. (Lower bound). Suppose conditions (11)-(12) hold in the null case, and
e?||n)|262 = 0 in Case (S) and ||u|:||v]|162 — 0 in Case (L). Asn — oo, x\2(P™, P™) —
0.

Introduce ¢, = |91/, n)(v,n)||ull1]|v]l1]. Note that (a) by Cauchy-Schwartz
inequality, ¢,,, < 1, (b) in the MDH case where (15) holds, ¢,,, > C > 0, and (c)
most importantly, m = Cuwn (i, m)(v,m)/|Inll1. By Donoho and Liu Donoho and Liu
(1991), Theorem 3 suggests a lower bound of Cr, () for the MSE, where

= (0) = —ep1,71||§7 Case (S), (22)
el = S (1t ) (V) /Il Case (L).

Comparing this with r,(0) in (20), the RHS are the same except for the factor ¢, ,. If
Cupm = C1, for a constant ¢; > 0, (23)

then r,(0) < r, (0) and the lower bound is tight. Note that condition (23) is much weaker
than the MDH condition (15). This suggests that, in the minimax framework, if we
construct a pair of null and alternative hypotheses as in (21) with (23) holds, then the
construction is a least-favorable configuration and our method is asymptotic minimax.

In detail, we consider a minimax setting as follows. Recall that our parameters are
0= (p,7v,a1,81,...,0n, B,). Consider the class of parameters

e”2||nlly .n) (v,

Hmaz 7 Vmax ’ 6p/27]ma;r , logQ(n) 7 log(n) 7 :U’znaxyznax

where the term log(log(n)) is chosen only for convenience and can be replaced by other
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diverging sequence a,,. Note that if we neglect the two multi-log(n) terms on the left hand
side, then ©g defines essentially all 6 satisfying conditions (11)-(13) hold. Fix an ¢, > 0
and consider the class of parameters

O(en) = {0 € ©g : 1,(0) < €, and condition (14) holds in Case (L)}.

The minimax risk in ©(e,) is then R};(e,) = inf; supgee(.,) E[(p — p)?], and the worst-case

€n

MSE for p* is then R, (5*; €5) = supgeey,) E[(5* — p)?]. By our conditions, the interesting

range for 7,(0) (and so that for €,) is n™? < 7,(f) < 1. Theorem 4 is proved in the
supplement.

Theorem 4. (Optimality). As n — oo, if (loglog(n)/n)? < ¢, < 1/(log(n)[loglog(n)]?),
then Ce, < R (e,) < R, (p*;€,) < Cep, so p* is asymptotically minimaz.

In summary, first, the LCR estimator p* is asymptotically minimax and is thus rate
optimal. second, the testing result in Theorem 3 is sharp in Case (S). Recall that Case
(S) includes the case of p < C and is the most interesting case in practice. The testing
result is also sharp in Case (L) provided with (23) holds. Note that condition (23) holds
in the MDH case where (15) holds, but it covers a setting much broader than the MDH
case. We will revisit these in Section 3.5 when we discuss the phase transition (similar to
the minimax framework, phase transition is a theoretical framework for optimality (e.g.,
Donoho and Jin (2015)).

Recall that the minimax rate is determined by r,(#). It is of interest to consider the
MDH case and derive a more explicit form for r,,(6). In the MDH case where (15) holds,
all pi;,vi,m; equal O(e7/?) by definitions, and p(y,v,n) = log([ln||*/[(,m) (v, n)]) < —.
Therefore,

1/(n%er27), if e < e (Case (9)),

rn(0) = max{1/(n%e"T"),1/(n%")} < { 1/(n2e7) if e? > Ce™ (Case (L)).

See Figure 2. In the MDH case, condition (23) always holds, and our estimator is optimal
in the minimax sense (our test also achieves the optimal phase transition; see Section 3.5).

Remark 6. The p;-model can be viewed as the extension of the S-model for directed
networks. The S-model was well-studied, but existing estimators for the parameters (e.g.,
Chatterjee et al. (2011); Karwa and Slavkovié¢ (2016); Stein and Leng (2024); Yan et al.
(2016); Yan and Xu (2013) are only proved to be consistent when the network density
7o > Cn~Y6 where 7, = n72 x (expected number of total edges. For instance, Chatterjee
et al. (2011); Karwa and Slavkovi¢ (2016) assumed that 7, > 1/logn or 7, > 1/n?*?, and
Chen et al. (2021); Stein and Leng (2024) assumed that 7,, 3> O(n~'/?). In comparison,
we allow all networks with n=?log(n) < 7, < 1, where our estimator p* is consistent p.
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p=—2y
‘ L

=—2logn — 2y

/p

Figure 2: Rate of minimax risk (7 is fixed); z-axis: p range from —2(y + log(n)) to —2-.

3.5 Variance estimation and optimal phase transition for testing

We now test Hy : p = po, where po is given but (as before) may depend on n. For
this purpose, previous results are inadequate, for we not only need a good estimator
for p, but also need a consistent estimate for the variance of the estimator. Recall that

5 = H(ps 2log(n)) (see (10)) whete p—p = Un(p) /EQu(a)] with Uy(p) = Qu(a) —e*Qu(b)
as in (16). The following lemma is proved in the supplement.

