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Abstract
Probabilistic generative models of graphs are important tools that

enable representation and sampling. Many recent works have cre-

ated probabilistic models of graphs that are capable of representing

not only entity interactions but also their attributes. However, given

a generative model of random attributed graph(s), the general con-

ditions that establish goodness of fit are not clear a-priori. In this

paper, we define goodness of fit in terms of the mean square con-

tingency coefficient for random binary networks. For this statistic,

we outline a procedure for assessing the quality of the structure

of a learned attributed-graph by ensuring that the discrepancy of

the mean square contingency coefficient (constant, or random) is

minimal with high probability. We apply these criteria to verify the

representation capability of a probabilistic generative model for

various popular types of graph models.
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1 Introduction
Labeled graphs are powerful tools to represent complex systems

components and their interactions [25, 40]. For instance, metabolite

types in metabolic networks, political affiliation in social networks,

and behavior types in a network of birds, can all be modeled as node-

attributes [3, 22, 35, 43]. Further, the properties of many real net-

works include community structure with connections drawn from

a power-law degree distribution. Models such as the preferential-

attachment model [6], the cumulative-advantage model [12], the

Holme-Kim model [21], among others, generate graphs with power-

law degree distributions.
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While node attributes contain insightful information on the prop-

erties of elements linked by the underlying graph structures, mod-

eling the associations of node attributes and graph structures is

a challenging problem. To address this issue, one can construct

hierarchical Probabilistic Generative Models (PGM) by modeling

the marginal distributions of the node attributes and edges’ struc-

ture [33]. This approach simplifies the procedure of data fitting and

avoids cyclic dependencies. Our work particularly focuses on the

generative modeling of binary attributes. Since modeling attributes

is complex (due to the attribute types: discrete vs. continuous at-

tributes; the mathematical representation; and data size and dimen-

sionality), our work creates a framework but focuses on binary

attributes. Despite the numerous contributions to attributed-graph

modeling [7, 27, 39], it remains unclear what are the general condi-

tions that guarantee a generative model from attributes can capture

the true generative process of graph(s) nor is it clear how to assess

the goodness-of-fit from underlying graph distributions.

While goodness-of-fit measures for graphs is a thriving area of

research [9, 28, 38, 41, 42], goodness-of-fit for attributed graphs is

less explored [2, 18]. Existing work [15] relies on traditional metrics

such as the R-Squared. We define characteristics of the parameters

that specify when structure and node-attributes are captured simul-

taneously, as opposed to separately through traditional metrics.

We focus on probabilistic generative models of binary attrib-

uted graphs. Under this setting, we identify that the mean square

contingency coefficient [10] can be used to assess the quality of

the representation of attributed graphs. We developed a theoretical

framework to understand generative models of complex graphs

guided by a statistic of the data and the model. Specifically, we

choose models that minimize the distance of these statistics as mea-

sured by the mean contingency coefficient from the data vs. the

one that may be derived from graphs from the model. Our con-

tributions are the following: we (1) formalize the goodness of fit

measure for labeled graphs and establish its characteristics in the

parameter space; (2) derive the mathematical conditions necessary

to ensure the faithful representation of the graph data with high

probability (3) evaluate this framework empirically on various ex-

isting and widely used generative models of graphs where labels

are incorporated.

1.1 Problem Description
Let𝐺 = (V, E) be a graph with set of vertices V and edges E ⊂ V×V.
We defineA𝑖 𝑗 to be a binary random variable, where its realization

𝐴𝑖 𝑗 =1 indicates that the edge 𝑒𝑖 𝑗 between nodes 𝑉𝑖 ,𝑉𝑗 ∈ V exists

(𝑒𝑖 𝑗 ∈ E), and 𝐴𝑖 𝑗 =0 if 𝑒𝑖 𝑗 ∉E. Thus, 𝐴 is an adjacency matrix. We

denote 𝑓𝐺 (Θ) : R𝑑 → [0, 1] |𝑉 |× |𝑉 |
(where 𝑑 ∈ N) as a probabilistic

generative model of graphs (PGM) with parameter Θ that generates
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a network𝐺 through a sampling process. The process is represented

by using a |V|×|V| probability matrix P, where P𝑖 𝑗 =𝑃𝑟 (A𝑖 𝑗 = 1) is
the probability of an edge between𝑉𝑖 and𝑉𝑗 . The random variables

𝐴𝑖 𝑗 may not be independent.

Given the random variable 𝐷𝑖 =
∑ |V |
𝑗=1

A𝑖 𝑗 , a PGM of scale-free

graphs samples graphs with degree density function 𝑓𝐷𝑖 (𝑑) ∼ 𝑑𝛾
for some 𝛾 > 0. In the following, definitions with high probability
means with probability greater than 1−𝛿 for some small value 𝛿 > 0.

We define X = {𝑋1, . . . , 𝑋 |V | } be the node attributes for a graph
𝐺 . Let {G𝑖 }

𝑁𝑔
𝑖=1

, where G𝑖 = (𝐺𝑖 ,X𝑖 ) for 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑁𝑔 , be a set of

input attributed graph(s) and FG (Θ) be the joint distribution of

both the graph and the node attributes. We denote S as the statistic

that measures the label-structure dependencies of P and X.
In our work, we are interested in the capability of a model to

achieve representation of a graph, namely representing not only

their attribute and graph distribution but their interaction S (see

formal Def. 4). We now formalize the problem of interest.

Definition 1 (Representation). Given an attributed graph G0, we

say that G0 is representable by a probabilistic model FG (Θ) with
respect to a graph statistic S if the absolute difference between the

sample statistic S(G0) and the statistic S(G𝑖 ) from any random

graph G𝑖 sampled from FG (Θ) converges to 0 with high probability.

Problem 1 (Conditions for Representation). Given an attributed

graph, G0 an a candidate model FG (Θ) our objective is to identify

the properties of FG (Θ) s.t., G0 is representable by FG (Θ) with
respect the some graph statistic S.

For the choice of S we must use a function (or statistic) that

captures interactions of graph structure and node attributes. In con-

sequence, the properties of FG (Θ) are nothing but the parameters

and structural requirements to guarantee sampling graphs given

a choice of statistics, i.e., S. Thus, our Problem characterizes the

conditions for the convergence defined as representation of a graph.

