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Abstract

In this paper, we study the characterization of a network population by analyzing a single observed
network, focusing on the counts of multiple network motifs or their corresponding multivariate net-
work moments. We introduce an algorithm based on node subsampling to approximate the nontrivial
joint distribution of the network moments, and prove its asymptotic accuracy. By examining the joint
distribution of these moments, our approach captures complex dependencies among network motifs,
making a significant advancement over earlier methods that rely on individual motifs marginally. This
enables more accurate and robust network inference. Through real-world applications, such as compar-
ing coexpression networks of distinct gene sets and analyzing collaboration patterns within the statistical
community, we demonstrate that the multivariate inference of network moments provides deeper insights
than marginal approaches, thereby enhancing our understanding of network mechanisms.

1 Introduction

Networks, spanning diverse fields such as social sciences, biology, and computer science, are widely used
as data structures for exploring complex systems. Statistical network analysis serves as a powerful toolset
for uncovering patterns, structures, and dynamics within these networks, providing insights into phenomena
ranging from social interactions to biological processes [Barabási, 2013, Newman, 2018]. Here, we are
interested in characterizing a population of networks based on a single observed network, allowing for a
broader understanding of the underlying structure and dynamics of complex systems.

Network motif counts, such as the number of triangles or stars, are crucial for understanding local structure
and connectivity patterns within networks. By quantifying the prevalence of these motifs across a population
of networks, we can discern common structural motifs and infer underlying mechanisms governing network
formation and functions [Borgs et al., 2010, Bickel et al., 2011]. For example, a high number of triangles
in a social network may indicate the presence of tightly-knit communities or cliques, while an abundance
of stars could suggest influential hubs connecting disparate network parts [Wasserman and Faust, 1994].
Moreover, local motif counts reveal global properties and facilitate inference across networks of varying
sizes but within the same population. Thus, motif counts are vital in goodness-of-fit testing and model
selection [Gao and Lafferty, 2017, Klusowski and Wu, 2020, Yuan et al., 2022], as well as for network
comparison tasks such as two-sample tests and correlation analysis [Ghoshdastidar et al., 2017, Mao et al.,
2021, Maugis et al., 2020, Shao et al., 2022].

At a high level, our statistical task is as follows. Given a network G, assumed to be generated from a
population graphon model [Bickel and Chen, 2009], and a set of motifs R1, · · · , Rm of interest, we seek

1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
9.

01
59

9v
1 

 [
st

at
.M

E
] 

 3
 S

ep
 2

02
4



to characterize the joint distribution of properly rescaled motif counts, or network moments, for random
networks generated from the same graphon model.

One seemingly natural approach is to estimate the true graphon model and then directly derive or sam-
ple the desired distribution. However, accurately identifying the graphon function is challenging without
making restrictive assumptions [Yang et al., 2014, Chan and Airoldi, 2014] or resorting to computationally
infeasible methods [Olhede and Wolfe, 2014, Choi and Wolfe, 2014, Gao et al., 2015]. While there are com-
putationally feasible and accurate methods for estimating the connection probabilities of the given network
G [Chatterjee, 2015, Zhang et al., 2017, Li and Le, 2023], they are not suitable for studying population dis-
tributions at the graphon level. Additionally, these estimation approaches still depend on certain structural
regularity assumptions. Therefore, we turn to resampling strategies, which are generally considered flexible
and versatile for approximating population distributions. Many studies have explored resampling inference
methods in network problems, including cross-validation [Chen and Lei, 2018, Li et al., 2020], bootstrap
[Levin and Levina, 2019, Green and Shalizi, 2022], subsampling [Bhattacharyya and Bickel, 2015b, Zhang
and Xia, 2022, Lunde and Sarkar, 2023], and conformal inference [Lunde et al., 2023].

Among the aforementioned methods, those most relevant to our study are the subsampling method of
Zhang and Xia [2022] and Lunde and Sarkar [2023], along with the bootstrap methods of Levin and Lev-
ina [2019] and Green and Shalizi [2022], which also focus on the distribution of motif counts from the
population model. However, these studies primarily address the resampling approximation of the marginal
distribution for a single motif, offering a limited view of network structure by isolating individual aspects
without considering interactions among motifs. Such marginal distributions fail to capture the full com-
plexity of network interdependencies, potentially leading to less robust inferences. For example, when
comparing two gene coexpression networks, G1 and G2, from different gene sets, suppose we examine the
counts (properly normalized for network size) of two motifs, 2-star ( ) and 3-star ( ), separately. We might
find that G1 has a statistically higher proportion of both motifs compared to G2. However, since a 2-star is
a subgraph of a 3-star, these counts are highly dependent. A greater number of 2-stars generally indicates
more 3-stars, which might not provide additional insights into the differences between the networks beyond
what is already indicated by the 2-stars. Ignoring this dependence can lead to false positive and redundant
comparison, and thus, basing analysis and inference solely on separate marginal distributions can produce
misleading scientific conclusions. This issue is further discussed in our examples in Section 5. The examples
there underline the need to explore the joint distribution of motif counts as a crucial tool for understanding
multivariate objectives like dependence structures and conditional distributions.

As discussed above, the dependence between network moments is heavily influenced by the shared topol-
ogy between motifs, making their joint distribution challenging to characterize. In this paper, we propose
using node subsampling to characterize the joint distribution of multiple network moments. We prove that
subsampling provides an asymptotically accurate approximation of the population joint distributions of net-
work motifs under a general graphon model, extending the known effectiveness of subsampling in network
analysis from single to multiple motifs. Our contributions are significant in two main aspects. First, from a
practical standpoint, we highlight that joint or conditional distributions should be used instead of marginal
distributions to characterize network properties. We support this argument with compelling data exam-
ples using our principled subsampling inference. Second, from a methodological perspective, the proposed
multivariate distribution approximation via node subsampling is a simple yet fundamental addition to the
current statistical toolkit for network analysis. Although using subsampled network motifs to approximate
the joint distribution is a natural extension of the marginal approach, the theoretical analysis of this proce-
dure is highly nontrivial. It requires an involved characterization of the dependence between network motifs
and the corresponding asymptotic convergence, significantly enhancing our understanding of network mo-
tifs. Our findings enable more flexible approaches to network inference. We demonstrate its utility in two
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real-world network comparison studies: one comparing coexpression networks across distinct gene sets and
the other examining collaboration patterns within the statistics community, including temporal changes and
comparisons to high-energy physics. Both examples showcase the valuable insights gained from multivari-
ate network moment inference.

2 Notations, motif counts and network moments

Throughout this paper, we denote the set {1, · · · , n} for any positive integer n by [n], and denote the
cardinality of a set by |·|. LetG be an undirected unweighted graph whose node set is V (G) = {v1, . . . , vn}
and edge set is E(G) = {(vi, vj) : vi, vj ∈ V (G)}.

A graph S is a subgraph of G, written as S ⊂ G, if V (S) ⊂ V (G) and E(S) ⊂ E(G). In particular,
a subgraph S ⊂ G is called an induced subgraph of G, denoted by S ⊂⊂ G, if for any vi, vj ∈ V (S),
(vi, vj) ∈ E(S) whenever (vi, vj) ∈ E(G). Lastly, two graphs S and G are isomorphic, denoted by S ∼= G,
when there exists a bijective function ϕ: V (S) → V (G) such that (vi, vj) ∈ E(S) if and only if edge
[ϕ(vi), ϕ(vj)] ∈ E(G).

A motif refers to a (usually simple) graph, such as an edge ( ), a 2-star/V-shape ( ), a triangle ( ), or a
3-star ( ), which forms the building blocks of larger graphs. In this study, we denote a motif by R, with
|V (R)| = r representing the number of nodes and |E(R)| = r representing the number of edges. We focus
exclusively on connected motifs, aligning with previous research [Bickel et al., 2011, Bhattacharyya and
Bickel, 2015b, Lunde and Sarkar, 2023]. For network G and motif R, the motif count of R in G is defined
as the number of subgraphs of G that are isomorphic to R:

XR(G) =
∣∣{S : S ⊂ G,S ∼= R}

∣∣. (1)

This functional has received considerable attention in network analysis [Cook, 1971, Milo et al., 2002,
Maugis et al., 2020, Bhattacharya et al., 2022]. Note that the subgraph S need not be an induced subgraph
of G. In contrast, the induced motif count is defined as

X̃R(G) =
∣∣{S : S ⊂⊂ G,S ∼= R}

∣∣, (2)

which requires that the subgraph S in the calculation must be an induced subgraph. These two definitions
are essentially equivalent due to their linear mapping relations [Bickel et al., 2011, Maugis et al., 2020].
However, the non-induced counts (1) offer a more streamlined theoretical analysis [Zhang and Xia, 2022].
Thus, following Bickel et al. [2011], Bhattacharyya and Bickel [2015b] and Zhang and Xia [2022], we focus
on the non-induced motif count (1) for our theoretical studies, but the distributional properties also hold for
the induced motifs. Our data analyses in Section 5 employ induced counts for a better interpretability.

The scale of motif counts is influenced by the size of both network and motif, making direct comparisons
across networks of different sizes less informative. To avoid this, it is common to rescale the motif count.
For a given motif R, the (sample) network moment of R in a graph G is defined as

UR(G) =

(
n

r

)−1

XR(G).

Several efficient computation strategies for network moments are outlined in Ribeiro and Silva [2010],
Gonen et al. [2011], and Maugis et al. [2020].
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3 Node subsampling and its properties

Before presenting our multivariate inference of network moments, we first outline the probabilistic frame-
work that defines the network population and facilitates our analysis, namely the graphon framework adopted
from [Hoover, 1979, Aldous, 1981, Bickel and Chen, 2009].

Definition 3.1 (Sparse graphon model). Let the graphon function w : [0, 1]2 → [0, 1] be a nonnegative
Lebesgue measurable function, such thatw(u, v) = w(v, u) for any u, v ∈ [0, 1] with

∫ 1
0

∫ 1
0 w(u, v) du dv =

1. Define a sequence of scalars ρn ∈ [0, 1]. A random network is denoted as Gn ∼ ρnw(u, v) if it is gener-
ated as follows.

1. Generate {ξi}ni=1 independently with

ξi ∼ Uniform(0, 1) (3)

2. For each node pair (i, j), i < j, connect the two nodes independently with probability ρnw(u, v)1{ρnw(u,v)≤1}.

The parameter ρn, governing network sparsity, typically tends towards 0 at a specific rate. Similar to Bickel
et al. [2011], we always assume that ρnw(u, v) ≤ 1 and ignore the constraint ρnw(u, v) ≤ 1.

We assume that the observed network G follows the sparse graphon model ρnw(u, v). From G, our
objective is to infer the distributional properties of network moments derived from this graphon model.
Specifically, given a set of motifs Rj for j ∈ [m] and a sample size b where b < n1, we aim to characterize
the distribution of network moments URj (Gb), for Gb drawn from ρbw. Our primary focus, as previously
discussed, is on the joint distribution of URj (Gb) for j ∈ [m], rather than their marginal distributions.

Consider an ideal scenario where the true graphon model ρnw is known. In this context, we could approx-
imate the distribution of URj (Gb) for j ∈ [m] directly using the Monte Carlo method: sampling Gb from the
model, computing the corresponding network moments, which give the empirical cumulative distribution
functions. However, in our context, the graphon model is unknown, rendering the above procedure inappli-
cable. Nonetheless, if n is sufficiently large, we can consider the graph G as a discretized approximation
of the true graphon, which allows for a feasible sampling procedure based on G that resembles the Monte
Carlo strategy. This insight forms the basis for the subsequent subsampling algorithm.

Algorithm 1. Uniform node subsampling for multivariate network moments

Input: network G of size n; motifs R1, · · · , Rm; replication number Nsub; subsampling size b.

Steps: Calculate ρ̂n = |E(G)|/[n(n− 1)].
For i from 1 to Nsub

Randomly sample b nodes (without replacement) from [n] to be the subsampled set S.
Set G∗(i)

b ⊂⊂ G to be the induced subgraph by S
Calculate the network moments of the subsampled graph URj [G

∗(i)
b ] for j ∈ [m].

Set the m-dimensional vector Y (i)
b =

(
UR1 [G

∗(i)
b ], · · · , URm [G

∗(i)
b ]
)
.

Output: ρ̂n; {Y (i)
b }Nsub

i=1 for downstream inference tasks.

A crucial aspect of the subsampling approach is its emphasis on computing network moments within
networks of size b rather than n during the generation of Y (i)

b . Given that motif counting complexity typically

1In practical scenarios, n is typically large, rendering the computation of network moments for b ≥ n infeasible, even without
considering advanced inference tasks. Hence, we focus on the case where b < n.
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increases superlinearly with network size [Ribeiro and Silva, 2010], this subsampling method emerges as a
pivotal technique for addressing scalability in network inference tasks, allowing for the analysis of a large
network G by computing motif counts in a much smaller one of size b. Additionally, it is important to
note that we keep the specific inference method for downstream tasks open in the algorithm, subsequent to
obtaining the sample {Y (i)

b }Nsub
i=1 . This flexibility ensures that the process can accommodate any inference

method the user prefers, ranging from intuitive visualization to more sophisticated testing procedures.

Subsampling procedures similar to ours have been explored by Zhang and Xia [2022] and Lunde and
Sarkar [2023]. However, as noted in Section 1, those studies primarily focused on inferring individual
network moments, particularly concerning the marginal distribution of single motifs. In contrast, we will
examine the validity of our method on the joint distribution of network moments, laying the foundation for
flexible multivariate inference on network moments. This generalization requires a precise characterization
of the dependence between network moments, which is nontrivial when extending beyond marginal cases.

Now we proceed to discuss the theoretical validity of the node sampling for multiple network motifs.
Algorithm 1 operates based on the observed network G, with {Y (i)

b }Nsub
i=1 representing a random sample

from the subsampling distribution conditioned on Gn = G, where Gn ∼ ρnw. Our goal is to show that the
subsampling distribution, viewed as a random probability measure (with respect to the randomness of Gn),
effectively approximates the multivariate network moments distribution of Gb from the graphon model. Let
G(∗G)
b denote a randomly induced subgraph of G from the node subsampling procedure. When discussing

distributional quantities such as the expectation or variance of G(∗G)
b , conditioned on Gn = G, we use (∗G)

in our notation. For instance, var(∗G) refers to the variance of G(∗G)
b , conditioned on Gn = G. We simplify

(∗G) as ∗ when the context clearly identifies G. For all the asymptotics, we consider a sequence of random
networks {Gn}, with n→ ∞.

Fix a set of motifs {R1, · · · , Rm}, with rj = |V (Rj)| and rj = |E(Rj)| for j ∈ [m], define the following
cumulative distribution functions:

J
{R1,··· ,Rm}
∗,n,b (t1, · · · , tm) = pr∗

{√
b
[
ρ̂−r1
G UR1(G

∗
b)− ρ̂−r1

G UR1(G)
]
≤ t1,

· · · ,
√
b
[
ρ̂−rm
G URm(G

∗
b)− ρ̂−rm

G URm(G)
]
≤ tm

}
, (4)

and

J
{R1,··· ,Rm}
b,c (t1, · · · , tm) = pr

{√
bc
{
ρ̂−r1

Gb
UR1(Gb)− E[ρ−r1

b UR1(Gb)]
}
≤ t1,

· · · ,
√
bc
{
ρ̂−rm

Gb
URm(Gb)− E[ρ−rm

b URm(Gb)]
}
≤ tm

}
. (5)

We refer to J
{R1,··· ,Rm}
∗,n,b as the subsampling distribution, conditioned on G, and J

{R1,··· ,Rm}
b,c as the

graphon sampling distribution. The term c will be used to adjust for the discrepancy in sampling sizes
between b and n, with its exact form to be explicitly defined later. We first introduce the following assump-
tions for our theoretical analysis.

Assumption 1 (Sparsity level). Define r = max{r1, · · · , rm} and r = max{r1, · · · , rm}. There exists
a constant c1 > 1 such that nρ4rn ⩾ c1 log(n) for sufficiently large n. Furthermore, bρr/2n → ∞, and
bρ2rn → ∞ as n→ ∞.

Assumption 2 (Subsampling size). The subsample size b → ∞ as n → ∞ and limn→∞ b/n = c2 for a
constant c2 ∈ [0, 1).

Assumption 3 (Non-degenerate moment). As n→ ∞, the covariance matrix of {
√
nρ−r

n UR1(Gn), · · · ,
√
nρ−r

n URm(Gn)}
converges to a positive definite matrix.
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Similar assumptions have been introduced in Green and Shalizi [2022], Zhang and Xia [2022], and Lunde
and Sarkar [2023] to study the marginal distribution of individual network moments. Zhang and Xia [2022]
considers a sparser regime while also imposes additional Cramer-type conditions to ensure the regularity of
network moments. Lunde and Sarkar [2023] requires a slightly stronger condition with b = o(n), and their
sparsity assumption is implicit.

We have the following property for our node subsampling distribution.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions 1-3, with probability one (with respect to the random sequence {Gn}),

sup
(t1,··· ,tm)∈Rm

∣∣∣J{R1,··· ,Rm}
∗,n,b (t1, · · · , tm)− J

{R1,··· ,Rm}
b,(1−b/n) (t1, · · · , tm)

∣∣∣→ 0, (6)

Theorem 1 is the first result that shows the first-order consistency of the subsampling joint distribution of
network moments. For subsampling marginal distributions of network moments, Zhang and Xia [2022] have
established the second-order accuracy through their Edgeworth expansion. However, whether such higher-
order accuracy is attainable for multivariate joint distributions remains unclear. We defer the exploration of
this direction to future endeavors.

4 Simulation

We now employ numerical studies to assess the accuracy of approximating subsampling distributions by
evaluating the finite sample approximation error given by the righthand side of (6). Specifically, using net-
works generated from graphon models, we calculate the empirical Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance between
ĴR1,··· ,Rm

∗,n,b and ĴR1,··· ,Rm

b,(1−b/n) , which are the empirical cumulative distribution functions corresponding to (4)
and (5), respectively. We focus on the performance for m = 1 (marginal distribution) and 2 (bi-variate
joint distribution), considering three basic motifs: (2-star), (triangle), and (3-star). The experimental
setups are detailed below:

• The true network models: two graphons from previous studies [Green and Shalizi, 2022, Zhang and
Xia, 2022, Lunde and Sarkar, 2023] are used.

1. Graphon 1 (smooth): w(u, v) ∝ exp{−25(u− v)2/2}.

2. Graphon 2 (nonsmooth): w(u, v) ∝ 0.5 cos[0.1{(u− 0.5)2+(v − 0.5)2}+0.01] ·max(u, v)2/3+
0.4.

• The network and subsampling sizes: n varies from 2000 to 16000 and b = ⌈n2/3⌉.

• Sparsity levels: Two sparsity levels are considered ρn = 0.25n−0.1 and ρn = 0.25n−0.25.