Theorem 5. (Normality). Suppose conditions (11)-(14) hold. As n — oo,

Un(p) — N(0,1) and SNR-(p*—p) = ElQu ()

Var(U,(p)) v/ Var(Un(p))

We now test the null hypothesis Hén) : p = po. By Theorem 5, we can tackle this

(p*—p) = N(0,1), in law.

using (p* — pp), but to do so, we must have a consistent estimate for SNR, or equivalently
E[@.(a)] and (especially) Var(U,(p)). By Theorem 1,

Var(Un(p)) = (1+0(1))Va(p),  where Vii(p) = 32, ;[2r5825 + (sij — e/ti;)* Q).

15 g

We now discuss how to estimate V,,(p). First, we can estimate p by p. Second, we can

estimate Q}} and ;) by A}l and A}?, respectively. Last, by the sparsity assumption (11),

it is seen that ri; = (1 +0(1)) * Do segisyhe A, si; = (14 0(1)) - D k0gig) kot Qi and
tij = (1+o0(1)) - Zk7é¢{i7j}7k¢£(9]1-29,1€% + Q900 + Q}QQ}?), where o(1) — 0 uniformly for
all ¢, 7. Therefore, we can estimate 7, s;;, and t;; by 75, 8;;, and fz-j, respectively, where

~ 01 a 11 n 10 410 10 410 10 410
Tij = Z Ao, 8ij = Z Aoy lij = Z (AjpAre + A Ay + AjpAy).
k. e¢{i,j} k#t k. e¢{i,j},k#E keg{i g} k#L

A convenient estimate for V,,(p) is therefore

Va(p) = > _[275 AL} + (8 — €7135) AL (24)
i
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Combining this with Theorem 5, we propose the following test statistics:

v, =SNR- (5" — po),  where SNR = Q,(a)/\/ Va(p). (25)

Now, if SNR ~ SNR as expected, then by elementary algebra and Theorem 5, 1) ~
SNR - (p—po) + SNR - (p* — p), where SNR - (p* — p) — N(0,1) by Theorem 5. Therefore,
the power of the test hinges on the quantity of SNR - |p — po|. In detail, fix 0 < o < 1 and
let z4/2 be the number such that P(N(0,1) > 2z,/2) = a/2. Consider the LCR test where
we reject the null if and only if [¢%] > 2,/,. We assume

ep/2||77||1/\/10g(n) — 00, and min{fmir Zminl . |p|l /log(n) — oo in Case (L). (26)

Hmax ? Umazx

Here, the first condition is mild and appeared before in (19). The second condition is
required in deriving the large-deviation bounds for \7n(p) The condition is also mild
(e.g., in the MDH case, it reduces to ||n||1/log(n) — oo0). Theorem 6 is proved in the
supplement.

Theorem 6. Suppose conditions (11), (14) and (26) hold, and consider the two-sided
LCR test above for testing the null hypothesis Ho(n) tp=po. Asn — o0,

o XA/n(,é)/Vn(p) — 1 and % — 1 in probability, and SNR - (p* —p) = N(0,1) in law.

o [f Hé") holds, then % — N(0,1) in law and the level of the LCR test is o+ o(1).
o If Hén) is not true and SNR - |p — po| = oo, then the power of the LCR test — 1.

In the case where SNR - (p — pg) — ¢ for a constant ¢, we can similarly show that the
power is 1 — ®(2z4/2 — ¢) + ®(—2q/2 — ¢) +0(1). Note that (14) and (26) are only required
in Case (L) where e’ is relatively large. In Case (S), we have a much simpler approxi-
mation for Var(Uy,(p)): Var(Un(p)) ~ >2,;2r7Q}}, and so we have a simpler estimator
for Var(U,(p)) (and so a simpler test). In detail, denote W, by W,, = 37, 2r7,Q}} and

let W, = 3, ;2735 Aj; . Introduce a simpler version of ¢ by ¢}, = snr - (p — py) where

snr = Qp(a)/y/ W,. Similarly, fixing a a € (0, 1), we can have a two-sided test that rejects
the null when |¢}| > 2,/2. We call this the simplified LCR test. Corollary 1 is proved in
the supplement.

Corollary 1. Suppose (11) and (19) hold. Consider the simplified LCR test for Case (S)
where ¢ - (1, n) (v, n)/|Inllt — 0. As n — oo,

. An/Wn — 1 and SSE\‘"R — 1 4n probability, and snr - (p* — p) — N(0,1) in law.

o [f H(()”) holds, then ¢} — N(0, 1) and the level of the simplified LCR test is a+o(1).

o If Hén) is not true and SNR - |p — po| = 00, then the power of the test above — 1.
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We can slightly relax (19) by replacing ||n]|1/ log?(n) — oo with that of (||u||1]|¥]|1)/ log(n)
— 00. Also, recall that (19) is a slightly stronger version of (12), so essentially we only
require (11-(12) here, which are very relaxed conditions. As discussed before, Case (S)
covers the most interesting case from a practical viewpoint (especially, it includes the
case of p < C'). When we believe p is relatively small, we prefer ¢* to 1%, for ¢ is not
only simper, but the regularity conditions in Lemma (1) are more relaxed than those in
Theorem 6.

Remark 7. In Theorem 6 and Corollary 1, the targeted Type I error is a € (0, 1)
(fixed). We may allow « to tend 0, so the Type I error — 0: we call & = «, tends to
0 slowly enough if o — 0 and z,/2 < C'log(log(n)). Here, the loglog(n) can be replaced
by any sequence that tends to oo slowly enough. In such a case, in Theorem 6 and
Corollary 1, the Type II error of the tests — 0 provided with a slightly strong condition:
[loglog(n)]™' - |p — po| - SNR — oc.