In practice, we use the mean square contingency coefficients

(MSCC), denoted as 𝜙 , as the statistic S to evaluate the difference

between S(G0) and S(G𝑖 ). We chose MSCC because it has several

advantages over comparable measures. It is more robust to inbal-

anced scenarios [34] than others, with some limitations [44], but at

the same time behaves similarly to Pearson correlation in the case

of binary variables [10, 34]. Then, to solve our problem we derive

the probability of sampling graphs with a chosen 𝜙 . Our contribu-

tions are as follows: (a) we prove that for a generative model of

graphs 𝑓𝐺 and the binary multivariate attributes X, one can verify

the size of graphs for which 𝑓𝐺 can learn the attribute-structure

interactions with high probability. (b) we identify the parametric

conditions of 𝑓𝐺 (in terms of the statistic S) that guarantee the

target 𝜙 can be obtained independently of the value of the target 𝜙 ;

(c) We use our formulation as a goodness-of-fit measure to perform

model selection on Stochastic Block Models [20] in the experimen-

tal evaluation. (d) Finally, we use our formulation for modeling the

attribute-feasibility of several generative models of graphs.

2 Preliminaries
Probabilistic Models of Scale-Free Attributed-Graphs.

We consider the following generative model, denoted as
˜FG (Θ),

to approximate true FG (Θ). First, we sample the vector of attributes

for some fitted attribute distribution 𝑓𝑋 (𝑥) and then sample candi-

date G from a proposal conditional distribution 𝑓𝐺 |𝑋 (Θ):
X ∼ 𝑓𝑋 (𝑥);

𝐺 |X ∼ 𝑓𝐺 |𝑋 (Θ), (1)

Third, we accept the candidate G with some probability 𝑝C deter-

mined by the proposal distribution. We assume marginal distribu-

tions the same as 𝑓𝐺 (Θ) : R𝑑 → [0, 1] |𝑉 |× |𝑉 |
(for 𝑑 ∈ Z

+
).

This approximation schema is general and able to incorporate

characteristics that most real-world graphs have, including scale-

free degrees [11], sparsity, exchangeability, attribute-correlation

preservation [5], projectivity [37], and others. Intuitively, a se-

quence of random graphs is edge-exchangeable when the underly-

ing generative distribution is invariant to finite permutations of the

edge realization process. We now introduce the formal definition

adapted from Cai et al. [8]. Consider the superindex 𝑖 as an indicator

of the graph associated to the edges E, and 𝑘 ∈ [𝑛𝑠 ], 𝑛𝑠 < |V|2 is

the iteration of the edge-exchangeable sampling process.

Definition 2 (Exchangeability). Let 𝜎 be a permutation of integers

in [𝑛𝑠 ]. For an edge set in each𝐺𝑖 , a random graph generator of the

sequence (𝐺𝑖 )𝑖∈N is parameter-wise infinitely edge-exchangeable if

for every 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ N and every 𝜎 , then𝐺𝑖
𝑑
= 𝐺 𝑗 for |V𝑖 | = |V𝑗 |, i.e., the

joint distributions of candidate edges are equal 𝑃𝑟 (E𝑖
1
, . . . , E𝑖𝑛𝑠 ) =

𝑃𝑟 (E𝑗
1
, . . . , E𝑗𝑛𝑠 ) and E𝑖

𝜎 (𝑘 ) = E𝑗
𝑘
.

In our work, we are interested in the adjacency matrix directly

to avoid sampling graphs and to simplify the process to combine

attributes and structure. Thus, effectively evaluating the model

without the sampling process. We will see later that an application

of our framework is the computation of test statistics for which

generation of graphs is not needed. Hence, we make the following

assumptions.

Assumption 1 (Sampling-agnostic exchangeability of structure) Any
graph model 𝑓𝐺 (Θ), independently of the geometric realization of

the graphs, must be edge-exchangeable and, thus, it must guarantee

sparsity and sampling stationarity [8].

Assumption 2 (Exchangeability preservation) An approximation

˜FG (Θ) should maintain the edge exchangeability defined by 𝑓𝐺 (Θ).
There are various graph models that satisfy Assumption 1 – 2,

including the Erdős-Rényi model (ER) [36], the Stochastic Block

Model (SBM) [20], and the Graph Frequency Model (GF) [8].

Some models of scale-free graphs aremechanistic, since they rely
on an iterative algorithm to add edges to the sampled graph in a way

that ensures the power-law of degree distributions, and other char-

acteristics [6, 12, 21]. Thus, do not satisfy the edge-exchangeable

property stated in Assumption 1 – 2.

In the following, we discuss examples of ways that attributes

could interact with the graph, under the model (1). This builds the

foundation of our analysis in the following section. Consider the

PGM 𝑓𝐺 and the binary set of (data) attributes X = {X1, . . . ,X𝑚}
and (output) sample attributes X̃ = {X̃1, . . . , X̃𝑚} from a fitted

probability mass function. We make the following observations:

Observation 1 (Effect of X̃ on �̃� - sample) The elements of an

attributed graph interact in two ways: (1) X̃ labels every entry of Ṽ,
thus for every pair of nodes (ṽ𝑖 , ṽ𝑗 ) s.t. ṽ𝑖 , ṽ𝑗 ∈ Ṽ, the pairs (x̃𝑝

𝑖
, x̃𝑞
𝑗
)

for 𝑝, 𝑞 ∈ [1,𝑚] form potential edge labels of �̃� . (2) X̃ labels every
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entry of Ẽ, thus, for every pair of nodes (ṽ𝑖 , ṽ𝑗 ) s.t. ẽ𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ Ẽ there

are pairs (x̃𝑝
𝑖
, x̃𝑞
𝑗
) for 𝑝, 𝑞 ∈ [1,𝑚] that are actual edge labels of �̃� .

There might be repeated edge-labels in both cases. Hence, we

will represent the unique list of edge-labels as Ψ (for example Ψ =

{00, 10, 11} for undirected graphs with binary attributes and assume

the value is homogeneous between data and sample.

Observation 2 (Effect ofX on P - data/model) The pair (P,X) can be
also representedwith the pair (U,T), whereU = {𝜋1, 𝜋2, . . . , 𝜋𝑢 , . . . , 𝜋𝜅 }
is the set of unique Bernoulli parameters that appears in the matrix

P (𝜅 = |U|), i.e. U = ΦΘ (P). The function ΦΘ factorizes P𝑖 𝑗 into its

parametric components, and hence depends on 𝑓𝐺 . T is a matrix

where each entry contains a set of positions T𝑗,𝑢 for pair of nodes
with labels Ψ𝑗 and probability 𝜋𝑢 of link between them.

Observation 3 (Attribute-structure interactions) Consider the input
X,𝐺 and construct the vectors X𝑝 ,X𝑞 s.t. X𝑝 = {x𝑝

𝑖
} and X𝑞 =

{x𝑝
𝑗
} for each e𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ E. From Observation 1–2, we can infer that

the interactions of X,𝐺 can be summarized with 𝛽, |E|, where the
j-th entry of 𝛽 , denoted as 𝛽 𝑗 , is the fraction of edges that share the

same label Ψ𝑗 . A similar observation applies to the sample X̃, �̃� .