For each configuration, the true cumulative distribution function is approximated by the empirical cumula-
tive distribution function from network moments of size-b networks sampled from the true model. To assess
the approximation error, measured by the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance, we generate a size-n network from
the true model and use the empirical cumulative distribution function of the subsampled {Y (i)

b }Nsub
i=1 from Al-

gorithm 1 with Nsub = 2000. This process is replicated 50 times, and we report the average approximation
errors from these replications as the performance metric.

Figure 1 displays the log-scale approximation errors for both the marginal and pairwise joint distributions
under two graphon models at a sparsity level of ρn = 0.25n−0.1. The errors across all evaluated cumulative
distribution functions exhibit a clear decreasing trend. With both axes labeled on a log scale, this decreasing
trend appears nearly linear as expected. The rate at which the marginal distribution errors decrease roughly
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aligns with the findings of Zhang and Xia [2022]. Although the joint distributions show a slightly slower
decrease in errors, the overall pattern remains the same. Both graphons, smooth or nonsmooth, demonstrate
similar decreasing patterns, suggesting the subsampling method’s robustness to graphon smoothness.
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Figure 1: Empirical approximation errors of the cumulative distribution functions under the sparsity level ρn = 0.25n−0.1.

Figure 2 presents results under a sparser setting with ρn = 0.25n−0.25. The pattern remains consistent
with previous results, though the errors are slightly higher due to the increased sparsity. The variation
in numerical values across different motifs is more pronounced, yet the overall trend remains the same.
It is important to note that excessive sparsity can weaken the signal-to-noise ratio to the extent that the
approximation may fail, a known issue in network resampling methods [Zhang and Xia, 2022, Green and
Shalizi, 2022, Lunde and Sarkar, 2023]. We explore such an overly sparse scenario in Section H of the
Appendix. Additional results for experiments with a subsampling size of b = ⌈2n1/2⌉ are also available in
Section H of the Appendix.
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Figure 2: Empirical approximation errors of the cumulative distribution functions under the sparsity level ρn = 0.25n−0.25.

5 Applications in unmatchable network comparison

Network comparison involves determining whether two or more networks originate from the same underly-
ing population, a question that has gained significant attention recently. For example, studies like Ghosh-
dastidar and Von Luxburg [2018], Maugis et al. [2020], Yuan and Wen [2023] have focused on comparing
two groups of networks, where each group contains a large number of individual networks. In contrast,
research such as Tang et al. [2017a], Li and Li [2018], Liu et al. [2021], Chatterjee et al. [2023], Du and
Tang [2023] has explored comparisons between two individual networks that share the same set of nodes,
often known as “matchable networks”.

Comparing “unmatchable” networks — those differing in both size and node composition — introduces
further complications. Various methods [Tang et al., 2017b, Agterberg et al., 2020, Alyakin et al., 2024] have
been developed to address these challenges, particularly under the random dot product graph model [Young
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and Scheinerman, 2007]. In the context of the more general graphon model, Ghoshdastidar et al. [2017] and
Shao et al. [2022] have introduced hypothesis testing procedures based on network moments, which can be
incorporated into resampling methods. However, these methods focus only on the marginal distributions
of network moments, potentially leading to spurious discovery. As one of its important applications, the
subsampling approached studied in this paper paves the road for comparing unmatchable networks through
the lens of multivariate inference on network moments.

5.1 Network comparisons based on subsampling distributions

Consider two unmatchable networks, G and G′, with sizes n and n′, respectively. Assume they are real-
izations of two graphon models G ∼ ρnw and G′ ∼ ρn′w′. We aim to determine whether w = w′ using
multiple network moments jointly. Given the motifs of interest, R1, · · · , Rm, we consider two different
cases of comparing unmatchable networks to show the adaptability of subsampling inference.

Case 1: Comparison with highly imbalanced sizes. Suppose n ≫ n′ and n′ is sufficiently large. In
this scenario, set b = n′. By Theorem 1, we subsample from G using Algorithm 1 to approximate the true
distribution of network moments (5) for a network of size n′ from graphon w. We then compare whether
the observed network moments in G′ match this distribution. The comparison step can be achieved by a
variety of user-specific methods such as outlier detection or naive visualization on either the joint or proper
conditional distributions.

Case 2: Comparison with comparable sizes. Suppose n and n′ are comparable, and both are sufficiently
large. In this case, subsampling one network based on the size of another is not effective. We choose a
subsampling size b that is much smaller than both n and n′. Algorithm 1 can be applied separately on G
and G′ to generate two sets of multiple network moments: {Y (i)

b }Nsub
i=1 from G and {Y

′(i)
b }Nsub

i=1 from G′.
According to Theorem 1, they represent random samples from the joint moment distributions of network
size b from w and w′, respectively. We can then directly compare the distributions using hypothesis testing
or simple visualization methods.

In the following sections, we will explore both scenarios and highlight the advantages of joint inference
of network moments over the univariate marginal method. In the first example, while the marginal distri-
butions of the two networks show statistically significant differences, the conditional distribution reveals
no differences in the higher-order moment. In the second example, although the marginal distributions of
the network moments exhibit no significant differences, the conditional distribution uncovers notable differ-
ences between the two networks. In these examples, we will use the induced motif counts X̃R(G) in (2) in
place of XR(G) for easier interpretation.

5.2 Comparison of coexpression networks of core versus non-core genes for evolutionary adaption

Fischer et al. [2021] leveraged phenotypic plasticity and parallel adaptation across independent lineages of
Trinidadian guppies as the biological model to investigate whether flexibility in underlying mechanisms
shapes evolutionary trajectories. By comparing transcriptional mechanisms associated with adaptation
within and across parallel lineages, they identified a small number of differentially expressed genes shared
across drainages, which are considered core genes critical during the early stages of adaptation. By fur-
ther examining the correlations among core genes and those among non-core genes, the authors speculated
that the transcriptional network of core genes and that of non-core genes may share common structures,
reflecting a certain degree of evolutionary stability during the adaptation process.

To better understand this evolutionary stability, we apply our method to compare the coexpression net-
works of core genes and non-core genes. We first apply the method of Cai and Liu [2016] to construct
gene-wise adjacency matrices based on testing whether the pairwise correlations are zero, controlling the
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false discovery rate at 0.05. These resulting binary adjacency matrices are used to represent the coexpression
networks. The non-core genes, totaling 16485, correspond to the larger networkG, while the 618 core genes
form the smaller network G′. Recognizing the significant size imbalance between G and G′, we employed
the Case 1 strategy in Section 5.1. Specifically, we subsampled Nsub = 2000 networks of size 618 from the
non-core gene coexpression network. We use the 2-star ( ) and 3-star ( ) as the motifs for analysis. Intu-
itively, they characterize two types of interactions between genes of 3rd- and 4th-order in each coexpression
network.
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Figure 3: The blue points in panel (a) and histogram in panel (b) display the subsampling distributions of network moments from the coexpression
network of non-core genes. The red point in panel (a) and dashed line in panel (b) represent the observed network moments in the core gene
coexpression network.

The results are displayed in Figure 3a. The 2-star and 3-star moments from the 2000 subsampled net-
works are shown as a data cloud, with the corresponding moments of the core gene coexpression network
represented by the red point. From the marginal distribution perspective, we observe that the core gene
coexpression network has significantly smaller 2-star and 3-star moments compared to the non-core coex-
pression network. If we base our analysis solely on these marginal comparisons, we might come to the
conclusion that the two coexpression networks differ in both interaction patterns. Nevertheless, since the
2-star is an induced subgraph of the 3-star, the two network moments are inherently correlated. Thus, the
observed marginal differences could be an artifact caused by this topological dependence.

We further examine the conditional distribution of the 3-star network moment given the 2-star moment,
focusing specifically on cases where the 2-star moment in the subsampled network matches the value ob-
served in the core gene coexpression network. As shown in Figure 3b, conditioned on the 2-star moment,
the 3-star moment shows no significant difference between the core gene coexpression network and the ex-
pected values from the non-core coexpression network. This suggests that the marginal difference in 3-star
moments can be fully attributed to the difference in 2-star moments. After accounting for this, no strong
statistical evidence remains for additional differences in higher-order interaction patterns between the two
gene coexpression networks in the context of evolutionary adaptation. This finding supports the original
biological speculation regarding evolutionary stability.

5.3 Analysis of collaboration patterns in statistical research

Ji et al. [2022] collected a data set of publications, citations, and collaborations in statistical research, encom-
passing over 80000 papers spanning more than 40 years. This data offers a valuable test base for statistical
analysis on both text and network data. In this example, we use the collaboration data to analyze the collab-
oration patterns among statisticians by comparing them with those in high-energy physics [Newman, 2001]
and also exploring their temporal variations.

9



Collaboration comparison between statistics and high-energy physics. We focus on the period of
from 1995 to 1999 to align with the high-energy physics study by Newman [2001]. The dataset from Ji et al.
[2022] covers a broad range of publications, including various interdisciplinary journals. To concentrate
on statistical research, we follow the approach of Ji and Jin [2016], narrowing our scope to four prominent
statistical journals: Annals of Statistics, Biometrika, Journal of the American Statistical Association, and the
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society. In the collaboration network, two authors are connected if they have
coauthored at least one paper in the data set. The high-energy physics collaboration network has already
been processed by Newman [2001]. For both fields, we extract the largest connected components, as is
common practice in literature [Karrer and Newman, 2011, Amini et al., 2013, Li et al., 2022, Miao and Li,
2023], resulting in networks with 750 and 5835 nodes for statistics and high-energy physics, respectively.
Our goal is to compare the collaboration patterns in the two fields using network moments. Given the
difference in their size, we apply the strategy outlined in Case 1 of Section 5.1, as already demonstrated in
the guppy gene coexpression network example.

Figure 4 presents the comparison between the statistics and high-energy physics collaboration networks.
Both network moments of the statistics network fall within the expected ranges of values for the subsam-
ples from the high-energy physics network, with respect to the marginal distributions. However, a closer
examination of the joint distribution in Figure 4a and the conditional distribution in Figure 4b reveals a
significantly higher-than-expected number of 3-stars in the statistics network, given its 2-star moment. This
indicates that while the two fields are similar in their 2-star values, the statistics network has more 3-stars
than expected according to the high-energy physics collaboration patterns. This suggests a tendency toward
more centralized collaboration within the statistics research community as opposed to high-energy physics.
Such insights emerges only from comparing the network moments jointly, rather than individually.
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(a) Joint distribution of and (×103).
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Figure 4: Comparison of network moments between collaboration networks in statistics and high-energy physics: the blue points and bars represent
the subsampling distributions from the high-energy physics collaboration network while the red point and dotted line indicate the observed values
in the statistics collaboration network.

Temporal comparison of statistics collaborations over time. We next compare the collaboration pat-
terns in statistics over two equal-length periods: 1995–1999 and 2000–2004. After processing the data
separately as before, both networks contain 750 nodes, with 215 overlapping statisticians. The relatively
small overlapping proportion, combined with the possibility that the same person may have different collab-
oration patterns in non-overlapping periods, leads us to treat the two networks as unmatchable. Given their
similar sizes, we use the strategy from Case 2 in Section 5.1. For each network, we used Algorithm 1 to
generate 10, 000 subsampled network moments with b = 100 for comparison.

Figure 5 displays the two bivariate distributions as scatter plots of the 10000 subsampled observations
from each period, revealing a nonlinear positive correlation between and . The scatter plots from the two

10



periods overlap substantially, with nearly identical contour shapes. This result suggests that the collaboration
mechanism remained stable over the two periods. Such stationarity, in turn, supports the effectiveness of
our method: the recovered distributions are reliable, ensuring that the comparison avoids false discoveries
in this example.
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Figure 5: Joint distributions of network moments for (×103) and of statistical collaboration networks in two periods (1995–1999, 2000–
2004).

6 Discussion

We have demonstrated that network node subsampling provides asymptotically valid inference for the joint
distributions of multiple network moments. Through multiple examples in the real network data analysis,
we have shown that the joint distribution derived from subsampling offers greater utility and deeper in-
sights than the marginal distributions previously studied. Several avenues could extend this work. A natural
next step is to examine whether higher-order accuracy of the joint distribution exists for node subsampling.
Furthermore, calculating network moments can be computationally intensive, limiting their practical appli-
cation. Developing efficient methods for calculating network moments in large networks, potentially with
some approximations, is a crucial next step. Understanding how these approximations affect the resulting
inferences is another important area of study. Advancements here could greatly enhance the scalability of
the subsampling inference in network analysis tasks.
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Appendix

Section A presents additional theoretical results. Technical results in Sections A.2, A.3, and A.4 are
proved in Sections C, D, and E, respectively. Finally, the main results in the paper are shown in Sections F
and G. Additional numerical results are displayed in Section H.

A Supporting propositions, lemmas, and additional theoretical results

For the ease of notation, we define

hn(u, v) = ρnw(u, v)1{ρnw(u,v)≤1}. (7)

If a network Gn ∼ hn, we denote it by Ghn
n for simplicity. The network moment UR(G∗

b) is a function of
G∗
b , and G∗

b can be viewed as a conditional random variable.

Note that UR(G∗
b) is a finite population U-statistic [Zhang and Xia, 2022] and networkG can be treated as

a finite population: G = {v1, · · · , vn}, where each unit vi represent the adjacency information between the
ith node and others. The finite population U-statistic has been studied in Zhao and Chen [1990], Bloznelis
and Götze [2001, 2002], which is defined as follows.

Definition A.1 (Finite population U-statistic). Let V = (v1, · · · , vn) be a finite population consisting of n
units. Let T = t(V1, · · · ,Vb) denote a statistic based on simple random sample V1, · · · ,Vb drawn without
replacement from V . If the kernel function t is invariant under permutations of its arguments, then T is
called a finite population U-statistic.

A.1 Properties of motif counts

In this section, we introduce two useful features of motif counts. The first one is the relationship between
motif counts and graph injective homomorphisms:

Lemma 1 (Proposition 1 of Amini et al. [2012]). For any motif R and graph G,

XR(G) = inj(R,G)/|Aut(R)|,

where inj(R,G) denotes the number of injective graph homomorphisms [Lovász and Szegedy, 2006], and
Aut(R) denotes the set of all automorphisms ofR. A mapping ϕ: V (R) → V (G) is a graph homomorphism
if (vi, vj) ∈ E(R) implies [ϕ(vi), ϕ(vj)] ∈ E(G), and it is an injective graph homomorphism if ϕ(vi) =
ϕ(vj) implies vi = vj . On the other hand, Aut(R) is the set of all permutations ψ of the node set V (R)
such that (x, y) ∈ E(R) if and only if [ψ(x), ψ(y)] ∈ E(R). More discussions on Aut(R) are provided in
Rodriguez [2014].

Let SR,R′ denote the set of all unlabeled graphs that can be formed from R and R′. That is,

SR,R′ =
{
S ⊂ Kr+r′ : V (S) = V (R1) ∪ V (R2), E(S) = E(R1) ∪ E(R2), R1

∼= R,R2
∼= R′

}
, (8)

where Kn denotes the complete graph of size n. Furthermore, SR,R′ can be partitioned into disjoint sets
S(q)
R,R′ based on the number of merged nodes q, where S(q)

R,R′ =
{
S : S ⊂ SR,R′ , |V (S)| = r + r′ − q

}
.

Lastly, for each S ⊂ SR,R′ , we define a constant cS as

cS =
∣∣∣ {(R1, R2) ⊂ S : V (S) = V (R1) ∪ V (R2), E(S) = E(R1) ∪ E(R2), R1

∼= R,R2
∼= R′} ∣∣∣. (9)
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Following Maugis et al. [2020], we use two examples to explain above definitions. In the first example, let
R be a and R′ also be a . Then the set SR,R′ can be constructed as { , , , }. Each element
in SR,R′ can be obtained by building blocks based on R and R′. Let R1 be a copy of R, and R2 be a
copy to R′. The pattern can be built by either put R1 in the left side or in the right side. Thus,
c = 2. Similarly, c = 2, c = 2 and c = 1. Generally speaking, cS denotes the number of

ways S can be built from copies of R and R′. Based on the number of merged nodes, we have S(0)
R,R′ =

{ },S(1)
R,R′ = { }, S(2)

R,R′ = { }, and S(3)
R,R′ = { }. For the second example, let R be a and

R′ be a . Then SR,R′ = {S(0)
R,R′ , S

(1)
R,R′ , S

(2)
R,R′ , S

(3)
R,R′ , S

(4)
R,R′}, with S(0)

R,R′ = { }, S(1)
R,R′ = { },

S
(2)
R,R′ = { , , }, S(3)

R,R′ = { , , }, S(4)
R,R′ = { }. Correspondingly, c = 2, c = 2,

c = 6, c = 2, c = 2, c = 2, c = 6, c = 6 and c = 1.

We are in position to introduce the second feature regarding the linearity of motif counts.

Lemma 2 (Lemma 1 in Maugis et al. [2020]). For any two motifs R and R′.

XR(G)XR′(G) =
∑

S∈SR,R′

cSXS(G) =

min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSXS(G). (10)

As noted in Maugis et al. [2020], XR(G)XR′(G) involves counting pairs of motifs, and could be recov-
ered by counting the number of the all motifs that are formed by using one copy of R and one copy of R′ as
building blocks. This is the intuition of Lemma 2. Moreover, (10) provides flexibility as it does not depend
on the generation mechanism of G.

A.2 Statistical properties of network moments of graphs under the sparse graphon model

Following Bickel et al. [2011], we define the following quantities:

Phn(R) =

∫
[0,1]r

∏
(vi,vj)∈E(R)

hn (ξi, ξj)
∏

vi∈V (R)

dξi,

Pw(R) =

∫
[0,1]r

∏
(vi,vj)∈E(R)

w (ξi, ξj)
∏

vi∈V (R)

dξi.

(11)

Lemma 3 below documents some fundamental properties of network moment UR(Gn).

Lemma 3. For any motif R,

E
[
UR(Gn)

]
=

r!

|Aut(R)|
Phn(R). (12)

Moreover, for a pair of motifs R and R′, using the definitions in (8) and (9),

cov
[
UR(Gn), UR′(Gn)

]
=

(
n

r

)−1(n
r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=1

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSE
[
XS(Gn)

]

−
[ (n

r′

)(
n−r
r′

) − 1
](n
r

)−1(n
r′

)−1 ∑
S∈S(0)

R,R′

cSE
[
XS(Gn)

] (13)

in which recall that r and r′ are the number of nodes in R and R′, respectively.
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We focus on the statistical properties of ρ−r
n UR(Gn) rather than UR(Gn) because both the expectation and

variance of UR(Gn) shrink to zero when ρn converges to zero under the sparse graphon model.

Proposition 1. For any motif R,

E
[
ρ−r
n UR(Gn)

]
=

r!

|Aut(R)|
Pw(R). (14)

Furthermore, consider motifs R and R′ with sizes r ⩽ r′. Assume that nρr/2n → ∞, then

lim
n→∞

cov
[√
nρ−r

n UR(Gn),
√
nρ−r′

n UR′(Gn)
]
=

∑
S∈S(1)

R,R′

cSr!r
′!

|Aut(S)|
Pw(S)−

∑
S∈S(0)

R,R′

cSr!r
′!rr′

|Aut(S)|
Pw(S).