We now discuss the lower bound. Recall that r (0) is defined in (22). The following
corollary is a direct result of Theorem 3 so the proof is omitted.

Corollary 2. (Lower bound). Suppose conditions (11)-(12) hold. If |p—pol/~/7;; (6) — 0,
then we can pair the alternative with a null, so that the x?-distance between two distribu-
tions (null and alternative) — 0. As a result, the sum of Type I and Type II error of any
test — 1 (so any test will be powerless in separating the alternative from the null).

Our results describe a sharp phase transition. Similar as the celebrated minimax
framework, phase transition is a theoretical framework for optimality. However, in the
minimax framework, we are primarily focused on optimality near least favorable cases,
but least favorable cases are not necessarily the most interesting or challenging cases in
practice. The phase transition framework allows us to consider optimality at all cases, so
practically it can be a more appealing framework. See Donoho and Jin (2015); Jin et al.
(2017).

Recall that in Section 3.4, we show the LCR estimator p* is optimal in minimax sense.
Below, we further show the LCR tests ¢} and ¢} achieve the optimal phase transition.
In detail, recall that r,(0) < r, (6) in Case (S) and r,(0) < r, (#) in Case (L) provided
with (23) holds. Recall p = p(u,v,n) = log(||nl|?/[(1,n)(v,n)]). Comparing Theorem 6,
Corollaries 1-2, and Remark 7, we have two case, Case (S) and Case (L). In Case (S), e’ <
e (where p is small and moderately large; this is the most interesting case in practice).
In this case, r,(0) < r (0). If |p — po| > log(log(n)) - \/7n(0), then the sum of Type I and
Type II error of the LCR tests ¥ and ¢ tend to 0. If |p — po| < \/7(6), then for all
tests, the sum of Type I and Type II error tends to 1 (and so all tests fail). In Case (L).
e’ > CeP (where p is relatively large). In this case, if |p — pg| > log(log(n)) - \/7,(6), then
the sum of Type I and Type II error of the LCR test ¥ tends to 0. If |p — po| < /7 (6)
and condition (23) holds, then r,(0) < 7, (0), and for all tests, the sum of Type I and
Type II error tends to 1. Therefore, the LCR tests achieve the optimal phase transition in
Case (S), and also in Case (L) if (23) holds. Especially, in the MDH case where (15) holds,
condition (23) holds automatically. In this case, the LCR test 1 achieves the optimal
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transition in both Case (S) and Case (L), and it is optimal in the whole range of interest.
Note that the optimality here is for each individual parameter 8, but the optimality in
the minimax framework is essentially only for least favorable cases. In this sense, LCR
meets a higher standard of optimality.

3.6 Comparison with the other two pairs of (a,b) in Figure 1

Recall that the key of LCR is to find a pair of (a,b) € S, (i.e., generalized cycles) to
satisfy (9). When m = 4, we have identified three non-isomorphic pairs of (a, b) satisfying
(9), denoted by (a®,b*)) for k = 1,2,3; see Figure 1. So far, we have only considered
the first pair. For the other two pairs, we can similarly construct an estimator p* and a
test of ¢%. By previous sections, to compare the performances of (p7, 1) constructed for
different pairs of (a, b), it is sufficient to compare the SNR. In light of this, similarly as in
(17), for k = 1,2, 3, define the SNR for the resultant estimator and test associated with
(a® b)) by

SNRy = E[Q,(a")]/\/Var(Unx(p)),  where U, i(p) = Qu(a®) — e*0Q,,(b®)),

and for short, ¢ = co(a®,b®) =1,2,1 for k =1,2,3. Let ¢, = [|[nl1 (1o 1, m)]/[(1, n)?]
and ¢, = [||n|li(vov,n)]/[(v,n)?. Here, (a) ¢4, ¢, > 1 by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, and

k  The general case The MDH case

1 SNRy = |||t/ /max{e=*||n]3, (1, n) (v, 1)} ne/? min{1, e(+)/2}

2 SNRy = [[n][3/v/max{e=[ln[l3, (1, n) (v, ), 1} ne’? min{1, e(+1/2 ¢31/2}

3 SNRy < Cllnll3/y/max{e [l max{e,, . L/ )@}, ()} ne™’ min1, /2, e/}

Table 1: SNR comparison, each is for an p* corresponding to a pair of (a,b) in Figure 1.

(b) while we may have max{c,, ¢, } > 1 in the SDH case, max{c,, c,} < C in the MDH
case where (15) holds. Table 1 compares the three SNR, with more details in supplement.

In summary, we have the following. First, among three SNR’s, SNR; is always the
largest and the corresponding estimator is optimal. Second, the order of SNR3 may be
significantly smaller than that of SNR;, but is the same if max{c,, ¢,, 1/[(x, n)(v,n)]} < C.
Therefore, the corresponding estimator is optimal in the subregion of the parameters where
max{c,, ¢, 1/[(1,n)(v,n)]} < C, but may be non-optimal outside the region. Similarly,
the order of SNRy is the same as that of SNR; if max{e~"||n||%, (x,n)(v,n)} > C and
is significantly smaller if max{e™"||n||?, (u,n)(v,n)} < 1. Therefore, the corresponding
estimator is optimal in the subregion where max{e~"||n||?, (1,n)(v,n)} > C but may
be non-optimal outside the region. Take the MDH case for example. We can divide
the parameters (p,7) into two cases: Case 1: v > —(2/3)log(n), and Case 2: v <
—(2/3) log(n). Both the orders of SNRy and SNR3 are the same as that of SNR; in Case
1, but can be significantly smaller in Case 2 when p is of the order O(1). Therefore, all
three estimators are optimal in Case 1, but only the first one is optimal in both cases.
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For these reasons, we prefer to use the first pair of (a,b) in Figure 1 to construct the LCR
estimators and tests.