3 Main Results – Representation Closeness
We begin this section by first introducing the notion of MSCC

and notations. Then, we introduce Definition 4 to mathematically

formulate Problem 1 using the MSCC. Then, to solve Problem 2, we

use Theorem 1, 2 which provides a relation between the size of the

candidate edges of 𝑓𝐺 (Θ) as a consequence of FG (Θ).
Our work is a generalization of the work of El-Sanhury and

Davenport [16] in the case of the 𝜙-coefficient associated with

random graphs:

Definition 3 (Mean Square ContingencyCoefficient). The𝜙-coefficient

is a measure of association between two binary variables. In a con-

tingency table with entries 𝑛𝑖 𝑗 for 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ {0, 1}, 𝜙 is defined as

𝜙 =
𝑛11𝑛00−𝑛10𝑛01√
𝑛1•𝑛0•𝑛•0𝑛•1

.

Notice that the coefficient can be defined for any categorical

variables and the size will be 𝑝𝑚 for variables with cardinality

of categories 𝑝 and𝑚, respectively. The bullet • indicates all the

rows/columns (i.e., the total for the column/row, respectively).

In the case of contingency tables of size 2 × 2, 𝜙 is equivalent to

the Pearson correlation 𝜌 , which is why we use this to simplify our

analysis. Ourwork is a generalization of (El-Sanhury andDavenport

[16]; 1991) for the case of tables derived from random graphs. We

compute the 𝜙 coefficient globally and reformulate the 𝑛𝑖 𝑗 entries

as 𝛽𝑘 as detailed in the following notation description. These values

will be computed for both the original graph data and for graphs

sampled from the models.

Notation For Theorems and Lemmas. We summarize and intro-

duce additional notation for the lemmas and theorems. We denote

as P the matrix of edge-probabilities of a structural model and X
the attribute-values associated with the nodes. T𝑖 𝑗 (Ψ𝑖 , 𝜋 𝑗 ) is the list
of possible edges associated with parameter 𝜋 𝑗 and edge-type Ψ𝑖
(described in Preliminaries). We denote as U = {𝜋 𝑗 }𝜅𝑗=1

, the set of

unique probabilities from probabilistic generative modelM.

Let the edge-typesΨ = {00, 01, 11} come fromBernoulli-distributed

node-attributes X in an undirected network. Let 𝑁𝑖, 𝑗 = |T𝑖 𝑗 | be the
cardinality of the list of possible edges associated with parameter

𝜋 𝑗 and edge-type Ψ𝑖 , 𝑛 𝑗 =
∑ |Ψ |
𝑖=1

𝑁𝑖 𝑗 be the total number of possible

edges per 𝜋 𝑗 , 𝑟 𝑗 = (𝑁1𝑗 + 𝑁3𝑗 )/(
∑ |Ψ |
𝑖=1

𝑁𝑖 𝑗 ) be the fraction of possi-

ble edges of type {11, 00}, and 𝑦 𝑗 ∼ 𝐵𝑖𝑛(𝑛 𝑗 , 𝜋 𝑗 ) be the number of

edges to sample. Under the condition of Ψ, the MSCC 𝜙 is equiv-

alent to the correlation 𝜌 . Hence, for the main theorems we will

focus on the values target correlation we desire to model (data) and

the output correlation of the sampled graph, denoted as 𝜌𝐼𝑁 , 𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇

respectively. For binary labels 𝜌𝐼𝑁 , 𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 can be represented as 𝛽, ˜𝛽

in terms of edge-labels as described in the theorems, explained in

Observation 3.

We now formally define the notion of graph representation:

Definition 4. (Graph Representation - Formal Definition) Given

the input graph G = {𝐺,X} and an output graph
˜G = {�̃�, X̃}

sampled from
˜FG (Θ) fitted by the data. Then, we say that

˜FG (Θ)
is an 𝜖-representation of G if |𝜌

𝐼𝑁
− 𝜌

𝑂𝑈𝑇
| < 𝜖 for small 𝜖 > 0.

Lemma 1 provides a criterion for boundedness of the correlation

in terms of 𝑟 𝑗 per parameter 𝜋 𝑗 . It tells us the condition when there

is an upper-bound of 𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 beyond which input data cannot be

represented:

Lemma 1. (Boundedness of Representation) Let 𝐷𝐾𝐿 (𝑟 𝑗 | |𝜋 𝑗 ) be
the Kullback-Leibler divergence of Bernoulli distributions with pa-
rameters 𝑟 𝑗 and 𝜋 𝑗 , and 𝑐0 = 23.03 be a universal constant. If there
exists 𝜋 𝑗 ∈ U such that 𝑛 𝑗𝐷𝐾𝐿 (𝑟 𝑗 | |𝜋 𝑗 ) ≥ 𝑐0, for 𝑐1 = 1− 10

−10, then
a) if 0 < 𝑟 𝑗 < 𝜋 𝑗 , then 𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 ≤ 𝑐1 and 𝑐1 < 1;
b) if 𝜋 𝑗 < 𝑟 𝑗 < 1, then 𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 ≤ 𝑐1 and 𝑐1 = 1.

The proof is available in the appendix.

Remark 1. Recall from Observation 2 that the sampling of edges

is done on the binomials defined by U, 𝑁,𝜓, 𝛽 and the edges are

indexed by T . Thus, the lemma above has important implications.

Condition (a) implies that we must sample edges linking nodes with

opposite labels (01) because the number of edges needed to sample

𝑦 𝑗 is likely to be greater than node pairs with positively correlated

labels. Therefore, there is an upper-bound of the correlation that

can be achieved. The magnitude of 𝑦 𝑗 − 𝑁1𝑗 − 𝑁3𝑗 determines the

maximum achievable correlation, i.e., 𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 < 1. Condition (b)

implies that it is possible to sample edges to obtain the correlation

among them (𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 can be up to 1), because the number of edges

to sample 𝑦 𝑗 is less than the positively correlated available.

Remark 2. This result applies to any sampling method that draws

edges randomly from 𝑃 (𝐺).

The following theorem tells us the probability that the input

data can be represented and sampled from a learned model, i.e.,

𝑃𝑟 ( |𝜌𝐼𝑁 − 𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 | < 𝜖).

