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Abstract

While the Vector Autoregression (VAR) model has received extensive atten-
tion for modelling complex time series, quantile VAR analysis remains relatively
underexplored for high-dimensional time series data. To address this dispar-
ity, we introduce a two-way grouped network quantile (TGNQ) autoregression
model for time series collected on large-scale networks, known for their signif-
icant heterogeneous and directional interactions among nodes. Our proposed
model simultaneously conducts node clustering and model estimation to balance
complexity and interpretability. To account for the directional influence among
network nodes, each network node is assigned two latent group memberships
that can be consistently estimated using our proposed estimation procedure.
Theoretical analysis demonstrates the consistency of membership and parameter
estimators even with an overspecified number of groups. With the correct group
specification, estimated parameters are proven to be asymptotically normal, en-
abling valid statistical inferences. Moreover, we propose a quantile information
criterion for consistently selecting the number of groups. Simulation studies show
promising finite sample performance, and we apply the methodology to analyze
connectedness and risk spillover effects among Chinese A-share stocks.

KEY WORDS: Network data, Quantile vector autoregression, Two-way group
structure, Two-way homogeneity pursuit.



1 Introduction

Quantile regression (Koenker and Bassett, 1978) is an important statistical tool for
modeling associations between the response variable and covariates across different
quantiles, which serves as a significant alternative to traditional conditional mean re-
gression models. Its applicability spans various domains such as economic growth
studies (Zhang et al., 2019; Chen et al., 2021), financial risk management (Diebold and
Yilmaz, 2014; Hérdle et al., 2016; Zhu et al., 2023a), air pollution assessments (Chen

and Tokdar, 2021), and beyond.

Recently, there has been a notable surge in interest in applying quantile regression to
panel data. To name a few, the panel quantile regression models with fixed or random
effects are considered by Lamarche (2010) and Abrevaya and Dahl (2008). Kato et al.
(2012) establish an asymptotic framework for theoretical analysis of the panel quantile
regression model. Galvao and Kato (2016) develop a smoothed quantile regression loss
which facilitates a novel theoretical analysis framework, which is further employed in
Chen et al. (2021) and He et al. (2023) for valid inference and fast computation in
complex quantile regression models. However, it is worth noting that most existing

works assume cross-sectional independence among individuals.

With scarce attempts to address the issue, modeling heterogeneity among individ-
uals in a quantile vector autoregressive model remains a significant challenge. For
instance, in the quantile autoregression model proposed by Zhu et al. (2019b) and
the dynamic network quantile regression model proposed by Xu et al. (2022), they
both employ a set of common regression coefficients for all individuals in the systems.
Ignoring such potential heterogeneity among individuals may result in model misspec-

ification. Conversely, Ando et al. (2023) consider an individual-specific spatial effect,



necessitating the estimation of a large number of parameters, especially for a large-scale

network, thereby leading to lower estimation efficiency.

To strike a balance between the model flexibility and estimation efficiency, a popular
approach is to introduce group patterns among model coefficients. For instance, Ke
et al. (2015) develop a homogeneity pursuit approach for discovering clustered pattern
among the model coefficients. The group identification technique is also widely used
for various panel data models to pursue homogeneity patterns among the individuals;
see Bonhomme and Manresa (2015), Bester and Hansen (2016), Su et al. (2016), Liu
et al. (2020) for relevant literature. Notably, for quantile regression models, the group
structure is also introduced in recent literature to capture the potential heterogeneity
pattern at different quantile levels. For example, Zhang et al. (2019) develop a quantile
regression-based clustering procedure for identifying the subgroups of units in panel
data. Gu and Volgushev (2019) utilize a penalized estimation approach to discover the
group structure imposed on the fixed effects of quantile panel models. Zhang et al.
(2023) propose a nonparametric quantile regression method for homogeneity pursuit
in panel data models. However, they all assume independence among individuals and

thus lack the ability to characterize the potential cross-sectional dependence structure.