Note that for each of three pairs of cycles in Figure 1, we construct an estimator for
p, and in the noiseless case, all estimators equal to p. Consider now the real case. Note
that the expected numbers of cycles in the first pair are larger than those in the other
two pairs. Therefore, the first estimator has more effective samples to estimate p and so
has smaller variance. This explains why we have the best rate if we choose the first pair
in Figure 1 to construct our statistic.

3.7 Extensions and future work

The p; model has (2n + 2) parameters p, v, aq, 81, ..., @y, B,. For reasons of space and
especially practical interests, we focus on the reciprocal parameter p in this paper, but
our idea is readily extendable to estimating 7 (overall sparsity) and (s, ;) (heterogeneity
parameter for node 7). In fact, by carefully picking an m > 3 and two types of generalized
m-cycles, Type C' and Type D, we discover that for all 1 <i < n, we have p+vy+a;+; =
log(C;/D;), where C; and D; are the expected number cycles containing node i of Type C
and Type D, respectively. Such a discovery can be used to develop a convenient estimate
for all other (2n + 1) parameters of p; model. Here, similarly as in Section 3.1, each C;
and D; is a big sum, containing the nonlinear factors K;; of the p; model, but if we design
the two types of m-cycles carefully, the nonlinear term cancel out with each other in the
ratio of C;/D;.

Note the idea we just mentioned is readily extendable to the S-model. In the S-model,
we similarly have A = Q0 — diag(2) + W as in (4) but where (A, Q, W) are symmetrical
and log(£%;/(1 — ;) = Bi + B;. How to estimate fi,..., [, in the S-model is also a
long-standing problem (e.g., Chatterjee et al. (2011); Chen et al. (2021); Yan et al. (2016);
Yan and Xu (2013)), but fortunately, since the S-model can be viewed as a special case
of the p; model, the idea above is extendable to address the problem.

Of course, while the high-level idea is extendable, we still need delicate (and especially
very long) analysis to study the estimators for the new settings. Since this paper is already
very long (the supplement is about 150 pages), we leave the study along this line to the
future.

4 Numerical study

4.1 Simulations

Our simulated work contains two parts, an estimation part and a testing part.
Estimation part. We generate the adjacency matrix A in the p; model as follows.
For each n = 500, 1000, 2000, we consider 3 different choices of v (v, = —log(n)/4,v2 =
—log(n)/2,v3 = —logn+log(logn)) and 5 different choices of p (p1 = —(logn)/4, p2 =0,
ps = 0.5, py = log(logn) and ps = (logn)/4). Generate a; and f3; independently from
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Table 2: Comparison with |p* — p| (left) and |p™¢ — p| (right); based on 100 repetitions.
NA: MLE failed to exist in all 100 repetitions

v n  p=—ilogn p=0 p=05 p=Ilog(logn) p=1logn
v 500 (.024,.025) (.018,.018) (.016,.016) (.016,.016)  (.015,.015)
1000 (.015,.014)  (.008,.008) (.008,.008)  (.007,.008)  (.007,.008)
2000 (.009,.009)  (.005,.005) (.004,.004)  (.003,.004)  (.004,.004)
ve 500 (.071,.069)  (.038,.036) (.033,.033)  (.023,.022)  (.023,.024)
1000 (.050,.057) (.023,0.021) (.020,.019)  (.014,.014)  (.014,.014)
2000 (.037,.038)  (.016,.016) (.014,.014)  (.008,.008)  (.009,.009)
v5 500 (234, NA)  (126,NA) (099, NA) (062, NA)  (.058, NA)
1000 (263, NA) (089, NA) (082, NA) (046, NA)  (.048, NA)
2000 (.20, NA) (091, NA) (061, NA)  (.035,NA)  (.037,NA)

N(0,1) and U(—1, 1), respectively (centered empirically so that (2) holds). These cover a
wide range of reciprocal effects and network sparsity where the network densities (defined
as n~2 x expected number of total edges) are n='/*, n='/2 and logn/n for v = 1,72, 73,
respectively, and allow relatively severe degree heterogeneity where the largest degree can
be hundred times larger than the smallest one.

First, we compare our estimator p* with the MLE estimator p the frequently used
iterative algorithm in Holland and Leinhardt (1981)). Note that in order for MLE to
exist, we need strong (and generally hard-to-check) conditions Rinaldo et al. (2013). For

mle (

example, when there is a node whose in-degree or out-degree is 0 or (n — 1), the MLE
does not exist (the maximum likelihood is o0). For each setting, we repeat 100 times,
but for MLE, we only count the repeats where the MLE exists (this is in favor of MLE).
The results are in Table 2 (NA: MLE does not exist for all 100 repetitions). For each
setting, the fraction that the MLE does not exist (in 100 repetitions) is reported in Figure
3. Computation time (in R) of two approaches are compared in Table 3.