Theorem 1 (Correlation Recovery - Constant 𝜌𝐼𝑁 ). Let 𝜒𝑖 𝑗
be the number of edges sampled by S per edge-label𝜓𝑖 and parameter
𝜋 𝑗 and 𝜇 =

∑𝜅
𝑗 𝑦 𝑗 . Then, for any M and S and small 𝛿, 𝜖1, 𝜖3 > 0,

the bound of the difference between the target correlation 𝜌𝐼𝑁 and
the correlation of the sampled graph 𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 has probability

𝑃𝑟 ( |𝜌𝐼𝑁 − 𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 | < 𝜖) > 1 − 𝛿, (2)

for 𝛿 =
∑

2

𝑖=1
𝜏𝑖 +

∏
2

𝑖=1
𝜏𝑖 ,

where 𝜏𝑖 = exp

(
−
(
(𝛽𝑖 − 𝜖𝑖 )−1

∑𝜅
𝑗 𝜒𝑖 𝑗 − 𝜇

)
2

/3𝜇

)
+



MLoG@WSDM’23, March 2023, Singapore Robles-Granda et al.

exp

(
−
(
𝜇 − (𝛽𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖 )−1

∑𝜅
𝑗 𝜒𝑖 𝑗

)
2

/2𝜇

)
and 𝜖 =

𝛽3−(𝑝+Δ𝑝 )2

(𝑝+Δ𝑝 ) (1−𝑝−Δ𝑝 ) − 𝛽3−𝑝2

𝑝 (1−𝑝 ) , where 𝑝 = 𝛽3 + 1−𝛽1−𝛽3

2
and

Δ𝑝 = 𝜖3 + −𝜖1−𝜖3

2
.

Remark 3. This theorem determines the probability that certain

configuration of structure and labels of a reference graph could

be sampled for a given estimated model. Thus, the theorem can

be used to verify whether sampling certain number of edges will

lead to a correlation that is close to the target with high probability.

This could be useful for post estimation tasks, such as model se-

lection, goodness-of-fit test, sensitivity analysis, and others, where

assessment of the model is necessary. This theorem shows that

to compute this probability we can determine 𝜖 as the maximum

difference in MSCC for small changes in 𝛽 , namely 𝜖1, 𝜖3 > 0, which

is otherwise not feasible due the degrees of freedom of 𝜙 .

3.1 Proof of Theorem 1
To prove this theorem, first we need some intermediate lemmas

to prove differences in MSCC can be expressed in closed form.

Consider the partial order in R2
defined as Υ = {𝑥 ⪯ 𝑦 iff 𝑥𝑖 ≤ 𝑦𝑖

for 𝑖 = {1, 2}} and Υ ⊂ R2 ×R2
and letU = {(𝑥,𝑦) ∈ [0, 1] × [0, 1] :

𝑥 + 𝑦 ≤ 1}.

Remark 4. (Correlation Identities) The correlation can equally be

expressed as either:

𝜌 (𝛽1, 𝛽3) =
2𝛽1𝛽3 + 2𝛽1 + 2𝛽3 − 𝛽2

1
− 𝛽2

3
− 1

(1 − 𝛽1 + 𝛽3) (1 + 𝛽1 − 𝛽3)
; (3)

𝜌 (𝛽1, 𝛽3) =
𝛽3 − 𝑝2

𝑝 (1 − 𝑝) , (4)

where 𝑝 = 𝛽3 + 1−𝛽1−𝛽3

2
.

To prove these identities, we can replace the values of
®𝛽 = [𝛽𝑖 ] |Ψ |

𝑖=1

in the definition of the correlation:

𝜌 =

|𝐸 |2
(
𝛽3 −

(
𝛽3 + 1−𝛽1−𝛽3

2

)
2

)
|𝐸 |2

(
𝛽3 + 1−𝛽1−𝛽3

2

) (
1 −

(
𝛽3 + 1−𝛽1−𝛽3

2

)) = (4)

=
(4𝛽3 − (1 + 𝛽2

1
+ 𝛽2

3
− 2𝛽1 + 2𝛽3 − 2𝛽1𝛽3))/4

(1 − 𝛽1 + 𝛽3)/2(1 + 𝛽1 + 𝛽3)/2

= (3).

Definition 5. Any function 𝛾 :R2 → R is monotonic with respect

to (R2, Υ) if 𝑥 ⪯ 𝑦 implies that 𝛾 (𝑥) ≤ 𝛾 (𝑦) for any 𝑥,𝑦 ∈ R2
.

In other words 𝛾 is monotonic with respect to the projections

along each dimension of its domain.

Lemma 2. The correlation 𝜌 of any binary variable is monoton-
ically increasing with respect to the poset Δ𝜖 defined as the pair
(U, Υ).

The proof of this lemma is provided in the Appendix. A sketch

proof consists in the following: proof there are dimensions along

which there is monotonic increase; then, use Remark 5 to prove

monotonic increase in (U, Υ).

Lemma 3. Let 𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 = 𝜌 ( ˜𝛽1, ˜𝛽3) and 𝜌𝐼𝑁 = 𝜌 (𝛽1, 𝛽3) be the cor-
relation of the sampled graphs and the correlation of the input graph,

Figure 1: Model Selection: 𝐾 vs. probability of representation. Opti-
mal 𝐾 corresponds to 𝐾 with maximal score.

respectively. Given small 𝜖1 > 0, 𝜖3 > 0, the maximum difference 𝜖 =
max( |𝜌𝐼𝑁 − 𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 |) that satisfies |𝛽1 − ˜𝛽1 | < 𝜖1 and |𝛽3 − ˜𝛽3 | < 𝜖3

is given by

𝜖 =
𝛽3−(𝑝+Δ𝑝 )2

(𝑝+Δ𝑝 ) (1−𝑝−Δ𝑝 ) − 𝛽3−𝑝2

𝑝 (1−𝑝 ) , where 𝑝 = 𝛽3 + 1−𝛽1−𝛽3

2
and

Δ𝑝 = 𝜖3 + −𝜖1−𝜖3

2
.

The proof of this lemma is provided in the Appendix. A sketch

proof consists in the following: Reformulate the values of
˜𝛽𝑖s in

terms of 𝛽 𝑗 s and 𝜖𝑖 ; find an expression for max( |𝜌𝐼𝑁 −𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 |) using
Lemma 2.

Equipped with Lemmas 3 and 2, we can prove Theorem 1. The

detail is available in the Appendix. As a sketch of the proof, the steps

include: Consider defining the correlation in terms of 𝛽 ; identify

bound types; use Lemma 3 to find 𝜖 . Identifying the probability of

closeness of 𝜌 (data vs. model) using the neighborhood 𝜖 . □
Our analyses state, for given values of the parameters of the

model P,X, whether the probability that the correlation of a graph

could be sampled is large enough, i.e., they state if the graph(s)

with specific correlation can be sampled, or equivalently when the

approximation
˜FG (Θ) is close to the true FG (Θ).

These apply to any model and relate P,X to the probability

of modeling/sampling certain type of networks. In summary, our

approach can be applied to determine the probability that certain

graph structural properties (given degree, connected components,

cycles, autocorrelation, etc.) can be sampled for a given estimated

model, which simplifies post estimation tasks, including goodness-

of-fit test (e.g. Kolmogorov-Smirnov, Anderson-Darling, AIC, etc.).

We illustrate this with an application example in Section 4.1.