To model the cross-sectional dependence, we utilize the network relationship col-
lected among the individuals and embed it in a quantile autoregression framework.
In terms of modelling the network dependence, the existing works in quantile autore-
gressive models often overlook the commonly observed directional influences among
individuals in a network. However, we find that recent literature on community de-
tection has highlighted that network nodes in different communities play distinct roles
and have varying degrees of influence on other network communities (Choi and Wolfe,

2014; Rohe et al., 2016; Ji and Jin, 2016; Abbe et al., 2020, 2022; Ke and Jin, 2023).



For example, Rohe et al. (2016) classified communities as “sending communities” and
“receiving communities” when designing a bi-clustering algorithm for directional net-
works. Acknowledging the importance of directional influence, our work proposes a
two-way group structure to characterize better the distinct roles played by each net-
work group in “influencing” and “receiving” influence from other network groups. This
is a distinctive feature compared to the one-way group structure proposed in Zhu et al.
(2023b), where each network node can only possess one group identity. We wish to
emphasize that compared to the one-way group structure, introducing the two-way

structure poses significant computational and theoretical challenges.

In this work, we propose a two-way grouped network quantile (TGNQ) autoregres-
sive model, where each network node is characterized by two latent group memberships
to capture directional influence among different groups. By assuming that group mem-
berships are shared across different quantiles, we can simultaneously identify member-
ships and estimate parameters at multiple quantile levels. We introduce an efficient
algorithm for solving the highly non-convex loss function and establish asymptotic
properties of resulting estimators. Specifically, we derive clustering error rates and
convergence rates of parameter estimators under the assumption of overspecified group
numbers. Additionally, we develop a data-driven criterion for selecting the true group
numbers with a probability approaching one. Given the correct identification of group
numbers, we establish the asymptotic normality of estimated parameters at multiple

quantile levels.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides a comprehensive
overview of the proposed method, detailing model specifications and the computational
algorithm. Following this, Section 3 examines the theoretical properties of the proposed

method, including estimation consistency and a method for consistently selecting group



numbers. In Section 4, we establish the asymptotic normality of parameter estimators
under the correct group number specification. Subsequently, Section 5 presents Monte
Carlo simulations to evaluate the finite sample performance, while Section 6 applies
the method to real-world data. The supplementary material provides additional details

of the proposed algorithm, technical proofs, and supplementary experimental results.

2 Homogeneity Pursuit with Group Structures

2.1 Model and Notations

Consider a network represented by an adjacency matrix A = (a;;) € {0, 1}¥*V | where
a;; = 1 if an edge exists from the ith node to the jth node and 0 otherwise. Denote
by N; = {j : a;; # 0} as the neighbouring set of node 7, and by n; = |NV;| = Z] | @4
as the out-degree of node i. The row-normalized weighting matrix is then given by
W = (w;;), where w;; = a;;/n;. For each node, we observe a time series of continuous
variables, denoted by {Y;;,0 <t < T} for 1 <1i < N. Correspondingly, for each node,
we collect a set of exogenous variables {x;; € R? : 1 < ¢ < T}, where the dimension p
is fixed. Denote the conditional quantile of Yj; as Q;(7|F;—1), where F;_; is the o-field
generated by {(Yjs,Xj41)) 18 <t —1,1 < j < N} Denote by 74 = {7, -+ , 7} a
set of pre-specified quantiles, and we consider the following two-way grouped network

quantile (TGNQ) autoregression model at the 7th quantile

Qit(T|F-1) Zegl Twi;Yia-1) + Vg, (1) Yia1) + X v (1), T ETK,  (2.1)

for any 1 < ¢ < N, where g; and h; are group memberships in the row and column,

respectively. In (2.1), we express the conditional quantile in a linear form of three terms.



The first term represents a weighted average influence received from the following nodes
in the previous time point. Particularly, 0,,5, () quantifies the network effect from the
jth node to the ith node at the 7th quantile, which is homogeneous within a two-way
group membership (g;, h;). Consequently, g; represents the “receiving” group (referred
to as the row group) membership of node i, and h; represents the “influencing” group
(referred to as the column group) membership of node j. On the group level, 6,,(7)
reflects the influence received by a member of the “receiving” group g and a member
from the “influencing” group h, with ¢ € [G| and h € [H]|. Subsequently, v, (7)
quantifies the autoregressive effect in the previous time point from the same node and

v, (7) is the corresponding covariate effect.