We have the following observations. First, our estimator LCR generally perform sat-
isfactorily, especially for larger (n, p) and smaller v (where it is more sparse). Second, the
MLE fails to exist in many cases, but when it exists, it also works well, with an accuracy
comparable to the LCR. Last, in the experiments we investigated, the MLE is slower than
our methods by 6-16 times in computation. Therefore, the LCR has a clear winning edge
over the MLE.

Our approach is relatively robust to model misspecification (e.g., contaminated nodes,
misspecified number of communities). Consider a misspecified setting where we have
a directed network with 2 communities. For a parameter 0, assume P(A;; = a, A;; =
b) = Kjj - expla(y + o + B5) + b(y + o + B;) + abp + (a + b)06;;), where K;; = [1 +
eytaitBi+00i; 4 ovta;+Bi+00i; 1 627+Oli+ﬁj+06j+6i+p+295ij}_]- and d;; = 1 if nodes i, j belong
to the same community and 6;; = 0 otherwise. In such a setting, LCR may be biased,
but for a wide range of #, the biases are relatively small. See Table 4 below, where
n = 1000 and v = —log(n)/4. This suggests that our procedure is relatively robust to
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model misspecification.
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Figure 3: The fraction (out of 100 repetitions) that the MLE does not exist in each setting.

Table 3: Computing time for our method LCR (left) and MLE (right) in seconds (average
in 10 repetitions). In many cases, MLE is 10 times slower than our method (y = v =

—log(n)/4).

n p=—1logn p=0 p=0.5 p = log(logn) p=1logn
1000  1.843 26.341 1.895 22.075 1.883 25.493 1.994 30.974 1.943 24.749
2000 9.28 80.156 9.766 98.839 9.826 100.785 10.787 102.422 10.691 146.662

3000 27.486 170.712 29.169 290.237 29.512 188.213 32.192 249.429 31.684 232.930

Table 4: Average absolute biases when the model is misspecified (6 # 0).

p 0=-05 6=-02 =0 06=02 0=05
0.5 0.062 0.012 0.008 0.012 0.061
1 0.061 0.013 0.007  0.011 0.061

Testing part. We now discuss our test 1. First, Theorem 6 shows that the limiting
null of ¢} is N(0,1). Figure 4 presents the Q-Q plots of simulated ¥} when the null
hypothesis is true (n = 1000, v = v, = —log(n)/2, p = p1, pe, ps, repeat for 1000 times).
The result fits well with our theory, even when the network is relatively sparse.

p =-log(n)/4

-1 0 1 2 3
I I I

-1 0 1 2 3
|

p=0

-1 0 1 2 3

p =log(n)/4

-3

I. T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
-3 -1 0 1 2 3 -3 -1 0 1 2 3 -3 -1 0 1 2 3

Figure 4: Q-Q plots for ¢ when the null is true (n = 1000, v = —log(n)/2).

Second, we study the power. There are relatively few testing approaches for the p,
model, among which there is the (generalized) LRT suggested by Holland and Leinhardt
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Holland and Leinhardt (1981). Since LRT is closely related to MLE, it is not surprising
that (a) algorithm for LRT is only available for py = 0 (so we take py below), (b) LRT
does not exists in many cases, and (c¢) even when it exists, the underlying theory is largely
unknown, but it was conjectured to have limiting null of x3(0) Holland and Leinhardt
(1981). We now compare the powers of two tests at the nominal level of 5% (using
N(0,1) and x%(0) as the null distribution, respectively). For the alternative, take p =
—0.2,—0.15,-0.1,...,0.25 but other parameters are the same as the null. We repeat
1000 times (and to save time, we only report that for n = 500). The results are in
Table 5 and Figure 5. The powers of the LCR method and the LRT are very close
when 7 = —logn/4,—logn/2 while the MLE failed to exist in all simulations when
v = — log n+loglog n, corresponding to a extremely sparse network with network densities
0.02. Note that when p = 0 (first column), we are in the null case, so the power is nothing
but the Type I error; since the target level is 5%, the results fit well with our theory. Also,
when p gradually deviate from pg, the power rapidly increase to 1, as expected (the last
row of Table 5 corresponds to the case of 73 = —log(n) + loglog(n), where the networks
are very sparse (network density is log(n)/n). In this case, for all p’s in Table 5, the SNR
are relatively low, so the powers are also relatively low. We can however increase the SNR
and power by increasing p. For example, when p = 0.5, the power is 0.98). Note that
LRT does not exist for many cases, especially for sparse networks (i.e., a smaller 7). Note
also LRT is computationally much slower than our test. These results suggest that our
test has a clear winning edge of the LRT.