4 Empirical Evaluation
We evaluated our theoretical insights to identify the structural

constraints on real world data using the Stochastic Block Model

(SBM) and measured feasibility of representation on four graph

models: the Erdős-Rényi model (ER), the Stochastic Block Model

(SBM), the Stochastic Kronecker Graph with mixing, and the Graph

Frequency Model (GF).

4.1 Model Selection in Real World Networks
In this experiment we evaluate our framework to perform goodness-

of-fit based on the probabilities from Theorem 1. We fitted several

real world datasets using the the Stochastic Block Model (SBM)
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Figure 2: Maximum 𝜙 under the Erdős-Rényyi model: Number
of edges per configuration ++, +− vs. 𝜙 and the sampling probabil-
ity. Networks in yellow indicate higher density (edge-probability).
Higher MSCC is achieved for networks with higher proportion of
edges labeled ++ than +−. The yellow line is parallel to the ’++’ axis

Table 1: Real Network Characteristics

Name Nodes Edges Attribute (+) Ref

adjnoun 109 11881 3564 [32]

dolphins 51 2601 770 [29]

polbooks 103 10609 3180 [1]

football 113 12769 3800 [19]

lesmis 74 5476 1642 [26]

[20] model for varying numbers of blocks. A summary of the char-

acteristics of each dataset is presented in Table 1. Figure 1 shows

the result of this analysis where the horizontal axis correspond

to the various choices of the number of blocks and the vertical

axis, the probability of representing the reference network. As we

can see there, each network has a different optimal choice of 𝐾 .

For instance, the lesmis dataset has optimal 𝐾 = 4. Most of the

datasets (all except football) have high probability of representing

the reference graph even with a small value of 𝐾 . The results in the

figure also show that larger values of 𝐾 are less likely to represent

the target network, which is obviously the case. The benefit of our

work is to provide the tool to identify the conditions (in terms of

the model probabilities) for the representation of the correlation

of graphs with node attributes with the only constraint that the

model belongs to the class of models C. Ours is a non-asymptotic

framework to understand the minimal size of a model (in terms of

candidate edges and their probabilities) that can generate graphs

with specific attribute correlations.

4.2 Simulations and Evaluation of Models
We evaluate empirically the values for maximum correlation that

can be modeled under the GF and SBM models (additional experi-

ments appear in the Appendix).

Figure 4 shows the maximum correlation as a function of the

edge probability of SBM. Notice that since in SBM the parameters

is a matrix, the maximum correlation corresponds to a spectrum

of values that reflect how the parameters interact. Namely, for a

2 × 2 SBM model with parameters Θ =

[
𝑝1 𝑝2

𝑝3 𝑝4

]
𝑝1 and 𝑝4 has an

indirect impact on the maximum correlation achievable, e.g, values

of the edge probability of 0.4 can lead to a maximum correlation

of 1. On the other hand, 𝑝2 and 𝑝3 have a more direct impact on

the maximum correlation and only large values of 𝑝2, 𝑝3 can lead

to a maximum correlation of 1. This is somewhat counter-intuitive

but could be explained from the point of view that a within cluster

connectivity of 0.4 may be sufficient to achieve the largest possible

correlation.

Figure 3, presents the results for attributed graphs sampled from

the graph frequency (GF) model. For the case of the analysis of

edge probabilities we used the same parameters used in Cai et al.

[8]: 𝛼 = 0.5, ˇ𝛽 = 1, 𝛾 = 3 for the three-parameter generalized

beta process that defines the edge-probabilities. As in Cai et al. [8],

we stop the process at 2000 iterations and binarize the graphs. To

make comparison fair, we use a number of nodes 𝑁 = 1600 and we

study the effect of the likelihood among the number of 𝛽1 and 𝛽2

on the correlation. Notice that the monotonicity remains despite

the complexity of the model.

Finally, Figure 5 shows the results of the effect of the number

of nodes on the correlation. we explore the effect of 𝑁 for the GF

model for the same 𝑁 in the range [100, 2000] with step size of

100. We choose to plot a two-dimensional representation of the

effect of 𝛽1 on the maximum correlation because the maximum

correlation does not define a clearly separated section of the graph

space. This is due to both the complexity of the GF model and the

non-trivial relation of the attribute marginal. Notice that due to the

binarization the range of density of the nodes is wider than for the

𝐸𝑅 model. Likewise, we show the case for the ER model with the

same parameters, except for 𝑁 , on the left sub-plot. We varied 𝑁

in the range [100, 2000] with step size of 100. For the ER model we

plot a three dimensional representation of the number of nodes, the

number of 𝛽1 edges, the attribute probability 𝑝 (𝑋 ), and the effect

on the maximum correlation (color-coded).

Figure 2 in the Appendix shows the maximum correlation as a

function of the edge probability of the ER model as an additional

illustrative example. This evaluation shows two important insights

obtained from our theoretical framework. First the values of the cor-

relations along 𝛽1 values are monotonically increasing. Second, the

maximum correlation of node attributes becomes more restricted

as the value of the structural parameter Θ𝐸𝑅 = [𝑝 (𝑥), 𝑁 ] increases.
Notice that for this experiment we varied p(x) for 𝑁 = 1600. We

also studied the effect over 𝑁 as shown later in this section.

5 Related Work
Prior work on models for attributed-graphs include [7, 27, 39].

Goodness-of-fit measures for graphs are a thriving area of research

(Chen and Onnela [9], Leppälä et al. [28], Yang et al. [42] etc.). How-

ever, goodness-of-fit for labeled graphs is less explored (Adriaens

et al. [2], Eswaran et al. [18]. To the best of our knowledge this

problem has not been fully addressed in other works most of which

rely on traditional metrics such as 𝑟2
(Dimitriadis et al. [15]). We

define “characteristics” w.r.t the parameters such that both struc-

ture and node-attributes are captured simultaneously, as opposed

to separately through traditional metrics.

Our work is related to the threshold phenomena in random

graphs (Deshpande et al. [14], Kalai and Mossel [23], Mossel et al.
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Figure 3: Maximum correlation for the GF model .

𝑝2 = 0.4 𝑝2 = 0.5

𝑝2 = 0.6 𝑝2 = 0.7

Figure 4: Maximum correlation under 2 × 2 SBM (undirected). Horizontal axis = # of ++ edges. Subplots: 𝑝1 for 𝑝2 = {0.4, 0.5, 0.6, 0.7}

[30, 31]. The closest work to ours is [31] which presented a so-

lution to the clustering problem originally proposed by Decelle

et al. [13], namely, the Threshold Conjecture. However, the labels
used in [31] correspond to the block assignment of SBM - thus a

clustering problem pertaining to the graph structure. Unlike this

problem, ours considers labels drawn from a Bernoulli distribution

and may define highly non-symmetric states that are fitted for the

marginal distribution of node attributes that have little or no re-

lation to the block community structure - thus ours is a sampling

problem. Earlier threshold results for Boolean functions in graphs

with symmetry, influence, and pivotality were reported by [24].