Remark 1. We remark that the heterogenous network effects have been noticed and
modeled in recent literature. For instance, Dou et al. (2016) characterizes the receiv-
ing network effects with different coefficients for each node i. This can be achieved
by ignoring the column group in our model framework. Zhu et al. (2019a) model the
influential power of each node j with a regression coefficient associated with each node,
and they identify important network nodes by a screening procedure. Similarly, within
our framework, the influential power of node j can also be characterized by setting
Og,n, (T) to On, (7). A bi-directional network influence modeling framework with a net-
work regression model is proposed by Wu et al. (2022), where they encode the network
effect further by using a functional transformation of the nodes’ covariates. Similar
network autoregression models with one-way group structures are considered by Zhu
et al. (2023b) and Fang et al. (2023) respectively, while they force the row and column

group memberships to be identical.



Denote by y; = (Y, -+, Yay) " and model (2.1) can be re-written as follows
Yie = bi(7) Tyio1 + X476, (7) + €a(7), T € T,
where b;(7) = (wij0gn,(T) : j € [N)T + eZ(N)ygi (1) € RY with ez(»N) being an N-
dimensional unit vector with the th element being one and the others being zero. Here

we define €;4(7) = Yi;—b;(7) "y1_1—x;,v,, (1) for which it holds that P (g;(7) < 0|F;_;) =

7. Consequently, the above model can be re-organized into the matrix form

Vi =B(T)yi_1 + ot (7) + &4(7), T E TR, (2.2)

where B(7) = (b;(1) : 1 <i < N)T € RMVN (1) = (%475, (1) : 1 <i < N)T € RY,

and €4(7) = (e4(7) : 1 <i < N)T € RV,

The proposed TGNQ model takes a vector autoregressive form (2.2) with a struc-

tured transition matrix B(7), which can be expressed as follows
B(r)=WoO(r)+v(r), 7€k,

where o denotes the Hadamard product, ©(7) = (04, (1) : 4,5 € [N]) € RV
represents the matrix of interactions, and v(7) = diag{v,, (7),...,v,,(7)}. It is worth
noting that by performing row and column permutations, it’s possible to rearrange the
rows and columns of ©(7) such that entries with the same group memberships are
grouped together. Consequently, the permuted version of ©(7) exhibits a block matrix

structure with “rectangle-shaped” blocks. See Figure 1 for an illustration.

From Figure 1, we can interpret the proposed model (2.2) as follows: if the network

is fully connected, the transition matrix B(7) can be permuted into a block matrix



Nodes (grouped by G Membership)

Nodes (grouped by H Membership) Nodes Nodes

(a) (b) (c)

4 groups,

Figure 1: A simulated example with N = 100 nodes and G = 3 and H =
7); (c) Network

respectively. (a) Row and column permuted ©(7); (b) The original ©(
sparcified O(7) (i.e., W o O(1)).

(except for the diagonal elements), which can be recovered by identifying the two-
way group memberships. This process can be seen as a two-dimensional extension of
the homogeneity pursuit approach (Ke et al., 2015) to the VAR model. However, in
practice, it is unrealistic for a network to be fully connected. Therefore, the interactions
between nodes in the VAR model are further sparsified by imposing a network structure,
leading to a sparse B(7). Let G = (g1, ,g9y)" and H = (hy,--- ,hy)" denote the
membership vectors for the row and column groups respectively. To better understand

the proposed model, we can further consider the following two special cases of the

network effects 0,5, (7).

The additive network effects. We can further assume an additive form 6,,;,(7) =

g, (T) + B, (7), and thus the transition matrix B(7) can be written as
B(7) = Ac(T)W + WBy(7) + Vs(7), 7€ Tk, (2.3)

where Ag(7) = diag{agy, (1), -+ ,ayy (7))}, Bu(r) = diag{Bu,(7), -, Buy(7)}, and

Ve(r) = diag{vy, (1), -+ vgn (7))

Multiplicative network effects. We can also assume that 0., (7) = ay, (7) X By, (7),



and thus express B(7) as

B(7) = Ag(1)WBy(7) + Vs(1), 7€ Tk. (2.4)

In either case, the interaction between node 7 and node j, i.e., 0,5, (7), can be viewed
as the joint effect of the “receptiveness” of node i, i.e., a,4(7), and the “influential
power” of node j, i.e., B4,(7). Such additional assumptions improve the interpretability

of the proposed TGNQ model and are applicable in many scenarios.