Table 5: Powers of our methods (first cell value) and LRT (second cell value); cell values
are power x 100 (n = 500, 1000 repetitions). Boldface: fraction of repetitions where LRT
does not exist (NA: LRT does not exist for all repetitions; note that p = 0 is the null case
as po = 0.

p=—020 p=—0.15 p=—0.10 —0.05 p=0 p=0.05 p=0.10 p=0.15 p=0.20 p=025
7 (100,100,0) (100,100, 0) (99.7,99.7,0)  (76.7,73.8,0.1) (6.4,4.8,0.7)  (76.6,73.8,0)  (99.8,99.8,0.1)  (100,100,0.6) (100,100,0)  (100,100,0.6)

Y (97.5,97.9,81.3) (84.9,84.6,70.8) (53.5,53.5,65.4) (16.1,14.3,79) (5.1,4.9,81.8) (21.4,20,56.9) (58.1,54.4,74.8) (92.5,93.5,70.6) (99.4,98.7,69.7) (100,100,75.5)
js (282,NA,100)  (13.1,NA,100)  (9.3,NA,100)  (5.3,NA,100) (4.5,NA,100) (7.1,NA,100) (12.2,NA,100) (22.2,NA,100) (36.8,NA,100) (53.4,NA,100)

y = —log(n)/4 Yy = —log(n)/2 y = —log(n)+ log(log n)
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Figure 5: Powers of LCR and LRT (n = 500, 1000 repetitions).
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4.2 Analysis of several real networks

We apply the proposed estimator and tests to the well-known weblog data and a citation
network of statisticians. These networks have more than one communities. Since the p;
model is for networks with only one community, it is not appropriate to use it to directly
model the entire network, but we can divide each network into several sub-networks, each
with only one community. Now, for each subnetwork, it is appropriate to model it with
the p; model, where our approaches are directly applicable. 2

The original weblog data Adamic and Glance (2005) was collected during the 2004
presidential election. It is a directed network that consists of 1,490 nodes representing
weblogs and 19,090 directed edges representing hyperlinks from one weblog pointing to
another weblog. Each node is manually labeled as democrat or republican, and therefore
there are two perceivable communities: democrat and republican. Using the manual
labels, we divide the network into two sub-networks, denoted by Weblog-Dem and Weblog-
Rep. The citation network of statisticians is constructed using the recent MADStat data
set collected by Ji, Jin, Ke, and Li Ji et al. (2022). The MADStat contains the bibtex
and citation information of 83,331 papers published in 36 journals in 1971-2015. Ji et al.
Ji et al. (2022) reported a citee network (which is undirected due to preprocessing) with
2,831 nodes (each is an author). They argued that (a) the 2,831 nodes are the most active
authors in their data range, (b) the network has 3 interpretable communities: “Bayes”,
“biostatistics” , and “non-parametric”. Following Ji et al. (2022), we divide all nodes into
these 3 communities by applying the k-means to the rows of the estimated membership
matrix by Mixed-SCORE Jin et al. (2024); see details therein. Using these communities
and original citation data in MADStat, we construct six directed networks with two time
period (i.e., 2013-2015, 2014-2015), denoted by Citation-Bay(13-15), Citation-Bio(13-15),
and Citation-NP(13-15), Citation-Bay(14-15), Citation-Bio(14-15), and Citation-NP(14-
15), where a directed edge from ¢ to j means that papers published by author i during
2013-2015 cite papers by author j in the same period once (similar definition for 2014-2015
data). We apply our approaches to all these networks, and the results are in Table 6 (both
5% = XA/n(po) and the p-value are associated with the hypothesis testing of Hy : p = 0, or
po = 0 by our previous notation).

For the two weblog sub-networks, the estimates of the reciprocity parameters, i.e.,
p*, are 2.42 and 2.74, respectively. Also, for the null hypothesis Hy : p = 0, both test
statistics ¢ (p) for two sub-networks are 32.5, with very small p-values. These results
indicate a strong reciprocity. Our results suggest the following. First, for each of the
networks Weblog-Dem and Weblog-Rep, there is a strong reciprocity effect. The result is
quite reasonable, especially as the data set is collected in an election year, a time period
where the bloggers with similar political viewpoints try very hard to support each other.

2 Alternatively, we may extend the p; model to directed networks with multiple communities. However,
it is unclear what are appropriate models and approaches. In fact, due to the nonlinear Kj;;, the p; model
is hard to analyze (e.g., Jin and Wang (2025)). An extended version of the p; model will be even harder
to analyze.
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Table 6: Results for real data analysis (62 = 17,1([3))

Name # of nodes # of double edges  p* o Yy p-value
Weblog-Dem 758 2177 242 0.074 325 <107*
Weblog-Rep 732 2244 2.74 0.084 325 <107

Citation-Bay(14-15) 919 45 13.65 0.607 22.5 <107*
Citation-Bay(13-15) 919 96 464 1123 41 <10
Citation-Bio(14-15) 1108 33 2.64 1604 1.6 0.100
Citation-Bio(13-15) 1108 98 589 1.118 53 <10
Citation-NP(14-15) 804 49 443 1414 3.1 0.002
Citation-NP(13-15) 804 118 3.37 0556 6.1 <107*

In such an atmosphere, it is very common that when one adds a hyperlink to another,
he/she will get a hyperlink in return. Despite that the weblog data has been well-studied
in the literature (e.g., Zhao et al. (2012); Wang et al. (2023)), our work is the first one that
analyzes the reciprocal effects: Many existing works treated the network as undirected
by ignoring the directions of edges, where the reciprocal effects are not properly modeled.
For citation networks, the p-values for all 6 networks are significant, except for Citation-
Bio(14-15). This suggests that citations are indeed reciprocal in statistics, but it may take
a long time (more than 1 year) in order for the reciprocal effects to be fully realized. This
is reasonable, for statistics is known to have a relatively slow publication cycle. Also, note
that the reciprocal effects in Bayes are generally stronger than those in Non-parametric
and Biostatistics, suggesting that Bayes community is more tightly-woven than the other
two. See the supplement for more discussion.