The mean square contingency coefficient or 𝜙-coefficient is a

measure of association between two binary variables. El-Sanhury

and Davenport [16][17] proved the maximum values for 𝜙 in the

case of a constant contingency table. However, this is not directly

applicable to our analysis because the table in our case comes from

random graphs. Thus, ours is a generalization of this work for the

case of tables derived from random graphs.

6 Discussion and Conclusion
In this paper, we presented both sampling guarantees of a gen-

eral class C of probabilistic generative models and a framework for

sampling graph structure and node-attributes. Specifically, we intro-

duced: the maximal marginal-error associated with the structural

and attribute margins of the model and, an information-theoretical

and probabilistic guarantee for a general class of models C equiv-

alent to a possibly sparse parametric matrix. We also provided

examples of the applicability of the analysis and an example of the

probability of sample graphs (with specific auto-correlation) vs. the

size of model in terms of its candidate edges. Our framework is

focused on the assumption of sampling-agnostic exchangeability

of structure and exchangeability preservation.

The main challenge we aimed to solve was assessing the corre-

lation preservation of a model because preserving structure and
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attribute distribution can be done with existing Method of Moments

and other statistical tools. Extensions to multiple-labeled graphs is

not straightforward because the thresholds of each specific family

of distributions may be considered.

Our work facilitates an understanding of characteristics of a

generative model of node-attributed graphs and can be applied to

hypothesis testing. It seeks to understand what type of data can be

represented with a model using our probabilistic analysis. It can be

used to reduce computational costs for model selection, network

hypothesis testing, and among other possible applications [4].

Identifying theoretical constraints in probabilistic models of

networks is relevant to the machine learning community because a

thorough understanding of representation constraints in random

graphs can help research communities determine which models are

usable, for instance via hypothesis test – this is highly relevant to

such varied domains as relational learning, collaborative filtering,

graph mining, etc., where evaluation of graph models are useful.
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7 Appendix
7.1 Additional Details of the Proofs of the Theorems

Proof. Lemma 1 Since the unique probabilities 𝜋 𝑗 ∈ U are Bernoulli-distributed, the number of edges to sample 𝑦 𝑗 ∼ 𝐵𝑖𝑛 (𝑛 𝑗 , 𝜋 𝑗 ) are binomial-distributed.

Consider the tail bounds of the binomial distribution (Arriata and Gordon, 1989) :

𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 ≤ 𝑘 ;𝑛, 𝑝 ) ≤ 𝑒
(
−𝑛𝐷𝐾𝐿

(
𝑘
𝑛 | |𝑝

))
if 0 < 𝑘

𝑛
< 𝑝 ;

𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 ≥ 𝑘 ;𝑛, 𝑝 ) ≤ 𝑒
(
−𝑛𝐷𝐾𝐿

(
𝑘
𝑛 | |𝑝

))
if 𝑝 < 𝑘

𝑛
< 1.

Then,

𝑃𝑟 (𝑦 𝑗 ≤ 𝑁1𝑗 + 𝑁3𝑗
;𝑛 𝑗 , 𝜋 𝑗 ) ≤ 𝑒

(
−𝑛𝑗𝐷𝐾𝐿

(
𝑟 𝑗 | |𝜋𝑗

))
if 0 < 𝑟 𝑗 < 𝜋 𝑗 ;

𝑃𝑟 (𝑦 𝑗 ≥ 𝑁1𝑗 + 𝑁3𝑗
;𝑛 𝑗 , 𝜋 𝑗 ) ≤ 𝑒

(
−𝑛𝑗𝐷𝐾𝐿

(
𝑟 𝑗 | |𝜋𝑗

))
if 𝜋 𝑗 < 𝑟 𝑗 < 1.

To find exp(−𝑤 ) < 10
−10

consider −𝑤 < −10 log 10 ⇒ 𝑤 > 23.03. Then{
𝑃𝑟 (𝑦 𝑗 > 𝑁1𝑗 + 𝑁3𝑗

;𝑛 𝑗 , 𝜋 𝑗 ) > 1 − 10
−10, if

(
𝑛 𝑗𝐷𝐾𝐿

(
𝑟 𝑗 | |𝜋 𝑗

) )
> 23.03 and 0 < 𝑟 𝑗 < 𝜋 𝑗 ;

𝑃𝑟 (𝑦 𝑗 < 𝑁1𝑗 + 𝑁3𝑗
;𝑛 𝑗 , 𝜋 𝑗 ) > 1 − 10

−10, if
(
𝑛 𝑗𝐷𝐾𝐿

(
𝑟 𝑗 | |𝜋 𝑗

) )
> 23.03 and 𝜋 𝑗 < 𝑟 𝑗 < 1. □

Proof. Lemma 2 Consider the function 𝜌 : U → [−1, 1] defined in Equation (3). This function is monotonically increasing along 𝛽1 because

𝜕𝜌

𝜕𝛽1

=
4(𝛽1 + 1)𝛽3 + 2(𝛽1 − 1)2 − 6𝛽2

3

( (𝛽1 − 𝛽3 )2 − 1)2
≥ 0.

Likewise, this function is monotonically increasing along 𝛽3 because

𝜕𝜌

𝜕𝛽3

=
4(𝛽3 + 1)𝛽1 + 2(𝛽3 − 1)2 − 6𝛽2

1

( (𝛽3 − 𝛽1 )2 − 1)2
≥ 0.

Then, by Remark 5, after considering the dimensions 𝑥1, 𝑥2 as 𝛽1, 𝛽3, it follows that for
®𝛽 ⪯ ®𝛽 ′ ⇒ 𝜌 ( ®𝛽 ) ≤ 𝜌 ( ®𝛽 ′ ) . □

Proof. Lemma 3
The conditions |𝛽1 − ˜𝛽1 | < 𝜖1 and |𝛽3 − ˜𝛽3 | < 𝜖3 are equivalent to 𝛽1 − 𝜖1 < ˜𝛽1 < 𝛽1 + 𝜖1 and 𝛽3 − 𝜖3 < ˜𝛽3 < 𝛽3 + 𝜖3. Thus, the solution is defined by the

values
˜𝛽1, ˜𝛽3 that maximize the difference of the correlations in the squared region (𝛽1, 𝛽3 ) + [−𝜖1, 𝜖1 ] × [−𝜖3, 𝜖3 ].

From Lemma 2, we know that the correlation is monotonically increasing with respect to projections in each dimension 𝛽1, 𝛽3. Then

𝜖 = max( |𝜌𝐼𝑁 − 𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 | ) = max( |𝜌 ( ˜𝛽1, ˜𝛽3 ) − 𝜌 (𝛽1, 𝛽3 ) | )
= max(𝜌 (𝛽1 + 𝜖1, 𝛽3 + 𝜖3 ) − 𝜌 (𝛽1, 𝛽3 ), −𝜌 (𝛽1 − 𝜖1, 𝛽3 − 𝜖3 ) + 𝜌 (𝛽1, 𝛽3 ) ) .