(15)

The right-hand side in (15) describes the limit of covariance for any pair of motifs, and it includes the
variance of

√
nρ−r

n UR(Gn) as a special case. When the limit of variance is non-zero, we say ρ−r
n UR(Gn) is

non-degenerate.

A.3 Statistical properties of network moments of subsampled graphs

Let S(G∗
b) denote the collection of all possible instantiations of G∗

b . For a fixed node v ∈ V (G), we use
Gv∗
b to denote a randomly induced subgraph of G based on the fixed node v and other b− 1 nodes randomly

drawn without replacement from V (G) \ v. Similarly, we use S(Gv∗
b ) to denote the sample space of Gv∗

b .
Let Gv∗

b ∈ S(Gv∗
b ) be one instantiation. We use Gv∗∗

b,r to denote a randomly induced subgraph of Gv∗
b based

on node v and other r − 1 nodes randomly drawn without replacement from V (G∗
b) \ v, and use S(Gv∗∗

b,r ) to
denote the set contains all possible Gv∗∗

b,r . The following lemma provides a few useful identities to be used
in later proofs.

Lemma 4. For any network G and motif R, the following identities hold:∑
G∈S(G∗

b )

XR(G) =
(
n− r

b− r

)
XR(G), (16)

∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ Gv∗
b , v ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}

∣∣∣ = ∑
G∈S(Gv∗∗

b,r )

XR(G), (17)

∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ G, v ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}
∣∣∣ = ∑

G∈S(Gv∗
r )

XR(G), (18)

∑
G∗

b∈S(G
v∗
b )

[ ∑
G∈S(Gv∗∗

b,r )

XR(G)
]
=

(
n− r

b− r

)∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ G, v ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}
∣∣∣, (19)

and
n∑

i=1

∑
G∈S(Gvi∗

r )

XR(G) =
n∑

i=1

∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ G, vi ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}
∣∣∣ = rXR(G). (20)

We now introduce the following extension of the results in Bhattacharyya and Bickel [2015b].

Lemma 5. Given the network G, for any motif R,

E∗ [UR(G
∗
b)] = UR(G). (21)
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And for any two motifs R and R′ with r + r′ < b,

cov∗ [UR(G
∗
b), UR′(G∗

b)] =

(
b

r

)−1( b
r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

CS

(
b

s

)(
n

s

)−1

XS(G)− UR(G)UR′(G),

(22)
where s = |V (S)| = r + r′ − q. Moreover, suppose that G ∼ Gn. Then

E[UR(G
hn
b )] = E{E∗[UR(G

(∗Gn=G)
b )]} = E{E∗[UR(G

∗
b)]}, (23)

cov[UR(G
hn
b ), UR′(Ghn

b )] = cov{E∗[UR(G
∗
b)], E∗[UR′(G∗

b)]}+ E{cov∗[UR(G
∗
b), UR′(G∗

b)]}. (24)

The following proposition extends the results on finite population statistics from Bloznelis and Götze
[2001, 2002] to the context of network subsampling.

Proposition 2.

(a) The Hoeffding’s decomposition of UR(G∗
b) is

UR(G
∗
b) = E∗[UR(G

∗
b)] +

∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R (Vi) +
∑

1⩽i<j⩽b

g2,R (Vi,Vj) + · · · , (25)

where

g1,R(V1) =
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G)−
r(n− 1)

b(n− r)
UR(G) =

(n− 1)

b
[UR(G)− UR(G \ V1)],

(26)
with

covV1∗[g1,R(V1), g1,R′(V1)] =
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

r′!(n− r′ − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

min{r,r′}∑
k=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS
nq − rr′

n2
XS(G).

(27)
Furthermore, we have

cov∗

 ∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R(Vi),
∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R′(Vi)

 =
b(n− b)

(n− 1)
cov∗[g1,R(V1), g1,R′(V1)], (28)

and as n, b→ ∞
lim

b,n→∞
var∗[

∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R (V1)] = 0. (29)

(b) For two motifs R and R′, UR(G∗
b) + UR′(G∗

b) is also a symmetric finite population statistic with the
following Hoeffding’s decomposition

UR(G
∗
b) + UR′(G∗

b) =E∗[UR(G
∗
b) + UR′(G∗

b)] +
∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R,R′ (Vi) +
∑

1⩽i<j⩽b

g2,R,R′ (Vi,Vj) + · · · ,

where
g1,R,R′(V1) = g1,R(V1) + g1,R′(V1). (30)
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Moreover, the variance of linear parts satisfies:

var∗
∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R,R′ (Vi) =
b(n− b)

(n− 1)
var∗

[
g1,R,R′ (V1)

]
, (31)

lim
b,n→∞

var∗

 ∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R,R′ (Vi)

 = 0. (32)

A.4 Asymptotic distribution of network moments of subsampled graphs

Using the tools in Bloznelis and Götze [2001], we derive the following results for the subsampled moments.

Theorem 2. Suppose that {G(n)}∞n=1 is a sequence of networks, where G(n) ∼ Gn.

(a) The Hoeffding’s decomposition of
√
bnρ

−r
n UR(G∗

bn
) is√

bnρ
−r
n UR(G

∗
bn) =

√
bnρ

−r
n UR[G

(n)] +
∑

1⩽i⩽bn

√
bnρ

−r
n g1,R (Vi) + ∆[

√
bnρ

−r
n UR(G

∗
bn)]. (33)

For any network sequence, the following conditions hold with probability one.

(i) Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, we have

lim
n→∞

E∗∆
2[
√
bnρ

−r
n UR(G

∗
bn)] = 0, (34)

0 < c3 ⩽ var∗
[√

bnρ
−r
n UR(G

∗
bn)
]
⩽ c4 <∞ for some c3, c4 > 0. (35)

(ii) Under Assumption 1, for every ϵ > 0,

lim
n→∞

bnE∗
[
bnρ

−2r
n g21,R(V1)1{bnρ−2r

n g21,R(V1)>ϵ}
]
= 0, (36)

Consequently, if Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold, with probability one,
√
b
[
ρ−r
n UR(G

∗
b)− ρ−r

n UR(G)
]
→ N (0, σ2∗R) in distribution, (37)

(b) Let {R1, · · · , Rm} be m motifs with max{r1, · · · , rm} ≤ r and max{r1, · · · , rm} ≤ r. Suppose
Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold. With probability one (with respect to the random sequence {Gn}),

√
b
{[
ρ−r1
n UR1(G

∗
b), · · · , ρ−rm

n URm(G
∗
b)
]
−
[
ρ−r1
n UR1(G), · · · , ρ−rm

n URm(G)
]}

→N
[
0,Σ(∗R)

]
in distribution,

(38)

The next result is about the impact one the variance and covariance scale due to the subsampling.

Lemma 6. LetR andR′ be two motifs with max{r, r′} ≤ r1 and max{r, r′} ≤ r1. Suppose that Assumption
1 holds after replacing r by r1 and r by r1, and Assumption 2 holds. Then

lim
b→∞

ρ−(r+r′)
n cov∗

[√
bUR(G

∗
b),

√
bUR′(G∗

b)
]
=
(
1− c2

)
lim
b→∞

ρ
−(r+r′)
b cov

[√
bUR(Gb),

√
bUR′(Gb)

]
with probability one.
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A.5 Consistency of empirical distribution

Consider the following empirical cumulative distribution function

Ĵ
{R1,··· ,Rm}
∗,n,b (t1, · · · , tm) =

1

N

N∑
i=1

1
{√

b
[
ρ̂−r1
G UR1(G

∗(i)
b )− ρ̂−r1

G UR1(G)
]
≤ t1,

· · · ,
√
b
[
ρ̂−rm
G URm(G

∗(i)
b )− ρ̂−rm

G URm(G)
]
≤ tm

}
.

(39)

The following consistency result is developed based on Lunde and Sarkar [2023]:

Lemma 7. For {R1, · · · , Rm} with max{r1, · · · , rm} ≤ r and max{r1, · · · , rm} ≤ r. Under Assumptions
1-3, with probability one:

sup
[tm]∈Rm

∣∣∣Ĵ{R1,··· ,Rm}
∗,n,b (t1, · · · , tm)− J

{R1,··· ,Rm}
∗,n,b (t1, · · · , tm)

∣∣∣→ 0.
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B Two examples for Definition 8

Following Maugis et al. [2020], we use two examples to explain this definition. In the first example, let
R be a and R′ also be a . Then the set SR,R′ can be constructed as { , , , }. Each element
in SR,R′ can be obtained by building blocks based on R and R′. Let R1 be a copy of R, and R2 be a
copy to R′. The pattern can be built by either put R1 in the left side or in the right side. Thus,
c = 2. Similarly, c = 2, c = 2 and c = 1. Generally speaking, cS denotes the number of

ways S can be built from copies of R and R′. Based on the number of merged nodes, we have S(0)
R,R′ =

{ },S(1)
R,R′ = { }, S(2)

R,R′ = { }, and S(3)
R,R′ = { }. For the second example, let R be a and

R′ be a . Then SR,R′ = {S(0)
R,R′ , S

(1)
R,R′ , S

(2)
R,R′ , S

(3)
R,R′ , S

(4)
R,R′}, with S(0)

R,R′ = { }, S(1)
R,R′ = { },

S
(2)
R,R′ = { , , }, S(3)

R,R′ = { , , }, S(4)
R,R′ = { }. Correspondingly, c = 2, c = 2,

c = 6, c = 2, c = 2, c = 2, c = 6, c = 6 and c = 1.

As noted in Maugis et al. [2020], XR(G)XR′(G) involves counting pairs of motifs, and could be recov-
ered by counting the number of the all motifs that are formed by using one copy of R and one copy of R′ as
building blocks. This is the intuition of Lemma 2. Moreover, the equation in (10) provides flexibility as it
does not depend on the generation mechanism of G.
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C Proofs for Section A.2

C.1 Proof of Lemma 3

Proof. Lemma 3 mostly follows the results in Bhattacharyya and Bickel [2015a], Maugis et al. [2020],
Bhattacharya et al. [2022]. We provide the proof here for completeness.

i) First, by (C.4) in Lemma C.8, E[UR(Gn)] =
(
n
r

)−1
XR(Kn)Phn(R), such that

XR(Kn)
(C.5) in Lemma C.8

=

(
n

r

)
XR(Kr)

(C.6) in Lemma C.8
=

(
n

r

)
r!

|Aut(R)|
(C.1)

and

E[UR(Gn)] =
(
n
r

)−1
XR(Kn)Phn(R) =

r!
|Aut(R)|Phn(R).

These give (12) directly.

ii) To show (13), we start with

cov
[
UR(Gn), UR′(Gn)

]
= E

[
UR(Gn)UR′(Gn)

]
− E

[
UR(Gn)

]
E
[
UR′(Gn)

]
(C.4)
=

(
n

r

)−1(n
r′

)−1

E
[
XR(Gn)XR′(Gn)

]
−
{
E
[
UR(Gn)

]
E
[
UR′(Gn)

]}
(10)
=

(
n

r

)−1(n
r′

)−1

E
[min{r,r′}∑

q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSXS(Gn)
]
− E

[
UR(Gn)

]
E
[
UR′(Gn)

]
.

(C.2)

The result in Bhattacharyya and Bickel [2015b] (see σ(R1, R2; ρ) in Part B1) implies that

cov
[
UR(Gn), UR′(Gn)

]
=

(
n

r

)−1(
n

r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=1

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSE
[
XS(Gn)

]
−

[
1−

(
n−r
r′

)(
n
r′

) ] · E[UR(Gn)
]
E
[
UR′(Gn)

]
.

Combining with (C.2), we obtain

E
[
UR(Gn)

]
E
[
UR′(Gn)

]
=

(
n
r′

)(
n−r
r′

)(n
r

)−1(n
r′

)−1 ∑
S∈S(0)

R,R′

cSE
[
XS(Gn)

]
. (C.3)
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Finally, we have

cov
[
UR(Gn), UR′(Gn)

] (C.2)
=

(
n

r

)−1(n
r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSE
[
XS(Gn)

]
− E

[
UR(Gn)

]
E
[
UR′(Gn)

]
(C.3)
=

(
n

r

)−1(n
r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=1

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSE
[
XS(Gn)

]

+

(
n

r

)−1(n
r′

)−1 ∑
S∈S(0)

R,R′

cSE
[
XS(Gn)

]

−
(
n
r′

)(
n−r
r′

)(n
r

)−1(n
r′

)−1 ∑
S∈S(0)

R,R′

cSE
[
XS(Gn)

]

=

(
n

r

)−1(n
r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=1

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSE
[
XS(Gn)

]

−
( (n

r′

)(
n−r
r′

) − 1
)(n

r

)−1(n
r′

)−1 ∑
S∈S(0)

R,R′

cSE
[
XS(Gn)

]
,

which gives (13).

Lemma C.8.

E
[
UR(Gn)

]
=

(
n

r

)−1

E
[
XR(Gn)

]
=

(
n

r

)−1

XR(Kn)Phn(R), (C.4)

where Kn denotes a complete graph of size n, and Phn(R) is defined in (11) .

XR(Kn) =

(
n

r

)
XR(Kr), (C.5)

XR(Kr) = r!/|Aut(R)|. (C.6)

The (C.4) is proved in Maugis et al. [2020] (See their Equation (1)), (C.5) is used in Bollobás and Riordan
[2007], and (C.6) is proved in Bhattacharya et al. [2022] (see their Equation (2.7)).
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C.2 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. Proof of (14):

E
[
ρ−r
n UR(Gn)

]
= ρ−r

n E
[
UR(Gn)

] (12)
=

ρ−r
n r!

|Aut(R)|
Phn(R)

(11)
=

ρ−r
n r!

|Aut(R)|

∫
[0,1]r

∏
(vi,vj)∈E(R)

hn (ξi, ξj)
∏

vi∈V (R)

dξi

=
r!ρ−r

n ρrn
|Aut(R)|

∫
[0,1]r

∏
(vi,vj)∈E(R)

w (ξi, ξj)1{ρnw(ξi,ξj)⩽1}
∏

vi∈V (R)

dξi

=
r!

|Aut(R)|

∫
[0,1]r

∏
(vi,vj)∈E(R)

w (ξi, ξj)
∏

vi∈V (R)

dξi
(11)
=

r!

|Aut(R)|
Pw(R).

Proof of (15): we decompose the covariance as

cov
[√

nρ−r
n UR(Gn),

√
nρ−r′

n UR′(Gn)
]
= nρ−(r+r′)

n cov
[
UR(Gn), UR′(Gn)

]
(13)
= nρ−(r+r′)

n

(
n

r

)−1(n
r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=1

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSE
[
XS(Gn)

]

− nρ−(r+r′)
n

[ (n
r′

)(
n−r
r′

) − 1
](n
r

)−1(n
r′

)−1 ∑
S∈S(0)

R,R′

cSE
[
XS(Gn)

]
:= I− II.

Let |V (S)| = s and |E(S)| = s, we have

I = nρ−(r+r′)
n

(
n

r

)−1(n
r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=1

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSE
[
XS(Gn)

]

=

min{r,r′}∑
q=1

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSρ
−(r+r′)
n

nr!(n− r)!

n!

r′!(n− r′)!

n!

(
n

s

)
E
[
US(Gn)

]
(14)
=

min{r,r′}∑
q=1

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSρ
s−(r+r′)
n

nr!(n− r)!

n!

r′!(n− r′)!

n!

n!

s!(n− s)!

s!

|Aut(S)|
Pw(S)

=

min{r,r′}∑
q=1

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

ρs−(r+r′)
n

(n− r′)!

(n− 1) · · · (n− r + 1)(n− s)!

cSr!r
′!

|Aut(S)|
Pw(S).

The quantities r, r′, cS , |Aut(S)|, and Pw(S) are invariant of n. The quantities ρs−(r+r′)
n and (n −

r′)!/[(n − 1) · · · (n − r + 1)(n − s)!] change with n. Now, we consider these two quantities based on the
number of merged nodes q.
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• When q = 1, we have s = r+ r′ and s = r + r′ − 1. The following quantity

(n− r′)!

(n− 1) · · · (n− r + 1)(n− s)!
=

(n− r′)(n− r′ − 1) · · · (n− r − r′ + 2)

(n− 1) · · · (n− r + 1)

has r − 1 items including n in both numerator and denominator. Thus,

ρs−(r+r′)
n

(n− r′)!

(n− 1) · · · (n− r + 1)(n− s)!
= 1 + o(1).

• When q = 2, we have s = r+ r′ − 1 because one edge is merged. The following quantity

(n− r′)!

(n− 1) · · · (n− r + 1)(n− s)!
=

(n− r′)(n− r′ − 1) · · · (n− r − r′ + 3)

(n− 1) · · · (n− r + 1)

has r − 2 items with n in numerator, and r − 1 items with n in denominator. As nρn → ∞,

ρs−(r+r′)
n

(n− r′)!

(n− 1) · · · (n− r + 1)(n− s)!
= O(

1

nρn
) = o(1).

• When 2 < q < min{r, r′}, at most q(q − 1)/2 edges are merged. The following quantity

(n− r′)!

(n− 1) · · · (n− r + 1)(n− s)!
=

(n− r′)(n− r′ − 1) · · · (n− r − r′ + (q + 1))

(n− 1) · · · (n− r + 1)

has r−q items with n in numerator and r−1 items with n in denominator. Since n(q−1)ρ
(q(q−1)/2)
n =

(nρ
q/2
n )(q−1) → ∞

ρs−(r+r′)
n

(n− r′)!

(n− 1) · · · (n− r + 1)(n− s)!
= O(

1

(nρ
q/2
n )(q−1)

) = o(1).

Therefore, I →
∑

S∈S(1)

R,R′
(cSr!r

′!)(|Aut(S)|)−1Pw(S) as n→ ∞.

Now we turn to Part II. Since s = r + r′ and s = r+ r′ when q = 0, we have[ n(nr′)(
n−r
r′

) − n
](n
r

)−1(n
r′

)−1(n
s

)
=

r!r′!

(r + r′)!

{
b
[
1− (n− r)!(n− r′)!

n!(n− r − r′)!

]}
=

r!r′!

(r + r′)!

[n(n− 1) · · · (n− r + 1)− (n− r′) · · · (n− r − r′ + 1)

(n− 1) · · · (n− r + 1)

]
.

Consequently,

n(n− 1) · · · (n− r + 1) = nr − (r − 1)r

2
nr−1 + o(nr−1),

(n− r′) · · · (n− r − r′ + 1) = nr − (2r′ + r − 1)r

2
nr−1 + o(nr−1),

(n− 1) · · · (n− r + 1) = nr−1 + o(nr−1).