2.2 Model Estimation

Let @ = (O,,(1) : g € [G,h € [H),1 <k < K)T € RECH y = (y,(13,) : g €
G, 1 <k < K)T € REC and v = (v,(1)" : g € [G],1 <k < K)T € RE collect
all model parameters for pre-specified group numbers G and H. For convenience, we
denote ¥ = {0,v,~}. Recall that G = (¢; : i € [N])" and H = (h; : j € [N])T
are the row and the column group membership vectors, respectively. Subsequently, the
unknown parameters and memberships can be estimated by (& , @, ]ﬁl), which minimizes

the following multiple quantile loss function

LG LS L (.6

dof 1 K N T N

= NTK 22D <Y3t - ; Ogun, (1) Wi Yie-1) = Vg () Yie-1) — Xt Vo, (Tk)) ,
(2.5)

where p,(u) = u{T — I(u < 0)} is the check function for the 7th quantile. With un-
known G and H, the loss function (2.5) is highly nonconvex, rendering its minimization

a challenging mixed integer optimization problem. To address this challenge, we have



devised the following algorithms.

2.2.1 The Vanilla Algorithm

We begin by introducing a simple algorithm that iteratively updates the model param-
eters and group memberships through coordinate descent. Let R, = {i : ¢; = g} and
Ch={j:h; =h}for g €G], he[H]. Definey! = (Yy:icR,)" €RRsl &M —
(X jec, wisYie 11 € Ry)T € RIPsl and Quo (1] Fro1) = {Qir(1il Ficr) i € Ry} € RI%l

as the 7,th quantile vector for y/. Then, model (2.1) can be written as

def

Quo (el Fier) = Y TV 00m(1) + vg(r)yiy + Xy () € Z81&y(7),  (2.6)

h

where X¢ = (x;; : i € R,)| € RRX? and Z¢ | = (Z]_,,y? ,,X{) € RIRoIxU+p+D)
with ZJ_, = (—Eg;il) . h € [H]) € RRXH and the parameter vector &,(7;,) =

(01 ()5 Og2(Th)s - - Ogrr (Th), Vg (Th), 7y (0)) T € RIFPHL

Utilizing the provided notations, Algorithm 1 outlines the vanilla algorithm for
estimating the general TGNQ model (2.1). However, the estimation procedures for the
additive model (2.3) and the multiplicative model (2.4) differ slightly from Algorithm 1,
as we can further exploit their distinct structures. Detailed explanations are provided

in Section A.2.1 of the supplementary material.

2.2.2 The Enhanced Algorithm

The Vanilla Algorithm 1 mirrors the algorithm employed in Zhu et al. (2023b), which
proves particularly effective when each node assumes only one group membership.
However, our empirical observations reveal that this method encounters difficulty in

accurately determining the column membership H because the coordinate descent al-

10



Algorithm 1 The Vanilla Algorithm
Denote {b\(l), GO and HO as the estimators obtained after the [th iteration.

Step I: fix G = GO and H = HO , update '(Z(l) by QZ(Z—H), whose components are
estimated as g(ng)(Tk) = arg ming, Zthl Zieng pr, (Yit —Zf;_lﬁg) for g € [G], 7 €
Ty, where zf’ll is the ith row of Z7 ;.