Thus, for values of 𝜌 ( ˜𝛽1, ˜𝛽3 ) that oversample 𝜌𝐼𝑁 we can use the expression:

𝜌 (𝛽1 + 𝜖1, 𝛽3 + 𝜖3 ) − 𝜌 (𝛽1, 𝛽3 )

=

(𝛽3 + 𝜖3 ) −
(
𝛽3 + 𝜖3 + 1−𝛽1−𝜖1−𝛽3−𝜖3

2

)
2

(𝛽3 + 𝜖3 + (1 − 𝛽1 − 𝜖1 − 𝛽3 − 𝜖3 )/2) (1 − (𝛽3 + 𝜖3 + (1 − 𝛽1 − 𝜖1 − 𝛽3 − 𝜖3 ) )/2)

−
(𝛽3 ) −

(
𝛽3 + 1−𝛽1−𝛽3

2

)
2

(𝛽3 + (1 − 𝛽1 − 𝛽3 )/2) (1 − (𝛽3 + (1 − 𝛽1 − 𝛽3 ) )/2) .

Therefore,

𝜖 =
𝛽3 − (𝑝 + Δ𝑝 )2

(𝑝 + Δ𝑝 ) (1 − 𝑝 − Δ𝑝 ) − 𝛽3 − 𝑝2

𝑝 (1 − 𝑝 ) ,

where Δ𝑝 = 𝜖3 + −𝜖1−𝜖3

2
.

□

Proof. Theorem 1
Consider the case of a tight bound on

®𝛽 and let 𝛽𝑖 be each entry of
®𝛽 (i.e., derived from the data) and let

˜𝛽𝑖 be associated to the output/sampled graph. By

lemma 3 there is an 𝜖 :

|𝛽1 − ˜𝛽1 | < 𝜖1 and |𝛽2 − ˜𝛽2 | < 𝜖2 ⇒ |𝜌𝐼𝑁 − 𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 | < 𝜖,

Consider 𝛽𝑖 constant. Replacing the definitions of the ratios in |𝛽𝑖 − ˜𝛽𝑖 | < 𝜖𝑖 gives us
����𝛽𝑖 − ∑𝜅

𝑗
𝜒𝑖 𝑗∑𝜅
𝑗
𝑦 𝑗

���� < 𝜖𝑖 .
Notice that 𝜒 and 𝑦 𝑗 are not independent and 𝜒𝑖 𝑗 < 𝑦 𝑗 . In fact, 𝜒𝑖 𝑗 < 𝑁𝑖 𝑗 . Now the value of 𝜒 can be deterministic or probabilistic. Consider the

deterministic case (we will consider the probabilistic case in Thm 2):∑𝜅
𝑗 𝜒𝑖 𝑗

𝛽𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖
<

𝜅∑︁
𝑗

𝑦 𝑗 <

∑𝜅
𝑗 𝜒𝑖 𝑗

𝛽𝑖 − 𝜖𝑖
,
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or

𝑃𝑟

(
𝜅∑︁
𝑗

𝑦 𝑗 <

∑𝜅
𝑗 𝜒𝑖 𝑗

𝛽𝑖 − 𝜖𝑖

)
− 𝑃𝑟

(
𝜅∑︁
𝑗

𝑦 𝑗 <

∑𝜅
𝑗 𝜒𝑖 𝑗

𝛽𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖

)
.

Let 𝑋 =
∑𝜅
𝑗 𝑦 𝑗 , then 𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 < 𝑎) − 𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 < 𝑏 ) > 1 − 𝛿 can be written as (𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 > 𝑎) + 𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 < 𝑏 ) ) < 𝛿 . Alternately, considering 𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 > 𝑎) < 𝛿1 and

𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 < 𝑏 ) < 𝛿2, then

(𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 > 𝑎) + 𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 < 𝑏 ) ) < 𝛿1 + 𝛿2 .

Consider 𝑎 = (1 + 𝜉 )𝜇 for 𝜇 = 𝐸 [𝑋 ] and 0 < 𝜉 < 1, then by multiplicative Chernoff bound:

𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 > 𝑎) ≤ 𝑒−
𝜉2𝜇

3 = 𝑒
− (𝑎−𝜇)2

3𝜇 ,

where the equality follows by 𝜉 =
𝑎−𝜇
𝜇

. Consider 𝑏 = (1 − 𝜉 ′ )𝜇 for 𝜇 = 𝐸 [𝑋 ] and 0 < 𝜉 ′ < 1, then, by the same bound:

𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 < 𝑏 ) ≤ 𝑒−
𝜉 ′2𝜇

2 = 𝑒
− (𝜇−𝑏)2

2𝜇 ,

— recall (𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 > 𝑎) + 𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 < 𝑏 ) ) < 𝛿1 + 𝛿2 – Then: 𝑃𝑟 ( |𝛽𝑖 − ˜𝛽𝑖 | < 𝜖𝑖 ) > 1 − (𝑒−
(𝑎−𝜇)2

3𝜇 + 𝑒−
(𝜇−𝑏)2

2𝜇 ) or equivalently:

𝑃𝑟 ( |𝛽𝑖 − ˜𝛽𝑖 | < 𝜖𝑖 ) > 1 −
©«
𝑒
−

( ∑𝜅
𝑗
𝜒𝑖 𝑗

𝛽𝑖 −𝜖𝑖
−𝜇

)
2

3𝜇 + 𝑒−

(
𝜇−

∑𝜅
𝑗
𝜒𝑖 𝑗

𝛽𝑖+𝜖𝑖

)
2

2𝜇

ª®®®®¬
.