26



It is easy to see that

lim
n→∞

( n(nr′)(
n−r
r′

) − n
)(n

r

)−1(n
r′

)−1(n
s

)
= lim

n→∞

r!r′!

(r + r′)!

[n(n− 1) · · · (n− r + 1)− (n− r′) · · · (n− r − r′ + 1)

(n− 1) · · · (n− r + 1)

]
= lim

n→∞

r!r′!

(r + r′)!

rr′nr−1 + o(nr−1)

nr−1 + o(nr−1)
=

r!r′!

(r + r′)!
rr′.

(C.7)

Hence,

lim
n→∞

II = lim
n→∞

nρ−(r+r′)
n

( (n
r′

)(
n−r
r′

) − 1
)(n

r

)−1(n
r′

)−1 ∑
S∈S(0)

R,R′

cSE
[
XS(Gn)

]

= lim
n→∞

nρs−(r+r′)
n

( (n
r′

)(
n−r
r′

) − 1
)(n

r

)−1(n
r′

)−1(n
s

) ∑
S∈S(0)

R,R′

cSE
[
ρ−s
n US(Gn)

]

= lim
n→∞

n
( (n

r′

)(
n−r
r′

) − 1
)(n

r

)−1(n
r′

)−1(n
s

) ∑
S∈S(0)

R,R′

cSE
[
ρ−s
n US(Gn)

]
(14)
= lim

n→∞
n
( (n

r′

)(
n−r
r′

) − 1
)(n

r

)−1(n
r′

)−1(n
s

) ∑
S∈S(0)

R,R′

cS
s!

|Aut(S)|
Pw(S)

(C.7)
=

∑
S∈S(0)

R,R′

cSr!r
′!rr′

|Aut(S)|
Pw(S).

Combining the above results, we have

lim
n→∞

cov
[√

nρ−r
n UR(Gn),

√
nρ−r′

n UR′(Gn)
]
= lim

n→∞
I− lim

n→∞
II

=
∑

S∈S(1)

R,R′

cSr!r
′!

|Aut(S)|
Pw(S)−

∑
S∈S(0)

R,R′

cSr!r
′!rr′

|Aut(S)|
Pw(S),

which gives (15).

27



D Proofs for Section A.3

D.1 Proof of Lemma 4

Proof. The following equation from Maugis et al. [2020] is used in this proof.(
n

r

)
UR(G) = XR(G) =

∑
Rc∈{S:S⊂G,S∼=R}

1 =
∣∣{S : S ⊂ G,S ∼= R}

∣∣. (D.1)

We now prove the identities in Lemma 4 one by one.

i) For any Rc ∈ {S : S ⊂ G,S ∼= R}, recall that Rc ⊂ G∗
b if both V (Rc) ⊂ V (G∗

b) and E(Rc) ⊂
E(G∗

b). Furthermore, since Rc ⊂ G and G∗
b ⊂⊂ G, V (Rc) ⊂ V (G∗

b) implies E(Rc) ⊂ E(G∗
b). Thus,

1{Rc⊂G∗
b} = 1 if and only if V (Rc) ⊂ V (G∗

b). (D.2)

Now let us consider drawing b nodes from V (G) by first selecting all nodes in V (Rc), and then
randomly drawing b − r nodes without replacement from V (G)\V (Rc). There are

(
n−r
b−r

)
ways to

draw these b nodes. Thus, ∑
G∈S(G∗

b )

1{Rc⊂G} =

(
n− r

b− r

)
. (D.3)

Consequently, ∑
G∈S(G∗

b )

XR(G)
(D.1)
=

∑
G∈S(G∗

b )

∑
Rc∈{S:S⊂G,S∼=R}

1

=
∑

G∈S(G∗
b )

∑
Rc∈{S:S⊂G,S∼=R}

1{Rc⊂G}

=
∑

Rc∈{S:S⊂G,S∼=R}

∑
G∈S(G∗

b )

1{Rc⊂G}

(D.3)
=

∑
Rc∈{S:S⊂G,S∼=R}

(
n− r

b− r

)
(D.1)
=

(
n− r

b− r

)
XR(G),

which gives (16).

ii) For any Gv∗∗
b,r ∈ S(Gv∗∗

b,r ), if S ⊂ Gv∗∗
b,r and |V (S)| = |V (Gv∗∗

b,r )|, we have V (S) = V (Gv∗∗
b,r ). In

addition, as v ∈ V (Gv∗∗
b,r ), we have

{S : S ⊂ Gv∗∗
b,r , S

∼= R} = {S : S ⊂ Gv∗∗
b,r , v ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}. (D.4)

Let Rc ∈ {S : S ⊂ G,S ∼= R}. Suppose that Rc ⊂ Gv∗
b and v ∈ V (Rc). As every Gv∗∗

b,r is an
induced subgraph, we have∑

G∈S(Gv∗∗
b,r )

1{Rc⊂G} =
∑

G∈S(Gv∗∗
b,r )

1{V (Rc)=V (G)} = 1. (D.5)
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Consequently,∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ Gv∗
b , v ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}

∣∣∣
=

∑
Rc∈{S:S⊂Gv∗

b ,v∈V (S),S∼=R}

1
(D.5)
=

∑
Rc∈{S:S⊂Gv∗

b ,v∈V (S),S∼=R}

( ∑
G∈S(Gv∗∗

b,r )

1{Rc⊂G}

)
=

∑
G∈S(Gv∗∗

b,r )

( ∑
Rc∈{S:S⊂Gv∗

b ,v∈V (S),S∼=R}

1{Rc⊂G}

)
=

∑
G∈S(Gv∗∗

b,r )

( ∑
Rc∈{S:S⊂G,v∈V (S),S∼=R}

1
)

(D.1)
=

∑
G∈S(Gv∗∗

b,r )

∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ G, v ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}
∣∣∣

(D.4)
=

∑
G∈S(Gv∗∗

b,r )

∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ G, S ∼= R}
∣∣∣ (D.1)

=
∑

G∈S(Gv∗∗
b,r )

XR(G),

leading to (17).

iii) If |V (S)| = r and S ⊂ Gv∗
r , we have V (S) = V (Gv∗

r ). Thus,

{S : S ⊂ Gv∗
r , S

∼= R} = {S : S ⊂ Gv∗
r , v ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}.

Let Rc ∈ {S : S ⊂ G,S ∼= R}. Because Gv∗
r ⊂⊂ G, there exist only one Gv∗

r ∈ S(Gv∗
r ) such that

V (Rc) = V (Gv∗
r ). Also, V (Rc) = V (Gv∗

r ) implies E(Rc) ⊂ E(Gv∗
r ). Thus,∑

G∈S(Gv∗
r )

1{Rc⊂G} =
∑

G∈S(Gv∗
r )

1{V (Rc)⊂V (G)} = 1.

Consequently,∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ G, v ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}
∣∣∣ = ∑

Rc∈{S:S⊂G,v∈V (S),S∼=R}

1

=
∑

Rc∈{S:S⊂G,v∈V (S),S∼=R}

( ∑
G∈S(Gv∗

r )

1{Rc⊂G}

)
=

∑
G∈S(Gv∗

r )

( ∑
Rc∈{S:S⊂G,v∈V (S),S∼=R}

1{Rc⊂G}

)
=

∑
G∈S(Gv∗

r )

∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ G, v ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}
∣∣∣

=
∑

G∈S(Gv∗
r )

∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ G, S ∼= R}
∣∣∣ = ∑

G∈S(Gv∗
r )

XR(G),

which leads to (18)
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iv) Let Rc ∈ {S : S ⊂ G, v ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}, we have∑
G∈S(G∗

b )

1{Rc⊂G} =
∑

G∈S(G∗
b ),v∈V (G)

1{Rc⊂G} +
∑

G∈S(G∗
b ),v /∈V (G)

1{Rc⊂G}

=
∑

G∈S(G∗
b ),v∈V (G)

1{Rc⊂G} + 0

=
∑

G∈S(Gv∗
b )

1{Rc⊂G}.

(D.6)

Consequently,∑
G∗

b∈S(G
v∗
b )

( ∑
G∈S(Gv∗∗

b,r )

XR(G)
) (17)

=
∑

G∈S(Gv∗
b )

∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ G, v ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}
∣∣∣

=
∑

G∈S(Gv∗
b )

∑
Rc∈{S:S⊂G,v∈V (S),S∼=R}

1{Rc⊂G}

=
∑

Rc∈{S:S⊂G,v∈V (S),S∼=R}

∑
G∈S(Gv∗

b )

1{Rc⊂G}

(D.6)
=

∑
Rc∈{S:S⊂G,v∈V (S),S∼=R}

∑
G∈S(G∗

b )

1{Rc⊂G}

(D.3)
=

∑
Rc∈{S:S⊂G,v∈V (S),S∼=R}

(
n− r

b− r

)

=

(
n− r

b− r

)∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ G, v ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}
∣∣∣,

(D.7)

which gives (19).

v) For the last identity, we have

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ G, vi ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}
∣∣∣ (D.1)

=
n∑

i=1

∑
Rc∈{S:S⊂G,vi∈V (S),S∼=R}

1

=

n∑
i=1

∑
Rc∈{S:S⊂G,S∼=R}

1{vi∈V (Rc)}

=
∑

Rc∈{S:S⊂G,S∼=R}

n∑
i=1

1{vi∈V (Rc)}

=
∑

Rc∈{S:S⊂G,S∼=R}

r

= r
∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ G,S ∼= R}

∣∣∣ = rXR(G),

which gives (20).
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D.2 Proof of Lemma 5

Proof. We will prove the stated identities of Lemma 5 one by one.

i) Following the results in Maugis et al. [2020], we have

E∗

[
UR(G

∗
b)
] (D.1)

= E∗

[(b
r

)−1

XR(G
∗
b)
]
=

(
b

r

)−1

E∗

[
XR(G

∗
b)
]

=

(
b

r

)−1(n
b

)−1 ∑
G∈S(G∗

b )

XR(G)
(16)
=

(
b

r

)−1(n
b

)−1(n− r

b− r

)
XR(G)

=

(
n

r

)−1

XR(G)
(D.1)
= UR(G),

which gives (21).

ii) We start by showing that

E
[
UR(Gn)

] (12)
=

r!

|Aut(R)|
Phn(R)

(C.1)
=

(
b

r

)−1

XR(Kb)Phn(R)

(C.4)
= E[UR(G

hn
b )].

(D.8)

Hence, E{E∗[UR(G∗
b)]} = E{E∗[UR(G

(∗)
b )]} = E[UR(Gn)] = E[UR(G

hn
b )], where the second and

third identifies are from (21) and (D.8), respectively. This gives (23).

iii) Following Bhattacharyya and Bickel [2015b], Maugis et al. [2020], we have

cov∗

[
UR(G

∗
b), UR′(G∗

b)
] (D.1)

= cov∗

[(b
r

)−1

XR(G
∗
b),

(
b

r′

)−1

XR′(G∗
b)
]

=

{(
b

r

)−1( b
r′

)−1

E∗

[
XR(G

∗
b)XR′(G∗

b)
]}

− E∗

[
UR(G

∗
b)
]
E∗

[
UR′(G∗

b)
]
.

For the first term, we have

E∗

[
XR(G

∗
b)XR′(G∗

b)
] (10)

= E∗

[min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSXS(G
∗
b)
]

=

min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSE∗[XS(G
∗
b)] =

min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS

(
b

s

)
E∗

[
US(G

∗
b)
]

(21)
=

min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS

(
b

s

)
US(G).

For the second term, we have

E∗
[
UR(G

∗
b)
]
E∗
[
UR′(G∗

b)
] (21)

= UR(G)UR′(G).

31



Thus,

cov∗

[
UR(G

∗
b), UR′(G∗

b)
]
=

(
b

r

)−1( b
r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS

(
b

s

)
US(G)− UR(G)UR′(G),

which gives (22). As a special case,

var∗

[
UR(G

∗
b)
]
=
{(b

r

)−2 r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q

R,R

cS

(
b

2r − q

)
US(G)

}
− [UR(G)]

2

=

(
b

r

)−2 r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q

R,R

cS

(
b

2r−q

)(
n

2r−q

)XS(G)− [UR(G)]
2

=

(
b

r

)−2 r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q

R,R

cS

(
n−2r+q
b−2r+q

)(
n
b

) XS(G)− [UR(G)]
2

=

(
b

r

)−2[ ∑
S∈S(0)

R,R

cS

(
n−2r
b−2r

)(
n
b

) XS(G) +
r∑

q=1

∑
S∈S(q

R,R

cS

(
n−2r+q
b−2r+q

)(
n
b

) XS(G)
]
− [UR(G)]

2,

matching the result of Bhattacharyya and Bickel [2015a].

iv) It remains to examine the total covariance in terms of network node subsampling. First, it holds that
cov{E∗[UR(G∗

b)], E∗[UR′(G∗
b)]} = cov[UR(Gn), UR′(Gn)] = E[UR(Gn)UR′(Gn)]−E[UR(Gn)]E[UR′(Gn)],

where the first equality follows (21).

Second, we have

E
{
cov∗

[
UR(G

∗
b), UR′(G∗

b)
]}

(22)
= E

{(
b

r

)−1( b
r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS

(
b

s

)
US(Gn)− UR(Gn)UR′(Gn)

}

=

(
b

r

)−1( b
r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS

(
b

s

)
E[US(Gn)]− E

[
UR(Gn)UR′(Gn)

]
.
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Thus,

cov
{
E∗
[
UR(G

∗
b)
]
, E∗

[
UR′(G∗

b)
]}

+ E
{
cov∗

[
UR(G

∗
b), UR′(G∗

b)
]}

=

(
b

r

)−1( b
r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS

(
b

s

)
E[US(Gn)]− E

[
UR(Gn)

]
E
[
UR′(Gn)

]

(D.8)
=

(
b

r

)−1( b
r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS

(
b

s

)
E[US(G

hn
b )]− E

[
UR(G

hn
b )
]
E
[
UR′(Ghn

b )
]

(D.1)
=

(
b

r

)−1( b
r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSE[XS(G
hn
b )]− E

[
UR(G

hn
b )
]
E
[
UR′(Ghn

b )
]

=E
[(b
r

)−1( b
r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSXS(G
hn
b )
]
− E

[
UR(G

hn
b )
]
E
[
UR′(Ghn

b )
]

(10)
= E

[(b
r

)−1( b
r′

)−1

XR(G
hn
b )XR′(Ghn

b )
]
− E

[
UR(G

hn
b )
]
E
[
UR′(Ghn

b )
]

=cov
[
UR(G

hn
b ), UR′(Ghn

b )
]
,

which gives (24).

D.3 Proof of Proposition 2

Let T denote a general finite population U-statistic. The following Hoeffding’s decomposition represents T
as the sum of mutually uncorrelated U-statistics of increasing order:

T = E∗(T ) +
∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1 (Vi) +
∑

1⩽i<j⩽b

g2 (Vi,Vj) + · · · . (D.9)

Bloznelis and Götze [2001, 2002] showed that this decomposition is unique and orthogonal, which implies
that {gi}bi=1 are centered and satisfy

E∗[gi(V1, · · · ,Vi) | V1, · · · ,Vi−1] = 0. (D.10)

Additionally, Bloznelis and Götze [2001] (see their Equation (2.3)) also showed that

g1 (V1) =
n− 1

n− b
h1 (V1) , (D.11)

where h1 (V1) = E∗[T − E∗(T ) | V1].

Since the network G can be treated as a population G = {v1, · · · , vn}, the subsampled network G∗
b is

uniquely determined by a random sample {V1, · · · ,Vb}. Thus, UR(G∗
b) is a statistic based on G∗

b , and is
invariant of its permutation. Thus, UR(G∗

b) is a finite population U-statistic by definition A.1. We next

33



present the following auxiliary lemma, whose proof is given in Section D.4.

Lemma D.9. For any motifs R and R′,

covV1∗

[ ∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G),
∑

G∈S(GV1∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]
=

min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS
nq − rr′

n2
XS(G) (D.12)

Now we start to prove Proposition 2.

Proof of Proposition 2. We start by proving the results in part (a).

(a).i We first show (26). From (D.11) we have

h1,R (V1) = E∗
[
UR(G

∗
b)− E∗[UR(G

∗
b)] | V1

]
= E∗

[
UR(G

∗
b) | V1

]
− E∗

[
UR(G

∗
b)
]
,

g1,R (V1) =
n− 1

n− b
h1,R (V1) .

(D.13)

We focus on h1,R (V1) first. Recall that Gv∗
b denotes a random induced graph of G with node v and

other b− 1 random nodes drawn without replacement from V (G) \ v. Thus,

UR(G
∗
b) | (V1 = v1) =UR(G

v1∗
b ) =

(
b

r

)−1

XR(G
v1∗
b )

(D.1)
=

(
b

r

)−1∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ Gv1∗
b , S ∼= R}

∣∣∣. (D.14)

Next, we partition {S : S ⊂ Gv1∗
b , S ∼= R} by {S : S ⊂ Gv1∗

b , v1 /∈ V (S), S ∼= R} and {S : S ⊂
Gv1∗
b , v1 ∈ V (S), S ∼= R},

which leads to the decomposition of UR(G∗
b) | (V1 = v1) as

UR(G
∗
b) | v1 =

(
b

r

)−1∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ Gv1∗
b , S ∼= R}

∣∣∣
=

(
b

r

)−1 {∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ Gv1∗
b , v1 /∈ V (S), , S ∼= R}

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ Gv1∗
b , v1 ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}

∣∣∣}
=

(
b

r

)−1 {∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ Gv1∗
b \ v1, S ∼= R}

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ Gv1∗
b , v1 ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}

∣∣∣}
(D.1)
=

(
b

r

)−1

XR(G
v1∗
b \ v1) +

(
b

r

)−1∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ Gv1∗
b , v1 ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}

∣∣∣
(17)
=

(
b

r

)−1

XR(G
v1∗
b \ v1) +

(
b

r

)−1 ∑
G∈S(Gv1∗∗

b,r )

XR(G)

:= I + II,
(D.15)

where Gv1∗
b \ v1 is a a randomly induced subsampled graph based on b − 1 nodes that are randomly

drawn without replacement from V (G) \ v1. Let G′ = G \ v1 be the network after removing node v1
and all edges involving v1 from G. Then Gv1∗

b \ v1 is essentially a randomly induced graph G′∗
b−1. In
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addition, we use E∗\v1 to indicate probability calculations with respect to other b − 1 random nodes
without v1.

In (D.15), term I admits

E∗\v1
[
I
]
=E∗\v1

[(b
r

)−1

XR(G
v1∗
b \ v1)

]
=
b− r

b
E∗\v1

[(b− 1

r

)−1

XR(G
′∗
b−1)

]
=
b− r

b
E∗\v1

[
UR(G

′∗
b−1)

] (21)
=

b− r

b
UR(G

′)

=
b− r

b
UR(G \ v1)

(D.1)
=

b− r

b

(
n− 1

r

)−1

XR(G \ v1)

(D.1)
=

b− r

b

(
n− 1

r

)−1(∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ G,S ∼= R}
∣∣∣− ∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ G, v1 ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}

∣∣∣)
=
b− r

b

(
n− 1

r

)−1(
XR(G)−

∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ G, v1 ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}
∣∣∣)

(18)
=

b− r

b

(
n− 1

r

)−1(
XR(G)−

∑
G∈S(Gv1∗

r )

XR(G)
)
.