Step IL fix ¢ = 9+ and H = HO | update GO by GU+D = @Y“), . ,@(éﬂ))T,

where 3" minimizes the following loss function (with respect to g;):

I+1 ~ ~
DIPIEATEDS 5;%«3 (m)wiYja-1) — 7 (1) Vi) — %355 ()}
K]

K T N
k=1 t=1 =1

Step IIL fix ¢ = %) and G = G™V | update HO by HED =
(hglﬂ), e ,hg\l,ﬂ))T, where h;”l) minimizes the following loss function (with re-
spect to h;):

K N T
I+1
Z Z Z P, (Yz - %JH))E § (Tk)wig Y1)
J

k=1 i=1 t=1 gt

I+1 ~(I4+1 ~(l+1
- é\/;\(l+1))hj (Tk)wz‘jyj(t—l) - V;(m))(Tk)Y;(t—l) - XiTt'Y;(Hl))(Tk))a

where Ej/ = Ey,“) if j/ < j and Ej/ = Egz/) if 7/ > j. Repeat Step III for several

rounds until no ﬁglﬂ) can be changed.

Repeat Steps I-III until the algorithm converges.

gorithm often gets trapped in local minima. To tackle this challenge, we propose
an enhanced algorithm specifically tailored to facilitate escaping local minima while

estimating HI.

After obtaining QZ, @, and H from Algorithm 1, we continue to find a good set of
proposals for H to escape the possible local minima H by dividing the nodes into two
sets: the active sets A and the inactive set A°. If j € A, then /ﬁj is considered reliable

and need not be updated. In the beginning, we let the active set A = {1,---, N}.

11



Next, in the rth round (r = 1,2,---), we calculate the following

(hij 1 j € Ag—1)nN;) = argmin Z me <th Th)— Z ngj(Tk)winj(tq)),
(JJE‘A(T 1)ﬂN k=1 t=1 jE.A(,,.,l)ﬁ/\/-i

(2.7)
for each 1 < i < N, where r(13,) = Yit_ZjeAg ;s QAA (Tk)winj(t_l)—ﬁgi (7%)Yige—1)—
x;, 75, (71.) and the estimators {1:/)\ : ((A}} are fixed. Given that the cardinality of A(_1)NN;
is typically not large, solving the above minimization problem through enumeration is
straightforward. However, in cases where |A(,_1) N M| is relatively large, we resort to
using the discrete optimization routine provided by the R package CEoptim (Benham

et al., 2017) to solve it. Then, we update an estimator Hy,) = (hl, ,7LN)T for
estimating H based on the {EZ]} obtained in (2.7). Specifically, for j € Af, h ; is set
to hj, while for j € Aq_1) h is randomly drawn from the vector @m (i€ IFj), where
F; = {i : a;; = 1} represents the set of followers for node j. When ¥ and G are close
to the truth, one naturally expects that H should also be reasonably close to the truth.
Therefore, if h coincides with h for j € A —1), there would be more confidence in

their accuracy, prompting the removal of node j from the active set. Consequently, we

update the active set as Ay = {j € [V] :Ej # %]}

Subsequently, we randomly partition the nodes in A,y into A1) and A 9), and
denote ]?]I(m) (s = 1,2) as the column membership vector by replacing ﬁj with ﬁj for
J € Ay in . Next, we check if ﬁ(r,s) (s = 1,2) can improve the objective function
by using 12, @, and ﬁ(r,s) as the initial inputs for Vanilla Algorithm 1. If the objective
function fails to improve, we can resample I’EV]I(T) or update the active set A(_;y for more
attemps until the algorithm converges. The specific iterative steps are summarized in

Algorithm 2.

As the 7 increases in Step II of Algorithm 2, the active set A(,) diminishes. This

12



Algorithm 2 The Enhanced Algorithm

Step I (INITIALIZATION) Set r = 0 and the active set Ay = {1,---,N}. Run
Algorithm 1 and denote the corresponding output as gb(r T) and ]HI . Repeat
Step II-1V.

Step II (DRAW PROPOSALS FROM UPDATED ACTIVE SET) Obtain Eij,i € [N],je
Ay NN using (2.7). Set r =17+ 1.

o If Eij = E(T)j for all i # j € [N] or r > 7payx, end the algorithm and return
{¥(-1), Gir—1), Hip—pp }-

Step III (IMPROVING THE OBJECTIVE FUNCTION)
(3.1) Obtain H by randomly drawmg h; for j € Ag—y) from the vector (%ZJ :
i € F;) and update Ay =17 : hj # h(r 1.
(3.2) Unlformly spht Ay to obtain ]I-]I (r,1) and H(M
(
(

3.3) Use 'z/) r—1)> G-y, and ]H[(T s)» 8 = 1,2 as the initial inputs for Algorithm 1.
3.4) Repeat Steps (3.1)—(3.3). If the obJectlve fails to improve for consecutive
10 times, go to Step 1I; else go to Step 1.