Thus, 𝑃 ( |𝜌𝐼𝑁 − 𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 | < 𝜖 ) > 1 − 𝛿 for 𝛿 =
∑

2

𝑖=1
𝜏𝑖 −

∏
2

𝑖=1
𝜏𝑖 and 𝜏𝑖 = exp

(
−
( ∑𝜅

𝑗
𝜒𝑖 𝑗

𝛽𝑖−𝜖𝑖 − 𝜇
)

2

/3𝜇

)
+ exp

(
−
(
𝜇 −

∑𝜅
𝑗
𝜒𝑖 𝑗

𝛽𝑖+𝜖𝑖

)
2

/2𝜇

)
. □

Theorem 2 (Correlation Recovery - Random 𝜌𝐼𝑁 ). Let 𝜒𝑖 𝑗 be the number of edges sampled by S per edge-label𝜓𝑖 and parameter 𝜋 𝑗 and 𝜇 =
∑𝜅
𝑗 𝑦 𝑗 for

𝑦 𝑗 ∼ 𝐵𝑖𝑛 (𝑛 𝑗 , 𝜋 𝑗 ) (number of edges to sample). Then, for any M and S and small 𝛿, 𝜖1, 𝜖3 > 0, the bound of the difference between the target correlation 𝜌𝐼𝑁 and
the correlation of the sampled graph 𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 , as per the limited range of edges sampled 𝜒𝑖 𝑗 has probability

𝑃 ( |𝜌𝐼𝑁 − 𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 | < 𝜖 ) > 1 − 𝛿, (5)

for 𝛿 =
∑

2

𝑖=1
𝜏𝑖 +

∏
2

𝑖=1
𝜏𝑖 ,

where 𝜏𝑖 = exp

(
−
(
E

[
(𝛽𝑖 − 𝜖𝑖 )−1

∑𝜅
𝑗 𝜒𝑖 𝑗

]
− 𝜇

)
2

/3𝜇

)
+ exp

(
−
(
𝜇 − E

[
(𝛽𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖 )−1

∑𝜅
𝑗 𝜒𝑖 𝑗

] )
2

/2𝜇

)
and 𝜖 =

𝛽3−(𝑝+Δ𝑝 )2

(𝑝+Δ𝑝 ) (1−𝑝−Δ𝑝 ) − 𝛽3−𝑝2

𝑝 (1−𝑝 ) , where 𝑝 = 𝛽3 + 1−𝛽1−𝛽3

2
and Δ𝑝 = 𝜖3 + −𝜖1−𝜖3

2
.

Theorem 2 describes the number of edges per parameter and edge-label samples required to maximize the probability of obtaining a target autocorrelation

distribution.

Notice that 𝜌 in this theorem is not assumed to be a constant but a random variable with a distribution. However, sampling of edges is still done by

conditioning on attributes and then defining U, 𝑁,𝜓, 𝛽 and indices T. This value is similar to the one obtained for Theorem 1, except that the value in

Theorem 2 is in expectation and is only valid for values of the variables that are concave around 𝜇 (limited range of 𝜒𝑖 𝑗 ). This condition does not affect the

generality of the theorem since the proof includes the relations in terms of the sampling distributions (Further details in the Appendix) required to maximize

the probability of obtaining a target autocorrelation distribution. 𝑃 (𝑈 )) that describe the behavior of the correlation.

Proof. Theorem 2
The following is the full proof. As in the previous case, consider the case of a tight bound on

®𝛽 and let 𝛽𝑖 be each entry of
®𝛽 (i.e., derived from the data) and

let
˜𝛽𝑖 be associated to the output/sampled graph.

|𝛽1 − ˜𝛽1 | < 𝜖1 and |𝛽2 − ˜𝛽2 | < 𝜖2 ⇒ |𝜌𝐼𝑁 − 𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 | < 𝜖.

Consider 𝛽𝑖 to be random and recall:

𝑃𝑟

(
𝜅∑︁
𝑗

𝑦 𝑗 <

∑𝜅
𝑗 𝜒𝑖 𝑗

𝛽𝑖 − 𝜖𝑖

)
− 𝑃𝑟

(
𝜅∑︁
𝑗

𝑦 𝑗 <

∑𝜅
𝑗 𝜒𝑖 𝑗

𝛽𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖

)
.

Let 𝑋 =
∑𝜅
𝑗 𝑦 𝑗 ,𝑈 =

∑𝜅
𝑗
𝜒𝑖 𝑗

𝛽𝑖−𝜖𝑖 , and𝑉 =

∑𝜅
𝑗
𝜒𝑖 𝑗

𝛽𝑖+𝜖𝑖 , we can rewrite the above as

𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 < 𝑈 ) − 𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 < 𝑉 ) ;

𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 < 𝑈 ) =
∑︁
𝑢

𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 < 𝑈 |𝑈 = 𝑢 )𝑃𝑟 (𝑈 = 𝑢 ) .

Since

𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 < 𝑏 ) ≤ 𝑒−
𝜉 ′2𝜇

2 = 𝑒
− (𝜇−𝑏)2

2𝜇 ,

and

𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 > 𝑎) ≤ 𝑒−
𝜉2𝜇

3 = 𝑒
− (𝑎−𝜇)2

3𝜇 ,
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we have

𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 < 𝑉 ) ≤
∑︁
𝑣

𝑒
− (𝜇−𝑣)2

2𝜇 𝑃𝑟 (𝑉 = 𝑣) ;

𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 > 𝑈 ) ≤
∑︁
𝑢

𝑒
− (𝑢−𝜇)2

3𝜇 𝑃𝑟 (𝑈 = 𝑢 ) .

Notice that𝑈 and𝑉 have inverse distributions:

𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 < 𝑉 ) ≤ E𝑉

[
𝑒
− (𝜇−𝑉 )2

2𝜇

]
;

𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 > 𝑈 ) ≤ E𝑈

[
𝑒
− (𝑈 −𝜇)2

3𝜇

]
.

Since Jensen’s inequality is applicable on arbitrary intervals of a partially convex function as long as the function is Borel measurable, we apply the inequality

to the convex region of the Gaussian density defined in 𝜇 ± 𝜎 (can be determined via inflection points criteria). In a few words, the functions above are

concave around 𝜇. Thus, by Jensen’s inequality:

𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 < 𝑉 ) < 𝑒−
(𝜇−E[𝑉 ])2

2𝜇
;

𝑃𝑟 (𝑋 > 𝑈 ) < 𝑒−
(E[𝑈 ]−𝜇)2

3𝜇 .

Following the same steps than the previous theorem, it is easy to see that

𝑃 ( |𝜌𝐼𝑁 − 𝜌𝑂𝑈𝑇 | < 𝜖 ) > 1 −
2∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜏𝑖 +
2∏
𝑖=1

𝜏𝑖 ,

where 𝜏𝑖 = exp

(
−
(
E

[ ∑𝜅
𝑗
𝜒𝑖 𝑗

𝛽𝑖−𝜖𝑖

]
− 𝜇

)
2

/3𝜇

)
+ exp

(
−
(
𝜇 − E

[ ∑𝜅
𝑗
𝜒𝑖 𝑗

𝛽𝑖+𝜖𝑖

] )
2

/2𝜇

)
and 𝜖 =

𝛽1𝛽3−𝛾2

(𝛽1+𝛾 ) (𝛽3+𝛾 ) − 𝛽
′
1
𝛽
′
3
−𝛾2

′

(𝛽 ′
1
+𝛾 ′ ) (𝛽 ′

3
+𝛾 ′ )

, where 𝛾 = 𝛽2/2 and 𝛾
′
= 𝛽

′
2
/2. □

7.2 Additional Experiment Figures

Figure 5: Effect of time for: left: the ER model right: GF model
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