For term II, it holds that

E∗\v1
(
II
)
=E∗\v1

[(b
r

)−1 ∑
G∈S(Gv1∗∗

b,r )

XR(G)
]
=

(
b

r

)−1(n− 1

b− 1

)−1 ∑
G∗

b∈S(G
v1∗
b )

( ∑
G∈S(Gv1∗∗

b,r )

XR(G)
)

(19)
=

(
b

r

)−1(n− 1

b− 1

)−1(n− r

b− r

)∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ G, v1 ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}
∣∣∣

(18)
=

r!(n− r)!

b(n− 1)!

∑
G∈S(Gv1∗

r )

XR(G).

Putting these two parts together, we have

E∗
[
UR(G

∗
b) | v1

]
= E∗\v1

[
UR(G

∗
b) | v1

]
= E∗\v1

[
I + II

]
=
b− r

b

(
n− 1

r

)−1[
XR(G)−

∑
G∈S(Gv1∗

r )

XR(G)
]
+
r!(n− r!)

b(n− 1)!

∑
G∈S(Gv1∗

r )

XR(G)

=
(b− r)n

b(n− r)

(
n

r

)−1

XR(G)−
(b− r)r!(n− r − 1)

b(n− 1)!

∑
G∈S(Gv1∗

r )

XR(G)

+
(n− r)r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 1)!

∑
G∈S(Gv1∗

r )

XR(G)

=
(b− r)n

b(n− r)
UR(G) +

r!(n− r − 1)!(n− b)

b(n− 1)!

∑
G∈S(Gv1∗

r )

XR(G).
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On the other hand, (21) indicates that E∗
[
UR(G∗

b)
]
= UR(G). Therefore,

h1,R (V1)
(D.13)
= E∗

[
UR(G

∗
b)− E∗[UR(G

∗
b)] | V1

]
= E∗

[
UR(G

∗
b) | V1

]
− E∗

[
UR(G

∗
b)
]

=
(b− r)n

b(n− r)
UR(G) +

r!(n− r − 1)!(n− b)

b(n− 1)!

∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G)− UR(G)

=
r!(n− r − 1)!(n− b)

b(n− 1)!

∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G)−
(n− b)r

b(n− r)
UR(G),

and

g1,R (V1)
(D.13)
=

n− 1

n− b
h1,R (V1) =

r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G)−
(n− 1)r

b(n− r)
UR(G).

The first term satisfies

r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G)

(18)
=

r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

[∣∣{S : S ⊂ G,V1 ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}
∣∣]

=
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

[∣∣{S : S ⊂ G,S ∼= R}
∣∣− ∣∣{S : S ⊂ G,V1 /∈ V (S), S ∼= R}

∣∣]
=
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

[
XR(G)−XR(G \ V1)

]
=
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!
XR(G)−

r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!
XR(G \ V1).

Consequently,

g1,R(V1) =
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G)−
(n− 1)r

b(n− r)
UR(G)

=
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!
XR(G)−

r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!
XR(G \ V1)−

(n− 1)r

b(n− r)
UR(G)

=
n(n− 1)

b(n− r)
UR(G)−

(n− 1)r

b(n− r)
UR(G)−

(n− 1)r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 1)!
XR(G \ V1)

=
(n− 1)

b
[UR(G)− UR(G \ V1)],

(D.16)

which gives (26).
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We now show g1,R (V1) has mean zero.

E∗
[
g1,R (V1)

]
=EV1∗

[
g1,R (V1)

]
=EV1∗

[r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G)−
(n− 1)r

b(n− r)
UR(G)

]
=
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!
EV1∗

[ ∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G)
]
− (n− 1)r

b(n− r)
UR(G)

=
r!(n− r − 1)!

nb(n− 2)!

n∑
i=1

[ ∑
G∈S(Gvi∗

r )

XR(G)
]
− (n− 1)r

b(n− r)
UR(G)

(20)
=

r!(n− r − 1)!

nb(n− 2)!
rXR(G)−

(n− 1)r

b(n− r)
UR(G)

=
r!(n− r − 1)!

nb(n− 2)!

rn!

r!(n− r)!
UR(G)−

(n− 1)r

b(n− r)
UR(G)

=
(n− 1)r

b(n− r)
UR(G)−

(n− 1)r

b(n− r)
UR(G) = 0.

(D.17)

(a).ii Now we proceed to prove (27). We use varV1∗ and covV1∗ to indicate probability calculations with
respect to random V1. Because the randomness in cov∗[g1,R(V1), g1,R′(V1)] is from the random node
V1, we have

cov∗
[
g1,R(V1), g1,R′(V1)

]
= covV1∗

[
g1,R(V1), g1,R′(V1)

]
.

Thanks to Lemma D.9, we have

covV1∗

[
g1,R(V1), g1,R′(V1)

] (26)
= covV1∗

[r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G),
r′!(n− r′ − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r′ )

XR′(G)
]

=
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

r′!(n− r′ − 1)!

b(n− 2)!
covV1∗

[ ∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G),
∑

G∈S(GV1∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]

(D.12)
=

r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

r′!(n− r′ − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS
nq − rr′

n2
XS(G).

(D.18)

Thus, (27) follows. As a special case, varV1∗ [g1,R (V1)] = {[r!(n−r−1)!]/[b(n−2)!]}2
[∑r

q=0

∑
S∈S(k)

R,R

cS(nk−

r2)n−2XS(G)
]
.

(a).iii Now we continue to prove (28). Recall that the subscript in Vi∗ indicates the randomness from random
node Vi, and the subscripts in Vi∗ and Vj∗ indicate that the randomness are from random nodes Vi

and Vj . Notice that (n−1)rUR(G)/b(n− r) and (n−1)r′UR′(G)/b(n− r′) are two constants when
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G is given. We first decompose the covariance by

cov∗

[ ∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R(Vi),
∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R′(Vi)
]
=

b∑
i=1

b∑
j=1

covVi,Vj∗

[
g1,R(Vi), g1,R′(Vj)

]
(26)
=

r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

r′!(n− r′ − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

b∑
i=1

b∑
j=1

covVi,Vj∗

[ ∑
G∈S(GVi∗

r )

XR(G),
∑

G∈S(G
Vj∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]

=
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

r′!(n− r′ − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

b∑
i=1

{
covVi∗

[ ∑
G∈S(GVi∗

r )

XR(G),
∑

G∈S(GVi∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]

+

b∑
j=1,j ̸=i

covVi,Vj∗

[ ∑
G∈S(GVi∗

r )

XR(G),
∑

G∈S(G
Vj∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]}

:=
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

r′!(n− r′ − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

b∑
i=1

(
I(i) + II(i)

)
.

(D.19)

Furthermore,

I(i) = covVi∗

[ ∑
G∈S(GVi∗

r )

XR(G),
∑

G∈S(GVi∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]

= EVi∗

[ ∑
G∈S(GVi∗

r )

XR(G)
∑

G∈S(GVi∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]
− EVi∗

[ ∑
G∈S(GVi∗

r )

XR(G)
]
EVi∗

[ ∑
G∈S(GVi∗

r′ )

XR′(G)
]

=
1

n

n∑
a=1

[ ∑
G∈S(Gva∗

r )

XR(G)
∑

G∈S(Gva∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]
−
[ 1
n

n∑
a=1

∑
G∈S(Gva∗

r )

XR(G)
][ 1
n

n∑
a=1

∑
G∈S(Gva∗

r′ )

XR′(G)
]

(20)
=

1

n

n∑
a=1

[ ∑
G∈S(Gva∗

r )

XR(G)
∑

G∈S(Gva∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]
− rXR(G)

n

r′XR′(G)

n
.

(D.20)
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For part II(i), first we have,

covVi,Vj∗

[ ∑
G∈S(GVi∗

r )

XR(G),
∑

G∈S(G
Vj∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]

=EVi,Vj∗

[ ∑
G∈S(GVi∗

r )

XR(G)
∑

G∈S(G
Vj∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]
− EVi∗

[ ∑
G∈S(GVi∗

r )

XR(G)
]
EVj∗

[ ∑
G∈S(G

Vj∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]

=EVi,Vj∗

[ ∑
G∈S(GVi∗

r )

XR(G)
∑

G∈S(G
Vj∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]
−
[ 1
n

n∑
k=1

∑
G∈S(Gvk∗

r )

XR(G)
][ 1
n

n∑
k=1

∑
G∈S(Gvk∗

r′ )

XR′(G)
]

(20)
=

1

n(n− 1)

n∑
a=1

n∑
b=1,b ̸=a

[ ∑
G∈S(Gva∗

r )

XR(G)
∑

G∈S(Gvb∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]
− rXR(G)r

′XR′(G)

n2

=
1

n(n− 1)

n∑
a=1

∑
G∈S(Gva∗

r )

XR(G)
[ n∑
b=1,b ̸=a

∑
G∈S(Gvb∗

r′ )

XR′(G)
]
− rXR(G)r

′XR′(G)

n2

=
1

n(n− 1)

n∑
a=1

∑
G∈S(Gva∗

r )

XR(G)
[ n∑
b=1

∑
G∈S(Gvb∗

r′ )

XR′(G)−
∑

G∈S(Gva∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]
− rXR(G)r

′XR′(G)

n2

=
1

n(n− 1)

n∑
a=1

∑
G∈S(Gva∗

r )

XR(G)
[
rX(R′, G)−

∑
G∈S(Gva∗

r′ )

XR′(G)
]
− rXR(G)r

′XR′(G)

n2

=
rXR′(G)

n(n− 1)

n∑
a=1

∑
G∈S(Gva∗

r )

XR(G)−
1

n(n− 1)

n∑
a=1

∑
G∈S(Gva∗

r )

XR(G)
∑

G∈S(Gva∗
r′ )

XR′(G)− rXR(G)r
′XR′(G)

n2

(20)
=

rXR(G)r
′XR′(G)

n2(n− 1)
− 1

n(n− 1)

n∑
a=1

∑
G∈S(Gva∗

r )

XR(G)
∑

G∈S(Gva∗
r′ )

XR′(G).

(D.21)

As a result, we have

II(i) =
b∑

j=1,j ̸=i

covVi,Vj∗

[ ∑
G∈S(GVi∗

r )

XR(G),
∑

G∈S(G
Vj∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]

(D.21)
=

b∑
j=1,j ̸=i

{rXR(G)r
′X(R′, G)

n2(n− 1)
− 1

n(n− 1)

n∑
a=1

∑
G∈S(Gva∗

r )

XR(G)
∑

G∈S(Gva∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
}

= (b− 1)
{rXR(G)r

′X(R′, G)

n2(n− 1)
− 1

n(n− 1)

n∑
a=1

∑
G∈S(Gva∗

r )

XR(G)
∑

G∈S(Gva∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
}
.

By adding I(i) and II(i) following previous results, we have

I(i) + II(i) =
n− b

n− 1

{ 1

n

n∑
a=1

∑
G∈S(Gva∗

r )

XR(G)
∑

G∈S(Gva∗
r′ )

XR′(G)− rXR(G)r
′XR′(G)

n2

}
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(D.20)
=

n− b

n− 1
cov
[ ∑
G∈S(GVi∗

r )

XR(G),
∑

G∈S(GVi∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]
.

Thus,

cov∗

[ ∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R(Vi),
∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R′(Vi)
] (D.19)

=
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

r′!(n− r′ − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

b∑
i=1

(
I(i) + II(i)

)

=
n− b

n− 1

r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

r′!(n− r′ − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

b∑
i=1

cov
[ ∑
G∈S(GVi∗

r )

XR(G),
∑

G∈S(GVi∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]

=
b(n− b)

n− 1

r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

r′!(n− r′ − 1)!

b(n− 2)!
cov
[ ∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G),
∑

G∈S(GV1∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]

(26)
=

b(n− b)

n− 1
cov∗

[
g1,R(V1), g1,R′(V1)

]
,

(D.22)
which gives (28).

(a).iv To show (29), we start by decomposing the variance.

var∗
∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R (Vi)
(28)
=

b(n− b)

(n− 1)
var∗

[
g1,R (V1)

]
(27)
=

b(n− b)

(n− 1)

(
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

)2 [ r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

cS
nq − r2

n2
XS(G)

]

=
(n− b)

b(n− 1)

(
r!(n− r − 1)!

(n− 2)!

)2 {[ r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

cS
q

n
XS(G)

]
−
[ r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

cS
r2

n2
XS(G)

]}

=
(n− b)

b(n− 1)

(
r!(n− r − 1)!

(n− 2)!

)2 [ r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

cS
q

n
XS(G)

]

− (n− b)

b(n− 1)

(
r!(n− r − 1)!

(n− 2)!

)2 [ r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

cS
r2

n2
XS(G)

]
= I− II.
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For term I, we have

(n− b)

b(n− 1)

(
r!(n− r − 1)!

(n− 2)!

)2 [ r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

cS
q

n
XS(G)

]

=
(n− b)

b(n− 1)

(
r(n− 1)

(n− r)

(
n− 1

r − 1

)−1
)2 [ r∑

q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

cSq

n

(
n

2r − q

)
US(G)

]

=
(n− b)

b(n− 1)

(
r(n− 1)

(n− r)

)2 [ r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

cSq

n

(
n− 1

r − 1

)−2( n

2r − q

)
US(G)

]

=
(n− b)

b(n− 1)

(
r(n− 1)

(n− r)

)2 [ r∑
q=1

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

cSq

n

(
(r − 1)!(n− r)!

(n− 1)!

)2 n!

(2r − q)!(n− 2r + q)
US(G)

]

=
(n− b)

b(n− 1)

(
r(n− 1)

(n− r)

)2 [ r∑
q=1

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

q[(r − 1)!]2cS
(2r − q)!

(n− r)(n− r − 1) · · · (n− 2r + q + 1)

(n− 1)(n− 2) · · · (n− r + 1)
US(G)

]
.

Notice that (n− r)(n− r − 1) · · · (n− 2r + q + 1)/(n− 1)(n− 2) · · · (n− r + 1) has r − q items
in the numerator and r − 1 items in the denominator, and US(G) < 1 for all S. Thus,

lim
b,n→∞

(n− b)

b(n− 1)

[r!(n− r − 1)!

(n− 2)!

]2[ r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

cS
q

n
XS(G)

]

= lim
b,n→∞

(n− b)

b(n− 1)

[r(n− 1)

(n− r)

]2 r∑
q=1

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

q[(r − 1)!]2cS
(2r − q)!

(n− r)(n− r − 1) · · · (n− 2r + q + 1)

(n− 1)(n− 2) · · · (n− r + 1)
US(G)

= lim
b,n→∞

1

b

∑
S∈S(1)

R,R

cS(r!)
2

(2r − 1)!
= 0.

(D.23)

For term II,

(n− b)

b(n− 1)

(
r!(n− r − 1)!

(n− 2)!

)2 [ r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

cS
r2

n2
XS(G)

]

=
(n− b)

b(n− 1)

(
r!(n− r − 1)!

(n− 2)!

r

n

)2 [ r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

cSXS(G)
] (10)

=

(
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

r

n

)2

XR(G)XR(G)

=
(n− b)

b(n− 1)

(
r(n− 1)

(n− r)

)2(n
r

)−2

XR(G)XR(G) =
(n− b)

b(n− 1)

(
r(n− 1)

(n− r)
UR(G)

)2

→ 0
(D.24)

as n, b→ ∞. Therefore, lim
b,n→∞

var∗
[∑

1⩽i⩽b g1,R (V1)
]
= lim

b,n→∞
I− II = 0, which gives (29).

Next, we continue to prove part (b) based on the results in part (a).
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(b).i We can verify (30) similarly to (26). As UR(G∗
b) + UR′(G∗

b) is a symmetric finite population statistic,
(D.11) implies that

h1,R,R′ (V1) = E∗

[
UR(G

∗
b) + UR′(G∗

b)− E∗
[
UR(G

∗
b) + UR′(G∗

b)
]
| V1

]
and

g1,R,R′ (V1) =
n− 1

n− b
h1,R,R′ (V1) .

By the linearity of conditional expectation, we have

g1,R,R′(V1)

(D.11)
=

n− 1

n− b
h1,R,R′ (V1)

=
n− 1

n− b

(
E∗

{
UR(G

∗
b) + UR′(G∗

b)− E∗
[
UR(G

∗
b) + UR′(G∗

b)
]
| V1

})
=
n− 1

n− b

(
E∗

{
UR(G

∗
b)− E∗

[
UR(G

∗
b)
]
| V1

}
+ E∗

{
UR′(G∗

b)− E∗
[
UR′(G∗

b)
]
| V1

})
(D.13)
=

n− 1

n− b
h1,R(V1) +

n− 1

n− b
h1,R′(V1)

(D.13)
= g1,R(V1) + g1,R′(V1).

(b).ii (31) can be verified according to (28) as follows.

var∗

[ ∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R,R′(Vi)
]
= var∗

[ ∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R(Vi) +
∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R′(Vi)
]

=var∗

[ ∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R(Vi)
]
+ var∗

[ ∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R′(Vi)
]
+ 2cov∗

[ ∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R(Vi),
∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R′(Vi)
]

(28)
=

b(n− b)

n− 1

{
var∗

[
g1,R(V1)

]
+ var∗

[
g1,R′(V1)

]}
+ 2cov∗

[ ∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R(Vi),
∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R′(Vi)
]

(D.22)
=

b(n− b)

n− 1

{
var∗

[
g1,R(V1)

]
+ var∗

[
g1,R′(V1)

]
+ 2cov∗

[
g1,R(V1), g1,R′(V1)

]}
=
b(n− b)

(n− 1)
var∗

[
g1,R,R′ (V1)

]
.

(b).iii Now we turn to prove (32). First, we have

var∗
∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R,R′ (Vi)
(28)
=

b(n− b)

(n− 1)
var∗

[
g1,R,R′ (V1)

]
=
b(n− b)

(n− 1)
var∗

[
g1,R(V1)

]
+
b(n− b)

(n− 1)
var∗

[
g1,R′(V1)

]
+

2b(n− b)

(n− 1)
cov∗

[
g1,R(V1), g1,R′(V1)

]
(28)
= var∗

∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R (Vi) + var∗
∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R′ (Vi) +
2b(n− b)

(n− 1)
cov∗

[
g1,R(V1), g1,R′(V1)

]
=I + II + III.
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For terms I and II, we have

lim
b,n→∞

I
(D.23)
= 0

lim
b,n→∞

II
(D.24)
= 0.

(D.25)

We next focus on the behavior of term III.