5 Sketch of our proof ideas

To prove our results, the key is to bound E[(p — p)?] where p = log(Q,(a)/Q.(b)). Note
that p — p = log(e%ﬁz)) = log(1 + e%ff&)) ~ egé(p(z , where U, (p) = Qn(a) — e?Q,(b).
Therefore, the key is to bound Var(Q,(a)), Var(Q,(b)) and Cov(Q,(a),e’@Q,(b)). The
following lemma is proved in the supplement (recall that (u,v,n) are defined in (4)).

Lemma 3. Suppose conditions (11), (12) and (14) hold. As n — oo,

o Var(Qn(a)) = (14 o(1)) 325, (2r5%5 + s56%5) = (1 + o(1)2e?[InlfllplvIT +
el v l].

o Var(Qn(b)) = (1+0(1))Zl¢j £33 = (Lo(L) [, m) (v, MUl IF+3 e m Il E el 113+
3w, mlnlillelilviiy + 2l elllvlli] + rem, where the reminder term |rem| ~

Il el IIT = o(1) - [e~*Var(Qn(a)) + @n(D)].
o Cov(Qu(a),e’@Qn(b)) = =2(1+0(1)) 3, ,; €”sijtij Q5 +o(1)-[Var(Qn(a)) +e* Var(Qu (b))

In the second item, the reminder term is o(1) - [e=*var(Q,(a)) + Var(Q,(b))] so it has
a negligible contribution in Var(U,(p)). If we impose a mild condition of a,, — 0, where
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w = |InlI3/[(i, n)(v,m)] < 1, then the reminder term is o(1) - Var(Q,,(b)). Lemma 3 is the
key to our proofs. Take Theorem 1 for example: the key is to derive an exact formula for
Var(U,(p)). But since U, (p) = Q,(b) —e”Q,(a), the formula follows directly from Lemma
3.

Expression Variance Expression Variance
Sit | Xigweaist) WEEWVJOW’;?}WOO o(e’IInlzlulFlvIi) Ria | i jecaisy Wiy Wik Wt Wi o((,m) (v, ) [l VII7)
Stz | Ligmaaisy U WEWR W o(elInlzlul3vIi) Rip | i jeaist) U W10W00wlo o( (. m)(w.m) [l ull3lwlF)
S1s | Xigacaisy Wi ERW, °1W°° o(e’|nlzlul3lvI) Rus | 2 jmecaisn Wi Q}QWO"W“J o((w, M, mlFlIvI)
Sia | Xigwaaisn WV, “WOOQ[”W““ ole?[nlilleliFlvIT) Ria | Eijweaisn Wi “]W“]QOOW i o((um) ()l lvIIR)
Sis | Ligwaaisn V. “WOOWMQUO o(e’IlnlFllulFlvIi) Ruis | i jmucdisn W/’z_l/,-”WJ?‘/VSEQ}? o((w,m w3 lIvI)
S16 | Xigkaaist) Q”QOUW WOU o(e®Inllillell1llvIl) Rig | Xijacaisy Uy W Wi o((um) (v, | ull3IvII7)
St | i ktais anoogmwoﬂ o(e®[nllillll1llvIl) Rig | Eigmeaisy g Wik QW oG, m)(wm)lulllvI15)
S1s szkl(dm) Q“WUUWIMQ()U o(e®|lnllHlulhllv]) Rig lekl(dzst QEWRWRY o m) (v, n)lulRlvI7)
S1o | Ligwaaisn V. “QUOQUWVUU o(e’|lnlElulFlvIi) Ruo | i jmucaisn WNQ“JQUOW 10 o((w,m w3l
St | X wataisty Wi Qggwgmg? ole? Il IuliZlvI12) Ruo | Y mecist u” QlOWOOQIO o((psm)w, )l Iv17)
Stan | Ligmeaisy Wi Wik o(e?lInll3 3 HVHZ Rt | X jmeaisy Wig W,TQE?Q}? o((w,m v, 3l
S| Spuutan Ajepopiwe MR Ry | Sigacaon WURBWE (14 0(0) G )l il 17
Sy | iy QORWIQY (14 0(12))62”2H71H‘f2||#\|1 Il || Bs | X jeqaise) Qs GeWae? o, m)(w, Il 1IvIIT)
p
S | S 2fwipagog  SGHIML B | S BV 0+ o)
Ss ) Gk, 0(dist) WHQOOQOIQOO 201+ o(L)e?lInl Nl || Rs Zi,]‘.k,l(disi) WﬁnQ}QQE(}Q}? u(?i(i()i;élﬂg\iéﬁum)?‘:ﬁ‘\l\l%“ylll

Table 7: The variances of all 15 terms in Q,(a) — E[Q,(a)] (left) and @, (b) — E[Q,(b)]
(right).