III =cov∗

[
g1,R(V1), g1,R′(V1)

]
= covV1∗

[
g1,R(V1), g1,R′(V1)

]
=
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

r′!(n− r′ − 1)!

b(n− 2)!
cov
[ ∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G),
∑

G∈S(GV1∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]

(D.18)
=

r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

r′!(n− r′ − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS
nq − rr′

n2
XS(G)

=
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

r′!(n− r′ − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

{[min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS
q

n
XS(G)

]
− rr′

n2
XR(G)XR′(G)

}

=

min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

r′!(n− r′ − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

q

n
XS(G)

− rr′(n− 1)(n− 1)

b2(n− r)(n− r′)
UR(G)UR′(G)

As UR(G)UR′(G) ≤ 1, we have

lim
b,n→∞

rr′(n− 1)(n− 1)

b2(n− r)(n− r′)
UR(G)UR′(G) = 0.

On the other hand,

min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

r′!(n− r′ − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

q

n
XS(G)

=

min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

r′!(n− r′ − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

q

n

(
n

r + r′ − q

)
US(G)

=

min{r,r′}∑
q=1

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

r′!(n− r′ − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

q

n

n!

(r + r′ − q)!(n− r − r′ + q)!
US(G)

=

min{r,r′}∑
q=1

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS
qr!r′!

b2(r + r′ − q)!

(n− 1)(n− r′ − 1) · · · (n− r′ − r + q + 1)

(n− 2)(n− 3) · · · (n− r)
US(G)
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Notice that (n− 1)(n− r′ − 1) · · · (n− r′ − r + q + 1)/(n− 2)(n− 3) · · · (n− r) has r − q items
in the numerator and r − 1 items in the denominator, and US(G) ⩽ 1, we have

min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

RR′

cS
r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

r′!(n− r′ − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

q

n
XS(G)

n→ ∞→
∑

S∈S(1)

RR′

cS
r!r′!

b2(r + r′ − 1)!
US(G)

b→ ∞→ 0.

Therefore,

lim
b,n→∞

var∗

[ ∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R,R′ (Vi)
]
= lim

b,n→∞
I + II + III

(D.25)
= lim

b,n→∞
III = 0,

leading to (32).

D.4 Proof of Lemma D.9

Proof. To begin with, we have

covV1∗

[ ∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G),
∑

G∈S(GV1∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]

(18)
= covV1∗

[∣∣{S : S ⊂ G,V1 ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}
∣∣, ∣∣{S : S ⊂ G,V1 ∈ V (S), S ∼= R′}

∣∣]
(D.15)
= covV1∗

[
XR (G)−XR (G \ V1) , XR′ (G)−XR′ (G \ V1)

]
=covV1∗

[
XR (G \ V1) , XR′ (G \ V1)

]
=EV1∗

[
XR (G \ V1)XR′ (G \ V1)

]
− EV1∗

[
XR (G \ V1)

]
E
[
XR′ (G \ V1)

]
.

44



For the first term,

EV1∗

[
XR (G \ V1)XR′ (G \ V1)

]
=

1

n

n∑
i=1

[
XR (G \ vi)XR′ (G \ vi)

]
(10)
=

1

n

n∑
i=1

[ ∑
S∈SR,R′

cSXS (G \ vi)
]
=

1

n

∑
S∈SR,R′

cS

n∑
i=1

XS (G \ vi)

=
1

n

∑
S∈SR,R′

cS

n∑
i=1

[
XS(G)−

∣∣{H : H ⊂ G, vi ∈ V (H), H ∼= S}
∣∣]

=
1

n

∑
S∈SR,R′

cS

n∑
i=1

XS(G)−
1

n

∑
S∈HR,R′

cS

n∑
i=1

∣∣{H : H ⊂ G, vi ∈ V (H), H ∼= S}
∣∣

(20)
=

∑
S∈SR,R′

cSXS(G)−
∑

S∈SR,R′

cS
s

n
XS(G).

Regarding the second component, we have

EV1∗

[
XR (G \ V1)

]
EV1∗

[
XR′ (G \ V1)

]
=

1

n

n∑
i=1

XR (G \ vi)
1

n

n∑
i=1

XR′ (G \ vi)

(D.15)
=

1

n

[ n∑
i=1

(
XR (G)−

∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ G, vi ∈ V (S), S ∼= R}
∣∣∣) ]·

1

n

[ n∑
i=1

(
XR′ (G)−

∣∣∣{S : S ⊂ G, vi ∈ V (S), S ∼= R′}
∣∣∣) ]

(20)
=

1

n

[
nXR (G)− rXR (G)

] 1
n

[
nXR′ (G)− r′XR′ (G)

]
=
(n− r)

n

(n− r′)

n
XR (G)XR′ (G) =

(
1− r + r′

n
+
rr′

n2

)
XR (G)XR′ (G)

(10)
=

(
1− r + r′

n
+
rr′

n2

) ∑
S∈SR,R′

cSXS(G).

Thus,

covV1∗

[ ∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G),
∑

G∈S(GV1∗
r′ )

XR′(G)
]

= EV1∗

[
XR (G \ V1)XR′ (G \ V1)

]
− EV1∗

[
XR (G \ V1)

]
EV1∗

[
XR′ (G \ V1)

]
(10)
=

∑
S∈SR,R′

cSXS(G)−
∑

S∈SR,R′

cS
s

n
XS(G)−

(
1− r + r′

n
+
rr′

n2

) ∑
S∈SR,R′

cSXS(G)

=
∑

S∈SR,R′

(
r + r′ − s

n
− rr′

n2

)
cSXS(G) =

min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS
nq − rr′

n2
XS(G).
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E Proofs for Results in Section A.4

E.1 Proof of Theorem 2

We start by introducing the setup of finite population asymptotic described in Bloznelis and Götze [2001]:
Suppose that there exist a sequence of finite populations {V(n)}, where V(n) = {v1 · · · vn} with n → ∞.
Consequently, {Tn} is a sequence of finite population U-statistics, where Tn = tn(V1, · · · ,Vbn) is based on
samples {V1, · · · ,Vbn} drawn without replacement from V(n), with bn → ∞ as n→ ∞.

We first present a few auxiliary lemmas. Proofs for Lemmas D.13 and D.14 are deferred to Sections E.2
and E.3, respectively.

Lemma D.10. (Proposition 3 in Bloznelis and Götze [2001]) The Hoeffding’s decomposition of Tn is

Tn = E∗[Tn] +
∑

1⩽i⩽bn

T1,n(Vi) + ∆(Tn),

where
∑

1⩽i⩽bn

T1,n(Vi) is the linear term, and ∆(Tn) is the remainder. Suppose that

1) E∗∆
2(Tn) = o(1).

2) There exist constants c1, c2 > 0 such that 0 < c1 ⩽ var∗(Tn) ⩽ c2 <∞,

3) For every ϵ > 0, lim
n→∞

bnE∗[T
2
1,n (V1) 1{T 2

1,n(V1)>ϵ}] = 0.

Then (Tn − E∗Tn)/(var∗(Tn)) is asymptotically standard normal. Note that the subscript ∗ is not used in
Bloznelis and Götze [2001], and we add it here to distinguish the sourse of randomness.

Lemma D.11 (Bloznelis and Götze [2002]). Let

T =E∗T +
∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1 (Vi) +
∑

1⩽i<j⩽b

g2 (Vi,Vj) + · · ·

=E∗T + S1 + S2 + S3 + · · ·
(D.26)

be the Hoeffding’s decomposition for a general finite population U-statistic T . Then we have

E∗[SaSb] = 0, if a ̸= b. (D.27)

Lemma D.12 (Theorem 1 of Bickel et al. [2011]). Let
∫∫

w2(u, v)dudv <∞.

a) If (n− 1)ρn → ∞,
ρ̂Gn

ρn
→ 1 in probability,

√
n
(
ρ̂Gn
ρn

− 1
)
→ N (0, σ2) in distribution,

(D.28)

for some σ2 > 0.

b) For any motif R, assume that
∫∫

w2r(u, v)dudv < ∞, also ρn = ω(n−1) if R is acyclic and ρn =
ω(n−2/r) otherwise. Then

√
n
[
ρ−r
n UR(Gn)− ρ−r

n E[UR(Gn)]
]
→ N

(
0, σ2R

)
in distribution (D.29)
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ρ̂−r
Gn
UR(Gn) → ρ−r

n E[UR(Gn)] in probability
√
n
[
ρ̂−r

Gn
UR(Gn)− ρ−r

n E[UR(Gn)]
]
→ N

(
0, σ2R

)
in distribution,

(D.30)

where σ2R is defined in Assumption 3.

c) More generally, for m motifs R1, · · · , Rm with sizes max{r1, · · · , rm} ⩽ r,

√
n
{[
ρ̂−r1

Gn
UR1(Gn), · · · , ρ̂−rm

Gn
URm(Gn)

]
−
[
ρ−r1
n E[UR1(Gn)], · · · , ρ−rm

n E[URm(Gn)]
]}

→N
(
0,Σ(R)

)
in distribution,

(D.31)

Lemma D.13. Consider two motifs R and R′ with max{r, r′} ≤ r1 and max{r, r′} ≤ r1. With r and r
replaced by r1 and r1, Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Then with probability one,

lim
b→∞

ρ−(r+r′)
n cov∗

[√
bUR(G

∗
b),

√
bUR′(G∗

b)
]
=
(
1− c2

)
lim
b→∞

ρ
−(r+r′)
b cov

[√
bUR(Gb),

√
bUR′(Gb)

]
.

Lemma D.14. For any motif R, under Assumptions 1, with probability one,

lim
n→∞

ρ−r
n UR(Gn) =

r!

|Aut(R)|
Pw(R). (D.32)

Now we proceed to prove Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 2. We start with part (a), and will prove the results one by one. For notational simplicity,
we write G = G(n), b = bn.

(a).i Since UR(G∗
b) is a finite population U-statistic,

√
bρ−r

n UR(G∗
b) is also a finite population U-statistic.

(33) can be obtained by

√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)

(25)
=

√
bρ−r

n

{
E∗[UR(G

∗
b)] +

∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R (Vi) +
∑

1⩽i<j⩽b

g2,R (Vi,Vj) + · · ·
}

=
√
bρ−r

n

{
E∗[UR(G

∗
b)] +

∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R (Vi)
}
+∆[

√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)]

=E∗[
√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)] +

∑
1⩽i⩽b

√
bρ−r

n g1,R (Vi) + ∆[
√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)]

(21)
=

√
bρ−r

n UR(G) +
∑
1⩽i⩽b

√
bρ−r

n g1,R (Vi) + ∆[
√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)].

(D.33)

(a).ii Proof of (34): To begin with, we have

E∗

({
∆[

√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)]
}{ ∑

1⩽i⩽b

√
bρ−r

n g1,R (Vi)
}) (D.27)

= 0. (D.34)
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Consequently,

E∗

[
∆2[

√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)]
] (33)

= E∗

[√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)− E∗[

√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)]−

∑
1⩽i⩽b

√
bρ−r

n g1,R (Vi)
]2

=E∗

[√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)− E∗[

√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)]
]2

+ E∗

[ ∑
1⩽i⩽b

√
bρ−r

n g1,R (Vi)
]2

− 2E∗

[(√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)− E∗[

√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)]
)( ∑

1⩽i⩽b

√
bρ−r

n g1,R (Vi)
)]

(33)
= var∗

[√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)
]
+ E∗

[ ∑
1⩽i⩽b

√
bρ−r

n g1,R (Vi)
]2

− 2E∗

[(
∆[

√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)] +

∑
1⩽i⩽b

√
bρ−r

n g1,R (Vi)
)( ∑

1⩽i⩽b

√
bρ−r

n g1,R (Vi)
)]

(D.34)
= var∗

[√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)
]
− E∗

[ ∑
1⩽i⩽b

√
bρ−r

n g1,R (Vi)
]2

(D.17)
= var∗

[√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)
]
− var∗

[ ∑
1⩽i⩽b

√
bρ−r

n g1,R (Vi)
]
= I− II.

(D.35)

Term I is the variance of the network moment. For the convenience of later analysis, we study the
more general covariance term here for any two motifs R and R′.

cov∗

[√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b),

√
bρ−r′

n UR′(G∗
b)
]
= bρ−(r+r′)

n cov∗

[
UR(G

∗
b), UR′(G∗

b)
]

(22)
= bρ−(r+r′)

n

{(b
r

)−1( b
r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS

(
b

s

)
US(G)− UR(G)UR′(G)

}

=bρ−(r+r′)
n

{(b
r

)−1( b
r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS

(
b

s

)
US(G)−

(
n

r

)−1(n
r′

)−1

XR(G)XR′(G)
}

(10)
= bρ−(r+r′)

n

{(b
r

)−1( b
r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS

(
b

s

)
US(G)

−
(
n

r

)−1(n
r′

)−1 min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cS

(
n

s

)
US(G)

}

=

min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSr!r
′!

s!ρr+r′
n

((b− r)!(b− r′)!

(b− 1)!(b− s)!
− b(n− r)!(n− r′)!

n!(n− s)!

)
US(G)

=

min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSr!r
′!

s!ρr+r′
n

((b− r)!(b− r′)!n!(n− s)!− b!(b− s)!(n− r)!(n− r′)!]

(b− 1)!(b− s)!n!(n− s)!

)
US(G).

(D.36)
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As a special case of R = R′, we have

I =var∗

[√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)
]

=
r∑

q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

cSr!r!

s!ρ2rn

((b− r)!(b− r)!n!(n− s)!− b!(b− s)!(n− r)!(n− r)!]

(b− 1)!(b− s)!n!(n− s)!

)
US(G).

(D.37)

For term II, based on Proposition 2, we have

var∗

[√
bρ−r

n

∑
g1,R (Vi)

]
= bρ−2r

n var∗

[∑
g1,R (Vi)

] (28)
= ρ−2r

n b
b(n− b)

(n− 1)
var∗

[
g1,R (V1)

]
(27)
= ρ−2r

n

b2(n− b)

(n− 1)

[r!(n− r − 1)!

b(n− 2)!

]2 r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

cS
nq − r2

n2
XS(G)

=ρ−2r
n

r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

cS
b2(n− b)

(n− 1)

r!(n− r − 1)!r!(n− r − 1)!

b2(n− 2)!(n− 2)!

(nq − r2)

n2
n!

(2r − q)!(n− 2r + q)!
US(G)

=ρ−2r
n

r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

cSr!r!

(2r − q)!

[n− b

n− 1

n(n− 1)

n2
(n− r − 1) · · · (n− 2r + q + 1)

(n− 2) · · · (n− r)
(nq − r2)

]
US(G)

=ρ−2r
n

r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

cSr!r!

(2r − q)!

[(n− b)(n− r − 1) · · · (n− 2r + q + 1)(nq − r2)

n(n− 2) · · · (n− r)

]
US(G)

=ρ−2r
n

r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

cSr!r!

s!

[(n− b)(n− r − 1) · · · (n− s+ 1)(nq − r2)

n(n− 2) · · · (n− r)

]
US(G).

Therefore, by combining term I and term II, we have

E∗
{
∆2[

√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)]
} (D.35)

= I− II =
r∑

q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

aSyn,Szn,S , (D.38)

where
aS =

cSr!r!

s
,

yn,S =
[(b− r)!(b− r)!n!(n− s)!− b!(b− s)!(n− r)!(n− r)!]

(b− 1)!(b− s)!n!(n− s)!

− (n− b)(n− r − 1) · · · (n− s+ 1)(nq − r2)

n(n− 2) · · · (n− r)

]
,

zn,S = ρ−2r
n US(G).

(D.39)

For a given S, as is a fixed quantity. Now we focus on the limiting behavior of yn,Szn,S for different
numbers of the merged nodes q.
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• When q = 0, we have s = 2r and s = 2r. We start with the first part of yn,S .

(b− r)!(b− r)!n!(n− s)!− b!(b− s)!(n− r)!(n− r)!

(b− 1)!(b− s)!n!(n− s)!

=
[n · · · (n− r + 1)(b− r) · · · (b− 2r + 1)]− [b · · · (b− r + 1)(n− r) · · · (n− 2r + 1)]

(b− 1) · · · (b− r + 1)n · · · (n− r + 1)

=
IV −V

VI
.

Now we study each component as follows:

IV =brnr − (r + r + 1 + · · · r + r − 1)br−1nr − [1 + 2 + · · ·+ (r − 1)]brnr−1

+O(br−2nr) +O(brnr−2) +O(br−1nr−1) + o(br−1nr−1)

=brnr − (r + 2r − 1)r

2
br−1nr − (r − 1)r

2
brnr−1

+O(br−2nr) +O(brnr−2) +O(br−1nr−1) + o(br−1nr−1).

V =brnr − (r + r + 1 + · · · r + r − 1)nr−1br − [1 + 2 + · · ·+ (r − 1)]nrbr−1

+O(br−2nr) +O(brnr−2) +O(br−1nr−1) + o(br−1nr−1)

=brnr − (r + 2r − 1)r

2
nr−1br − (r − 1)r

2
nrbr−1

+O(br−2nr) +O(brnr−2) +O(br−1nr−1) + o(br−1nr−1).

Consequently,

IV −V =brnr − (r + 2r − 1)r

2
br−1nr − (r − 1)r

2
brnr−1

+O(br−2nr) +O(brnr−2) +O(br−1nr−1)

−
[
brnr − (r + 2r − 1)r

2
nr−1br − (r − 1)r

2
nrbr−1

+O(br−2nr) +O(brnr−2) +O(br−1nr−1)
]

=
−(r + 2r − 1)r

2
nr−1br−1(n− b) +

(r − 1)r

2
nr−1br−1(n− b)

+O(br−2nr) +O(nr−2br) +O(br−1nr−1)

=(−r2)nr−1br−1(n− b) +O(br−2nr) +O(nr−2br) +O(br−1nr−1).

Thus,
VI =br−1nr + o(br−1nr).

IV −V

VI
=(−r2)n− b

n
+ o(1).

(D.40)

For the second part of yn,S , we have[(n− b)(n− r − 1) · · · (n− s+ 1)(nq − r2)

n(n− 2) · · · (n− r)

]
=
[(n− b)(n− r − 1)(n− r − 2) · · · (n− 2r + 1)(0− r2)

n(n− 2)(n− 3) · · · (n− r)

]
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=
[
(1− b

n
)(1− r + 1

n− 2
)(1− r + 1

n− 3
) · · · (1− r + 1

n− r
)(−r2)

]
=− r2

[n− b

n
+ o(1)

]
.

Therefore, we have

yn,S = (−r2)n− b

n
+ o(1)− (−r2)n− b

n
+ o(1) = o(1).

To understand zn,S , recall that G ∼ Gn. Lemma D.14 implies that under Assumption 1, with
probability one,

lim
n→∞

ρ−s
n US(Gn) =

s!

|Aut(S)|
Pw(S).

Thus, we assert that yn,Szn,S → 0 with probability one.
• When q = 1, we have s = 2r and s = 2r − 1. As before, we study the first part of yn,S .

[(b− r)!(b− r)!n!(n− s)!− b!(b− s)!(n− r)!(n− r)!]

(b− 1)!(b− s)!n!(n− s)!

=
[(b− r)!(b− r)!n!(n− 2r + 1)!− b!(b− 2r + 1)!(n− r)!(n− r)!]

(b− 1)!(b− 2r + 1)!n!(n− 2r + 1)!
= 1− b

n
+ o(1).

For the second part of yn,S , we have[(n− b)(n− r − 1) · · · (n− s+ 1)(nq − r2)

n(n− 2) · · · (n− r)

]
=
[(n− b)(n− r − 1)(n− r − 2) · · · (n− 2r + 2)(n− r2)

n(n− 2)(n− 3) · · · (n− r)

]
=1− b

n
+ o(1).

Therefore, when q = 1, we have yn,S = o(1). Thus, we also have yn,Szn,S → 0 with probability
one.

• When q > 1, the first part of yn,S is

[(b− r)!(b− r)!n!(n− s)!− b!(b− s)!(n− r)!(n− r)!]

(b− 1)!(b− s)!n!(n− s)!
= O

[ 1

b(q−1)

]
.

The second part of yn,S is

(n− b)(n− r − 1) · · · (n− s+ 1)(nq − r2)

n(n− 2) · · · (n− r)

=
(n− b)(n− r − 1)(n− r − 2) · · · (n− 2r + q + 1)(nq − r2)

n(n− 2)(n− 3) · · · (n− r)

=O
[(n− b)

nq
]
.

Therefore, yn,s = o(1). We have yn,Szn,S → 0 for every q ≥ 2, .

Finally, because r is a constant and SR,R is a fixed set given R. For any random network sequence
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{G(n)}, with probability one,

lim
n→∞

E∗
{
∆2[

√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)]
}
= lim

n→∞

r∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R

aSyn,szn,s = 0.

(a).iii Now we want to show (35), which is related to non-degeneration, and is termed as the non-lattice as-
sumption in Zhang and Xia [2022]. From Lemma D.13, under Assumptions 1 and 2, with probability
one,

lim
b→∞

ρ−2r
n var∗

[√
bUR(G

∗
b)
]
=
(
1− c2

)
lim
b→∞

ρ−2r
b var

[√
bUR(Gb)

]
.

Since c2 < 1 is a constant, (35) holds by Assumption 3.

(a).iv Next, we want to show (36), the Lindeberg-Feller typed condition. To verify this, We want to show
that

bρ−2r
n g21,R(V1) = o(1).

Let’s begin by considering the following expression:

bρ−2r
n g21,R(V1)

(26)
=

ρ−2r
n

b

{
r(n− 1)

(n− r)

(
n− 1

r − 1

)−1 ∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G)−
(n− 1)r

(n− r)
UR(G)

}2

.

(D.41)

Recall that Kr denotes a complete graph of r nodes. Clearly, for any G ∈ S(GV1∗
r ),

XR(G) ⩽ XR(Kr).

Equation (2.7) in Bhattacharya et al. [2022] shows that XR(Kr) = r!/|Aut(R)|. Therefore,

r!(n− r − 1)!

(n− 2)!

∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G) =
r(n− r)

(n− 1)

(
n− 1

r − 1

)−1 ∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G)

⩽
r(n− r)

(n− 1)

(
n− 1

r − 1

)−1 ∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

(
r!

|Aut(R)|

)
1{R⊂G}

=
r(n− r)

(n− 1)

(
r!

|Aut(R)|

)(
n− 1

r − 1

)−1 ∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

1{R⊂G} ⩽
r(n− r)

(n− 1)

(
r!

|Aut(R)|

)
.

(D.42)

By (D.41),

bρ−2r
n g21,R(V1)

(D.41)
⩽

ρ−2r
n

b

{[r(n− 1)

(n− r)

(
n− 1

r − 1

)−1 ∑
G∈S(GV1∗

r )

XR(G)
]2

+

[
(n− 1)r

(n− r)
UR(G)

]2}
(D.42)
⩽

ρ−2r
n

b

{[r(n− r)

(n− 1)

(
r!

|Aut(R)|

)]2
+

[
(n− 1)r

(n− r)
UR(G)

]2}
.

Given that both r and|Aut(R)| are constants, and considering UR(G) ⩽ 1, it follows that if ρ−2r
n /b→
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0 , then for any given ϵ > 0, there exists a K > 0 such that when k > K,

1{bρ−2r
n g21,R(V1)>ϵ} = 0. (D.43)

The above arguments indicate

lim
n→∞

bE∗
[
bρ−2r

n g21,R(V1)1{bρ−2r
n g21,R(V1)>ϵ}

]
= 0.

(a).v To prove (37), recall that (5) implies E∗[UR(G∗
b)] = UR(G). When (34), (35), and (36) hold, Lemma

D.10 implies that √
b
[
ρ−r
n UR(G∗

b)− ρ−r
n UR(G

(n))
]

var∗(
√
bρ−r

n UR(G∗
b))

is asymptotically standard normal.

Now we proceed to prove Part (b). Give the m motifs, R1, · · · , Rm be m, consider the following linear
combination

Θ
(a1,··· ,am)
R1,...,Rm

= a1
√
bρ−r1

n UR1(G
∗
b) + · · ·+ am

√
bρ−rm

n URm(G
∗
b)

where a1, · · · , am are constants. For simplicity, denote Θ = Θ
(a1,··· ,am)
R1,...,Rm

, which is a symmetric finite
population statistic with Hoeffding’s decomposition

Θ = E∗(Θ) +
∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,Θ (Vi) + ∆(Θ).

We want to show that every linear combination Θ is asymptotically normal. Following Lemma D.10, we
need to verify the following conditions:

lim
b→∞

E∗∆
2(Θ) = 0, where ∆(Θ) = Θ− E∗(Θ)−

∑
1⩽i⩽b g1,Θ (Vi). (D.44)

0 < c1 ⩽ lim
b→∞

var∗(Θ) ⩽ c2 <∞, for some c1, c2 > 0. (D.45)

For every ϵ > 0 lim
b→∞

bE∗
[
g21,Θ (V1)1{g21,Θ(V1)>ϵ}] = 0. (D.46)

(b).i To show (D.44), we first consider a special case that we have only a pair of motifs R and R′ whose
linear combination is defined by two coefficients α and β. In this case,

Θ = Θ
(α,β)
R,R′ = α

√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b) + β

√
bρ−r′

n UR′(G∗
b). (D.47)

The Hoeffding’s decomposition of Θ(α,β)
R,R′ can be expressed as follows

Θ
(α,β)
R,R′ = E∗

(
Θ

(α,β)
R,R′

)
+
∑
1⩽i⩽b

g
1,Θ

(α,β)

R,R′
(Vi) +

∑
1⩽i<j⩽b

g
2,Θ

(α,β)

R,R′
(Vi,Vj) + · · · . (D.48)

The Proposition 2 implies

E∗(Θ
(α,β)
R,R′ ) = α

√
bρ−r

n E∗
[
UR(G

∗
b)
]
+ β

√
bρ−r′

n E∗
[
UR′(G∗

b)
]
, (D.49)
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and ∑
1⩽i⩽b

g
1,Θ

(α,β)

R,R′
(Vi)

(30)
= α

√
bρ−r

n

∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R (Vi) + β
√
bρ−r′

n

∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R′ (Vi) , (D.50)

where g1,R (Vi) and g1,R′ (Vi) are defined in (26). Note that

∆[Θ
(α,β)
R,R′ ] = Θ

(α,β)
R,R′ − E∗

[
Θ

(α,β)
R,R′

]
−
∑
1⩽i⩽b

g
1,Θ

(α,β)

R,R′
(Vi)

(D.47)
= α

√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b) + β

√
bρ−r′

n UR′(G∗
b)− E∗

[
Θ

(α,β)
R,R′

]
−
∑
1⩽i⩽b

g
1,Θ

(α,β)

R,R′
(Vi)

(D.49)
= α

√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b) + β

√
bρ−r′

n UR′(G∗
b)

− α
√
bρ−r

n E∗
[
UR(G

∗
b)
]
− β

√
bρ−r′

n E∗
[
UR′(G∗

b)
]
−
∑
1⩽i⩽b

g
1,Θ

(α,β)

R,R′
(Vi)

(D.50)
= α

√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b) + β

√
bρ−r′

n UR′(G∗
b)

− α
√
bρ−r

n E∗
[
UR(G

∗
b)
]
− β

√
bρ−r′

n E∗
[
UR′(G∗

b)
]

− α
√
bρ−r

n

∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R (Vi)− β
√
bρ−r′

n

∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R′ (Vi)

= α
√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)− α

√
bρ−r

n E∗
[
UR(G

∗
b)
]
− α

√
bρ−r

n

∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R (Vi)

+ β
√
bρ−r′

n UR′(G∗
b)− β

√
bρ−r′

n E∗
[
UR′(G∗

b)
]
− β

√
bρ−r′

n

∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R′ (Vi)

(D.33)
= α∆(

√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)) + β∆(

√
bρ−r′

n UR′(G∗
b)).

(D.51)

Consequently,

E∗

[
∆2(Θ

(α,β)
R,R′ )

] (D.51)
≤ 2E∗

[
α∆(

√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b))
]2

+ 2E∗

[
∆(

√
bρ−r′

n UR′(G∗
b))
]2
.

From (34), under Assumptions 1-3, we have

lim
b→∞

E∗

[
∆2(Θ

(α,β)
R,R′ )

]
⩽ lim

b→∞
2E∗

[
α∆(

√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b))
]2

+ lim
b→∞

2E∗

[
β∆(

√
bρ−r′

n UR′(G∗
b))
]2

= 0.

More generally, for m motifs, we have

E∗
[
Θ
]
= a1E∗

[√
bρ−r1

n UR1(G
∗
b)
]
+ · · ·+ amE∗

[√
bρ−rm

n URm(G
∗
b)
]
. (D.52)

On the other hand, we have∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,Θ (Vi)
(D.50)
= a1

√
bρ−r1

n

∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,R1 (Vi) + · · ·+ am
√
bρ−rm

n

∑
1⩽i⩽b

g1,Rm (Vi) . (D.53)

Similar to the derivation of (D.51), we have:

∆(Θ) = a1∆[
√
bρ−r1

n UR1(G
∗
b)] + · · · am∆[

√
bρ−rm

n URm(G
∗
b)].
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Thus, the accuracy of approximation of the linear part could be bounded as:

lim
b→∞

E∗∆
2(Θ) ⩽m

{
a21 lim

b→∞
E∗∆

2[
√
bρ−r1

n UR1(G
∗
b)]+

· · ·+ a2m lim
b→∞

E∗∆
2[
√
bρ−rm

n URm(G
∗
b)]
} (34)

= 0.
(D.54)

(b).ii Now we prove (D.45). Again, we first consider the case of a pair of motifs R,R′ to illustrate the
procedure.

var∗
[
Θ

(α,β)
R,R′

]
=var∗

[
α
√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b) + β

√
bρ−r′

n UR′(G∗
b)
]

=α2var∗
[√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)
]
+ β2var∗

[√
bρ−r′

n UR′(G∗
b)
]

+ 2αβ Cov∗
[√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b),

√
bρ−r′

n UR′(G∗
b)
]
.

(D.55)

By Lemma D.13, under Assumptions 1 and 2, with probability one,

lim
b→∞

var∗
[
Θ

(α,β)
R,R′

]
= (1− c2) lim

b→∞
var
[
α
√
bρ−r

b UR(Gb) + β
√
bρ−r′

b UR′(Gb)
]
. (D.56)

Therefore, for any sequence of networks, condition in (D.45) holds with probability one if

0 < c1 ⩽ lim
b→∞

var
[
α
√
bρ−r

b UR(Gb) + β
√
bρ−r′

b UR′(Gb)
]
⩽ c2 <∞. (D.57)

Now we define:

σ̃2R = lim
b→∞

var
[√

bρ−r
b UR(Gb)

]
,

σ̃2R′ = lim
b→∞

var
[√

bρ−r′

b UR′(Gb)
]
,

σ̃R,R′ = lim
b→∞

cov
[√

bρ−r
b UR(Gb),

√
bρ−r′

b UR′(Gb)
]
,

and recall that Proposition 1 implies that σ̃2R, σ̃2R′ , and σ̃2R,R′ are the constants if bρmax {r,r′}/2
b → ∞.

Thus, we have

lim
b→∞

var
[
α
√
bρ−r

b UR(Gb) + β
√
bρ−r′

b UR′(Gb)
]
= σ̃2Rα

2 + 2σ̃2R,R′αβ + σ̃2R′β2

= β2
[
σ̃2R

α2

β2
+ 2σ̃R,R′

α

β
+ σ̃2R′

]
.

Lemma D.12 implies that (
√
bρ−r

b UR(Gb),
√
bρ−r′

b UR′(Gb)) converges in distribution to a bivariate
Gaussian distribution and Assumption 3 implies that: σ̃R,R′ <

√
σ̃Rσ̃R′ .

Therefore, β2
[
σ̃2R

α2

β2 + 2σ̃R,R′ α
β + σ̃2R′

]
has no real root, leading to

lim
b→∞

var
[
α
√
bρ−r

b UR(Gb) + β
√
bρ−r′

b UR′(Gb)
]
> 0,

which is satisfied by letting c1 = 1/2 limb→∞ var
[
α
√
bρ−r

b UR(Gb)+β
√
bρ−r′

b UR′(Gb)
]
. On the other
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hand, we set the upper bound c2 = max{4α2σ̃2R, 4β
2σ̃2R′} based on

lim
b→∞

var
[
α
√
bρ−r

b UR(Gb) + β
√
bρ−r′

b UR′(Gb)
]

⩽4max
{

lim
b→∞

α2var
[√

bρ−r
b UR(Gb)

]
, lim
b→∞

β2var
[√

bρ−r′

b UR′(Gb)
]}

.

Thus, (D.45) is verified.

More generally, for m motifs, Proposition D.13 indicates

lim
b→∞

var∗
[
Θ
]
= lim

b→∞
var
[
a1
√
bρ−r1

b UR1(Gb) + · · ·+ am
√
bρ−rm

b URm(Gb)
]

(D.58)

with probability one. From Lemma D.12, we have(
a1
√
bρ−r1

b UR1(Gb), · · · , am
√
bρ−rm

b URm(Gb)
)

d−→ N
(
0,Σ(R)

)
.

Let q be a 1 × m vector with all elements equal to one, with the positive definiteness of Σ(R), we
have:

lim
b→∞

var
[
a1
√
bρ−r1

b UR1(Gb) + · · ·+ am
√
bρ−rm

b URm(Gb)
]
= qΣ(R)q⊤ > 0.

Hence, the non-lattice condition in Equation (D.45) holds by setting

c1 =
1

2
lim
b→∞

var
[
a1
√
bρ−r1

b UR1(Gb) + · · ·+ am
√
bρ−rm

b URm(Gb)
]

and c2 = max{ma21σ̃2R1
, · · · ,ma2mσ̃2Rm

}.

(b).iii To show (D.46), first consider two motifs R and R′, so that

g
1,Θ

(α,β)

R,R′
(V1)

(D.53)
= α

√
bρ−r

n g1,R (V1) + β
√
bρ−r′

n g1,R′ (V1) .

We have, with probability one

lim
b→∞

g2
1,Θ

(α,β)

R,R′
(V1) ⩽ 2 lim

b→∞
α2bρ−2r

n g21,R (V1) + 2 lim
b→∞

β2bρ−2r′
n g21,R′ (V1)

(D.43)
= 0.

Therefore, for any ϵ > 0, there exists a sufficiently large N and B such that for any n > N and
b > B, with probability one 1{g2

1,Θ
(α,β)

R,R′
>ϵ} = 0. Hence, with probability one,

lim
b→∞

bE∗
[
g2
1,Θ

(α,β)

R,R′
(V1)]1{g2

1,Θ
(α,β)

R,R′
(V1)>ϵ

} = 0. (D.59)

For m motifs, condition in Equation (D.46) also holds as

lim
b→∞

g21,Θ (V1)
(D.53)
⩽ m lim

b→∞
a21bρ

−2r
n g21,R (V1) + · · ·+m lim

b→∞
a2mbρ

−2r′
n g21,R′ (V1)

(D.43)
= 0.

Lemma D.10 thus indicates the asymptotic normality of a1
√
bρ−r1

n UR1(G
∗
b)+· · ·+am

√
bρ−rm

n URm(G
∗
b).
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Finally, note that the above argument is for any arbitrary linear combination, by Corollary 4.6.9 of
Casella and Berger [2024], we have

√
b
{[
ρ−r1
n UR1(G

∗
b), · · · , ρ−rm

n URm(G
∗
b)
]
−
[
ρ−r1
n UR1(G), · · · , ρ−rm

n URm(G)
]}

→N
[
0,Σ(∗R)

]
in distribution.

E.2 Proof of Lemma D.13

Proof. The following result has been developed in (D.36).

cov∗
[√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b),

√
bρ−r′

n UR′(G∗
b)
]

(D.36)
=

min{r,r′}∑
q=0

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSr!r
′!

s!ρr+r′
n

[(b− r)!(b− r′)!n!(n− s)!− b!(b− s)!(n− r)!(n− r′)!

(b− 1)!(b− s)!n!(n− s)!

]
US(G).

Notice cS , r!, r′! are fixed quantities, while we have to study the limiting behaviors for other quantities
under different values of q.

• When q = 0, we have s = r+ r′ and s = r + r′. Thus,

(b− r)!(b− r′)!n!(n− s)!− b!(b− s)!(n− r)!(n− r′)!

(b− 1)!(b− s)!n!(n− s)!

=
(b− r)!(b− r′)!n!(n− r − r′)!− b!(b− r − r′)!(n− r)!(n− r′)!

(b− 1)!(b− r − r′)!n!(n− r − r′)!

=
n · · · (n− r + 1)(b− r′) · · · (b− r − r′ + 1)− b(b− 1) · · · (b− r + 1)(n− r′) · · · (n− r − r′ + 1)

(b− 1) · · · (b− r + 1)n(n− 1) · · · (n− r + 1)

=
IV −V

VI
.

Similar to (D.40), Now we study each component as follows:

IV =brnr − (r′ + r′ + 1 + · · · r′ + r − 1)br−1nr − [1 + 2 + · · ·+ (r − 1)]brnr−1

+O(br−2nr) +O(brnr−2) +O(br−1nr−1)

=brnr − (r + 2r′ − 1)r

2
br−1nr − (r − 1)r

2
brnr−1

+O(br−2nr) +O(brnr−2) +O(br−1nr−1).