We now sketch the high-level idea for proving Lemma 3, with detailed proof in the
supplement. Consider Var(@,(a)) (the first item of Lemma 3) first. Write @Q,(a) —
E[Q.(a)] = Sy + Sy + S 4+ 54 + S5, where S; = 3,1, Si4, and so (Qn(a) — E[Q.(a)])
is the sum of a total of 15 terms. See Table 7 (left). Here, Sy, S3,Sy, S5 are so-called
linear terms. Take Sy = 37, 1 yziay U QR W3 for example. Each terms in the big
sum is a product of 4 items: one is a W—term which is random, the other three are €)-
terms which are non-random. Therefore, S5 is a linear combination of many W-terms,
and thus is linear. In this sense, S11,S12,...,51.11 (and so S;) are nonlinear terms. For
each of these 15 terms, we compute the variance separately; see Table 7. By delicate
and lengthy analysis, we find that out of all 15 terms, S3 and S5 are dominating in
terms of variance, where the correlation between S3 and Sy is asymptotically vanishing.
As a result,Var(Q,(a)) = (1 4+ o(1)) - Var(Ss + 55) = (1 4+ o(1)) - (Var(S3) + Var(Ss)).
This largely reduces the difficulty level of downstream analysis. Finally, in our notations
Sy = Z#j sijol and S5 = Z TZJWH. The first item of Lemma 3 follows by directly
computing Var(d_,; s W), Var(zi 2;TijWii'), together with basic calculus. See the
supplement for the details.

Consider Var(Q, (b)) (the second item of Lemma 3) next. Similarly, we write Q,,(b) —
E[Q.(b)] = R1 + Ry + Rs + Ry + R5, where Ry = 21161:1 Rk, Rs, Rs, Ry, Ry are linear
terms and R;j are nonlinear terms. Similarly, we find that (Ry + R4 + R5) dominates
in variance, and Var(Q,(b)) = (1 4+ o(1)) - Var(Rs + Ry + R5). By our notations, it
is seen Ry + Ry + Rs = >, £ t”W . The second result follows by directly computing
Var(3,,; t;; W) and basic calculus. See the supplement for details.
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We now consider Cov(Q,(a)),e’Qn,(b)). By elementary statistics, a term that has a
negligible contribution in variance also has a negligible contribution in covariance. There-
fore, by the above discussions, Cov(Q,(a), e?Q, (b)) = Cov(S3 + S5, e?(Ry + Ry + R5)) +
o(1) - (Var(Q,(a)) + e*Var(Q,(b)), where the first term on the right hand side is the
leading term, and in our notations, it is Cov (3, (ri; Wit + si; W), 57, ti;Wi). The
remaining part is detailed analysis. See the supplement for details.

i#]

We now briefly explain why the proof of Lemma 3 is so delicate and long. First, we need
to analyze 100+ terms (each is a big sum similar as those in Table 7) separately. In detail,
to compute Var(Q,(a)), we have to split (Q,(a) — E[Q,(a)]) into 15 terms, each is a big
sum as in Table 7, and analyze them separately; same for Var(Q,(b)). Also, we also need
analyze Cov(Qn(a),e’Q,(b)). Therefore, for these together, we need to analyze at least
30+ terms, each is a big sum similar to those in Table 7. But this is not the end: for each of
the 30+ terms, the variance further splits into several terms which we have to analyze sepa-
rately. Take Var(S1,1) = 32, ;¢ saisty Wi Wik Wig Wi for example. By the assumptions of
the p; model, Var(51,1) = [512,1] = E[Zz,j,k,é (dist) Zz’,]’,k’,l’(dzst WEWRE W Wi Wll/W/k/'
WY, W%]. To analyze the RHS, we need to use complicated comblnatorlcs to further di-
vide the RHS into several sub-terms. In short, to prove Lemma 3, we need to carefully
analyze 100+ terms, each is a big sum similar to those in Table 7. Note that our statistics
are U-statistics in nature, and the above analytical approach is conventional: we are not
aware of any shortcut.

Moreover, for many of these terms, we need to find the precise leading term (a cruder
bound is frequently insufficient for the optimality results we desire). Also, comparing the
order of the variance of different terms is challenging. Take Table 7 (left) for example.
It is not immediately clear which of the 15 listed variances are dominating. Also, we
face complicated combinatorics, especially as we do not have symmetry. Take S;; =
> e (dist) W“WOOWOlW 0 for example, we do not have symmetry among the 4 W terms.
Last, from a practlcal v1ewp0int, we need to accommodate severe degree heterogeneity,
so in our settings, different (o, 5;) may have very different magnitudes. All these make
our analysis hard, delicate, long, and error-prone.

However, this does not mean our proofs are hard to extend. For example, for analysis
of similar settings in the future, researchers can use a large part of our calculations. Also,
if we wish to sacrifice some of the assumptions, we may largely shorten the proofs.

6 Discussion

Despite that it is one of the most popular models for directed network, the p; model does
not model community structures. To overcome such a limitation, we may consider similar
model as in (4), but Q is a general low-rank matrix which may be much broader that that
in (4). Seemingly, the model is not only a generalization of the p; model but also the
popular block-models (e.g., Ke and Jin (2023)). In fact, in the special case where K is
the matrix of all ones, € is low-rank, and the model includes the block-model family) as
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special cases. How to analyze such a model is of major interest. One possible approach is
to combine LCR with the idea of community detection, where we first apply SCORE Jin
(2015) (say) for community detection, divide the nodes into different communities, and
then apply the LCR for each community (we may alternately apply community detection
and LCR for several times).

The p; model can also be viewed as a special case of the ERGM model Goldenberg
et al. (2010); Schweinberger et al. (2020). Despite its broadness, the ERGM model is
well-known for hard-to-analyze. An interesting question is therefore to what extent our
approach for the p; model is extendable to the ERGM model. Also, while our focus is on
static networks, the idea is readily extendable to dynamic networks.
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