V =brnr − (r + r + 1 + · · · r + r − 1)nr−1br − [1 + 2 + · · ·+ (r − 1)]nrbr−1

+O(br−2nr) +O(brnr−2) +O(br−1nr−1)

=brnr − (r + 2r′ − 1)r

2
nr−1br − (r − 1)r

2
nrbr−1

+O(br−2nr) +O(brnr−2) +O(br−1nr−1).
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Consequently,

IV −V =brnr − (r + 2r − 1)r

2
br−1nr − (r − 1)r

2
brnr−1

+O(br−2nr) +O(brnr−2) +O(br−1nr−1)

−
[
brnr − (r + 2r′ − 1)r

2
nr−1br − (r − 1)r

2
nrbr−1

+O(br−2nr) +O(brnr−2) +O(br−1nr−1)
]

=
−(r + 2r′ − 1)r

2
nr−1br−1(n− b) +

(r − 1)r

2
nr−1br−1(n− b)

+O(br−2nr) +O(nr−2br) +O(br−1nr−1)

=(−rr′)nr−1br−1(n− b) +O(br−2nr) +O(nr−2br) +O(br−1nr−1).

Thus, we have
IV −V

VI
=(−rr′)n− b

n
+ o(1),

and by Assumption 2,

lim
b→∞

IV −V

VI
=(−rr′)(1− c2). (D.60)

On the other hand, since ρr+r′
n = ρsn ⩽ ρ2r1n , by Lemma D.14.

lim
b→∞

∑
S∈S(0)

R,R′

cSr!r
′!

s!ρr+r′
n

( IV −V

VI

)
US(G)

(D.40)
= (1− c2) lim

b→∞

∑
S∈S(0)

R,R′

−cSr!r′!rr′

s!
ρ−s
n US(G)

(D.32)
= (1− c2)

∑
S∈S(0)

R,R′

−cSr!r′!rr′

|Aut(S)|
Pw(S).

• When q = 1, we have s = r+ r′ and s = r + r′ − 1. Thus,

(b− r)!(b− r′)!n!(n− s)!− b!(b− s)!(n− r)!(n− r′)!

(b− 1)!(b− s)!n!(n− s)!

=
(b− r)!(b− r′)!n!(n− r − r′ + 1)!− b!(b− r − r′ + 1)!(n− r)!(n− r′)!

(b− 1)!(b− r − r′ + 1)!n!(n− r − r′ + 1)!

=1− b

n
+ o(1).

(D.61)

Since ρr+r′
n = ρsn ⩽ ρ2r1n , by Assumption 2,

lim
b→∞

∑
S∈S(1)

R,R′

cSr!r
′!

s!ρsn

[(b− r)!(b− r′)!n!(n− s)!− b!(b− s)!(n− r)!(n− r′)!

(b− 1)!(b− s)!n!(n− s)!

]
US(G)

(D.61)
= (1− c2) lim

b→∞

∑
S∈S(1)

R,R′

cSr!r
′!

s!ρsn
US(G)

(D.32)
= (1− c2)

∑
S∈S(1)

R,R′

cS
r!r′!

|Aut(S)|
Pw(S).
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• When q > 1, we have

[(b− r)!(b− r)!n!(n− s)!− b!(b− s)!(n− r)!(n− r)!]

(b− 1)!(b− s)!n!(n− s)!
= O(

1

b(q−1)
).

In addition, since ρ(s−r−r′)
n is at most O(ρ

−(q−1)q/2
n ) and ρq/2n b→ ∞, we have

lim
b→∞

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSr!r
′!

s!ρr+r′
n

[(b− r)!(b− r′)!n!(n− s)!− b!(b− s)!(n− r)!(n− r′)!

(b− 1)!(b− s)!n!(n− s)!

]
US(G)

= lim
b→∞

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSr!r
′!

s!ρr+r′−s
n

O(
1

b(q−1)
)ρ−s

n US(G) = lim
b→∞

∑
S∈S(q)

R,R′

cSr!r
′!

s!
O(

1

bρ
q/2
n

)(q−1)ρ−s
n US(G)

(D.32)
= 0.

Therefore, with probability one,

lim
b→∞

ρ−(r+r′)
n cov∗

[√
bUR(G

∗
b),

√
bUR′(G∗

b)
]

=
(
1− c2

)[ ∑
S∈S(1)

R,R′

cS
r!r′!

|Aut(S)|
Pw(S)−

∑
S∈S(0)

R,R′

cSr!r
′!rr′

|Aut(S)|
Pw(S)

]
=
(
1− c2

)
lim
b→∞

ρ
−(r+r′)
b cov

[√
bUR(Gb),

√
bUR′(Gb)

]
.

As a special, we have

lim
b→∞

var∗
[√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)
]
=
(
1− c2

)
lim
b→∞

var
[√
bρ−r

b UR(Gb)
]

(D.62)

with probability one.

E.3 Proof of Lemma D.14

Proof. The current proof is adapted from the techniques of Lovász and Szegedy [2006] and Zhao [2023].
We start with a sequence of graphs {G(i)}ni=1. The first graph G(1) is only a node v1 with latent position
ξ1 ∼ Unif[0, 1]. The second graph G(2) contains two nodes v1, v2: v1 is already associated with the latent
position ξ1 in G(1) and we sample ξ2 ∼ Unif[0, 1]. The probability of an edge between v1, v2 is hn(ξ1, ξ2).
In this way, {G(i)}ni=1 is generated by incrementally adding one node and the corresponding edges at a time,
and previously selected nodes and edges are not revisited. Furthermore, we have G(i) ∼ Ghn

i .

Let ϕ: V (R) → V (G) be an injective mapping, and let Aϕ denote the event that ϕ is a homomorphism
from R to graph G(n). We define the sequence {Ai}ni=1 as

Ai = (n)−1
r

∑
ϕ

pr(Aϕ | G(i)). (D.63)
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Based on the definition of Ai, we have

An = (n)−1
r

∑
ϕ

pr(Aϕ | G(n)) = t(R,G(n)), (D.64)

A0 = (n)−1
r

∑
ϕ

pr(Aϕ) =

∫
[0,1]r

∏
(vi,vj)∈E(R)

hn (ξi, ξj)
∏

vi∈V (R)

dξi
(11)
= Phn(R). (D.65)

Lovász and Szegedy [2006] showed that {An} is a martingale and |Ai − Ai−1| ⩽ r/n in their Theorem
2.5. Then by invoking Azuma’s inequality, they showed that, for every δ > 0,

pr
(∣∣t(R,Gn)− Phn(R)

∣∣ > δ
)
⩽ 2 exp

(
−δ2n/2r2

)
.

On the other hand, the Proposition 1 of Amini et al. [2012] implies that

XR(G) = inj(R,G)/|Aut(R)|.

Therefore, we have

ρ−r
n UR(G) = ρ−r

n

(
n

r

)−1

XR(G) = ρ−r
n

(
n

r

)−1 inj(R,G)
|Aut(R)|

= ρ−r
n

r!t(R,G)

|Aut(R)|
(D.66)

and

pr
(∣∣ρ−r

n UR(Gn)−
ρ−r
n r!

|Aut(R)|
Phn(R)

∣∣ > r!ρ−r
n δ

|Aut(R)|

)
⩽ 2 exp

(
−δ

2n

2r2

)
.

For every 0 < ϵ < 1, let δ = ρrnϵ|Aut(R)|/r!, then by (14) we have

pr
(∣∣ρ−r

n UR(Gn)− E[ρ−r
n UR(Gn)]

∣∣ > ϵ
)
⩽ 2 exp

(
−ϵ

2|Aut(R)|2ρ2rn n
2(rr!)2

)
.

When ρnw(u, v) ≤ 1 for all u, v, the quantity ρ−r
n Phn(R) = Pw(R) does not depend on n. Thus, if there

exist some c1 > 1, such that nρ2rn > c1 log n, then the sum of the following series converges:

∑
n

2 exp

(
−ϵ

2|Aut(R)|2ρ2rn n
2(rr!)2

)
.

By Borel-Cantelli lemma, we have

ρ−r
n UR(Gn)

a.s−→ ρ−r
n r!

|Aut(R)|
Phn(R) =

r!

|Aut(R)
Pw(R).

As a special case, when motif R is an edge, ρ̂G = UR(G). Thus, Lemma D.14 implies that with proba-
bility one:

lim
n→∞

ρ−r
n ρ̂G =

r!

|Aut(R)|
Pw(R).

Since r = 1, r = 2, |Aut(R)| = 2 [Rodriguez, 2014] and Pw(R) = 1 [Bickel et al., 2011], with
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probability one, we have
lim
n→∞

ρ−1
n ρ̂G = 1. (D.67)
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F Proof of of Theorem 1

Proof of Theorem 1. We first focus on a single motif R, and we want to show that, with probability one:

sup
t∈R

∣∣JR
∗,n,b(t)− JR

b,(1− b
n
)
(t)
∣∣→ 0. (D.68)

It is easy to see that (D.68) can be upper bounded as

sup
t∈R

∣∣JR
∗,n,b(t)− JR

b,(1− b
n
)
(t)
∣∣ ⩽ sup

t∈R

∣∣JR
b,(1− b

n
)
(t)− JR

b,c(t)
∣∣+ sup

t∈R

∣∣JR
b,c(t)− Φ

( t

σc,R

)∣∣
+ sup

t∈R

∣∣Φ( t

σc,R

)
− Φ

( t

σ∗R

)∣∣+ sup
t∈R

∣∣JR
∗,n,b(t)− Φ

( t

σ∗R

)∣∣, (D.69)

where c = 1− c2, σ2c,R = cσ2R with σ2R = lim
b→∞

var
[√
bρ−r

b UR(Gb)
]
, and

σ2∗R = lim
b→∞

var∗
[√
bρ−r

n UR(G
∗
b)
]
.

Now we are in the position to show that all four components on the right-hand side of (D.69) go to zero.
By Slutsky’s theorem, we have

sup
t∈R

∣∣JR
b,(1− b

n
)
(t)− JR

b,c(t)
∣∣→ 0.

Lemma D.12 implies that:
√
b
{
ρ̂−r

Gb
UR(Gb)− E

[
ρ−r
b UR(Gb)

]}
→ N (0, σ2R) in distribution,

which gives: √
bc
{
ρ̂−r

Gb
UR(Gb)− E

[
ρ−r
b UR(Gb)

]}
→ N (0, cσ2R) in distribution.

Since σR is fixed, the continuity of Φ leads to

sup
t∈R

∣∣JR
b,c(t)− Φ

( t

σc,R

)∣∣→ 0.

For the third term, recall that G ∼ Gn. Lemma D.13 implies that σ2∗R equals to cσ2R almost surely. Then,
with continuity, we have

sup
t∈R

∣∣Φ( t

σ∗R

)
− Φ

( t

σc,R

)∣∣→ 0.

Next, since Assumptions 3, 1, 2 are satisfied, then by (37), with probability one:
√
b
[
ρ−r
n UR(G

∗
b)− ρ−r

n UR(G)
]
→ N (0, σ2∗R) in distribution.

In addition, (D.67) implies that lim
n→∞

ρ−1
n ρ̂G = 1 with probability one. Consequently, by Slutsky’s theo-

rem, with probability one:
√
b
[
ρ̂−r
G UR(G

∗
b)− ρ̂−r

G UR(G)
]
→ N

(
0, σ2∗R

)
in distribution,
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which further implies with probability one:

sup
t∈R

∣∣JR
∗,n,b(t)− Φ

( t

σ∗R

)∣∣→ 0.

Therefore, with probability one:
sup
t∈R

∣∣JR
∗,n,b(t)− JR

b,c(t)
∣∣→ 0.

Now we turn to consider m motifs {R1, · · · , Rm}. For simplicity, let [tm] = {t1, · · · , tm} and [Rm] =
{R1, · · · , Rm}.

Under Assumption 3, similar as before, we break the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance into three parts:

sup
[tm]∈Rm

∣∣J [Rm]
∗,n,b ([tm])− J

[Rm]
b,c ([tm])

∣∣ ⩽ sup
[tm]∈Rm

∣∣J [Rm]
b,c ([tm])− ΦΣc(R)

( t1
σc,R1

, · · · , tm
σc,Rm

)∣∣
+ sup

[tm]∈Rm

∣∣ΦΣc(R)

( t1
σc,R1

, · · · , tm
σc,Rm

)
− ΦΣ(∗R)

( t1
σ∗R1

, · · · , tm
σ∗Rm

)∣∣
+ sup

[tm]∈Rm

∣∣J [Rm]
∗,n,b ([tm])− ΦΣ(∗R)

( t1
σ∗R1

, · · · , tm
σ∗Rm

)∣∣,
where for each i ∈ [m], σ2c,Ri

= cσ2Ri
with σ2Ri

= lim
n→∞

var
[√
nρ−r

n URi(Gn)
]
, and

σ2∗Ri
= lim

b→∞
var∗

[√
bρ−r

n URi(G
∗
b)
]
.

As before, we now want to show that all three components go to zero. By Lemma D.12:

√
b
{[
ρ̂−r1

Gb
UR1(Gb), · · · , ρ̂−rm

Gb
URm(Gb)

]
−
[
ρ−r1
b E[UR1(Gb)], · · · , ρ−rm

b E[URm(Gb)]
]}

→N [0,Σ(R)] in distribution.

Since c > 0 is a constant, by Slutsky’s theorem:

√
bc
{[
ρ̂−r1

Gb
UR1(Gb), · · · , ρ̂−rm

Gb
URm(Gb)

]
−
[
ρ−r1
b E[UR1(Gb)], · · · , ρ−rm

b E[URm(Gb)]
]}

→N [0,Σc(R)] in distribution.

Thus,

sup
[tm]∈Rm

∣∣J [Rm]
b,c ([tm])− ΦΣc(R)

( t1
σc,R1

, · · · , tm
σc,Rm

)∣∣→ 0. (D.70)

The second term goes to zero as Lemma D.13 implies that Σ(∗R) converge to Σc(R) almost surely.

Under Assumptions 1-3, by Theorem 2, for any sequence {G(n)}, with probability one:

√
b
{[
ρ−r1
n UR1(G

∗
b), · · · , ρ−rm

n URm(G
∗
b)
]
−
[
ρ−r1
n UR1(G), · · · , ρ−rm

n URm(G)
]}

→N
[
0,Σ(∗R)

]
in distribution,
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Since limn→∞ ρ−r
n ρ̂G = 1 with probability one,

√
b
{[
ρ̂−r1
G UR1(G

∗
b), · · · , ρ̂

−rm
G URm(G

∗
b)
]
−
[
ρ̂−r1
G UR1(G), · · · , ρ̂

−rm
G URm(G)

]}
→N

[
0,Σ(∗R)

]
in distribution with probability one,

which further implies that with probability one:

sup
[tm]∈Rm

∣∣J [Rm]
∗,n,b ([tm])− ΦΣ(∗R)

( t1
σ∗R1

, · · · , tm
σ∗Rm

)∣∣→ 0. (D.71)

Therefore, with probability one:

sup
[tm]∈Rm

∣∣J [Rm]
∗,n,b ([tm])− J

[Rm]
b,c ([tm])

∣∣→ 0,

which implies
sup

[tm]∈Rm

∣∣J [Rm]
∗,n,b ([tm])− J

[Rm]

b,(1− b
n
)
([tm])

∣∣→ 0,

as c = 1− c2.
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G Proof of the empirical consistency

As before, let c = 1− c2, [tm] = {t1, · · · , tm} and [Rm] = {R1, · · · , Rm}. The following lemmas are used
for the proof.

Lemma D.15 (Theorem 1 in Lunde and Sarkar [2023]). Suppose there exists a CDF J([tm]), such that for
all continuity points of J(·),

|J [Rm]
b,c ([tm])− J([tm])| → 0,

|J [Rm]
∗,n,b ([tm])− J([tm])| → 0.

Then
Ĵ
[Rm]
∗,n,b ([tm]) → J([tm]) in probability.

Proof of Theorem 7. To begin with, let J([tm]) = ΦΣc(R)

(
t1σ

−1
c,R1

, . . . , tmσ
−1
c,Rm

)
and

J∗([tm]) = ΦΣ(∗R)

(
t1σ

−1
∗R1

, . . . , tmσ
−1
∗Rm

)
.

Under Assumptions 2, 1, and 3, (D.70) and (D.71) imply |J [Rm]
b,c ([tm])− J([tm])| → 0 and |J [Rm]

∗,n,b ([tm])−
J∗([tm])| → 0, respectively.

Moreover, Lemma D.13 implies that Σ(∗R) converge to Σc(R) almost surely. Thus, J∗([tm]) converge
to J([tm]) almost surely. Therefore, by Lemma D.15, with probability one (measure on the random network
sequence):

Ĵ
[Rm]
∗,n,b ([tm]) → J([tm]) in probability.

Consequently, for all continuity points of J(·),

sup
[tm]∈Rm

∣∣Ĵ [Rm]
∗,n,b ([tm])− J([tm])

∣∣→ 0.

Finally, based on (D.70) and (D.71), we arrived at

sup
[tm]∈Rm

∣∣Ĵ [Rm]
∗,n,b ([tm])− J

[Rm]
∗,n,b ([tm])

∣∣ ⩽ sup
[tm]∈Rm

∣∣Ĵ [Rm]
∗,n,b ([tm])− ΦΣc(R)

( t1
σc,R1

, · · · , tm
σc,Rm

)∣∣
+ sup

[tm]∈Rm

∣∣ΦΣc(R)

( t1
σc,R1

, · · · , tm
σc,Rm

)
− ΦΣ(∗R)

( t1
σ∗R1

, · · · , tm
σ∗Rm

)∣∣
+ sup

[tm]∈Rm

∣∣∣J [Rm]
∗,n,b ([tm])− ΦΣ(∗R)

( t1
σ∗R1

, · · · , tm
σ∗Rm

)∣∣→ 0.
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H Additional simulation results

In Figures 6 and 7, we show the counterpart of results in Figures 1 and 2, but with different subsampling
size b = ⌈2n1/2⌉. The patterns in this setting are consistent with Figures 1 and 2.
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Figure 6: Empirical approximation errors of the cumulative distribution functions under b = ⌈2n1/2⌉ and ρn = 0.25n−0.1.
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Figure 7: Empirical approximation errors of the cumulative distribution functions under b = ⌈2n1/2⌉ and ρn = 0.25n−0.25.

Figure 8 displays the results in an over-sparse regime with ρn = 0.25n−0.5. The networks become
overly sparse in this scenario, so that the signal-to-noise ratio no longer suffices to support the subsampling
inference. This phenomenon is indicated in Assumption 1 and has also been observed for other resampling
inference methods on network moments [Green and Shalizi, 2022, Levin and Levina, 2019, Zhang and Xia,
2022, Lunde and Sarkar, 2023].
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Figure 8: Empirical approximation errors of the cumulative distribution functions under b = ⌈n2/3⌉ and ρn = 0.25n−0.5.
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Figure 9: Comparison of network moments between two genetic networks: the blue points and bars illustrate the subsampling distributions from
the reference gene network, while the red point and dotted line denote the observed values in the target gene network.
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Figure 10: Comparison of network moments between statistics network and high energy physics network: the blue points and bars illustrate the
subsampling distributions from the high energy physics network, while the red point and dotted line denote the observed values in the statistics
network.
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