A~

Output {1, Gy, Hpy }-

suggests that the number of memberships in H requiring alteration decreases, thus
potentially accelerating the convergence of the algorithm. Across all our numerical
experiments, the enhanced Algorithm 2 demonstrates remarkable performance, consis-
tently achieving accurate identification of true group memberships with high probabil-
ity as T increases. However, providing theoretical justification for Algorithm 2 poses

a significant challenge and remains an intriguing avenue for future research.

3 Theoretical Properties

In this section, we investigate the theoretical properties of the estimated parameters of
the TGNQ model. Denote the true parameter as 9% = {6°, 0% 4%}, We first present

a set of technical conditions in the following section.

13



3.1 Technical Conditions

To establish the theoretical properties, we require the following technical conditions.

Assumption 1. (CONDITIONAL DENSITY) Assume that for each i, the stochastic
process Gy = (yZNi, x, )", t=1,---,T, is strictly stationary over t. Denote the condi-
tional density of €4(7) given Gy as fi+(u|Ci), and we further assume that there exists
a constant f such that max;, sup,, ¢ | fir, (u|C)| < f and max;sup, ¢ |fL, (ul¢)] < f,

where f; . (u|C) is the first order derivative of f; -, (u|C).

Assumption 2. (PARAMETER SPACE) Assume max{||0||max, ||¥||max: |V]lmax} < ¢,

where ¢ is a finite constant.

Assumption 3. (MOMENT CONDITIONS) Define the matriz 3;(t) = E { f; - (0|¢ir) CaCit }-
Assume that (a) max;, supj, -, E(|¢;ul®) = O(1), (b) )\max(E(QtC@I)) < Omax, and that

(¢) min; g Amin (X (7)) > Oumin, where o and omax are finite positive constants.

Assumption 4. (GROUP DIFFERENCES) Assume that (a) ;érm?G ]{K LS (10 (m)—
g#9g'€

v () + g (7e) =vg (T) 1)} = co; (8) minngzngeimm) Sgpeian) (K 2 [0gon, (76) =

ngh{)(Tk)P) > co, and (c) there exists a set My C [N] such that |M%|/N — 0 and

eo?h(m)‘z} > co, (3.1)

1 K N
min min < — w;
FEMu ha#h) { K Z Z

k=1 i=1

where ¢y is a finite positive constant.

Assumption 5. (GROUP RATIOS AND NETWORK STRUCTURE) Let i =3 I(g!
g0)/N, 7T](i)) = Zj I(h? = ho)/N, and Typ, = N~* Z” I(g9 = go, hJ = ho)w?,. Assume
that (a) mingoE[Go],hOE[Ho]{ﬂ-!(Jé)?ﬂ-}(i)?ﬂ—goho} > ¢, where c; is a positive constant; (b)

N7 ¢ < ¢, where q; = Y-, w}; and c is a positive constant.

14



: def
Assumption 6. (DISTRIBUTION CONDITIONS) Let z; = (y/,x],, %3, -+ ,xN,) " and

assume the following conditions hold. (a) The process {z;} is geometrically 5-mizing
that there ezist constants ¢ > 0 and v, > 0 such that f(n) < 2exp(—cn™) for any
n > 1, where B(n) denotes the [-mizing coefficient for the o-fields associated with
{zs: s <t} and{zs : s > t+n}. (b) The random vector z; follows a sub-Weibull(~yz)
distribution in the sense that there exists a constant K, such that ||z4,, < K. < oo
for t € [T], where the sub-Weibull(y) norm for a random variable X is defined as
X0, = Suppor (BIXP)2p7 and Jlallo, = supyeqo oy VT2l (c) Let 4 =
(i ) < 1 and TV > npax log(NK) with 5 = (77" + 375 )7L, where nmax =

max;e(n] n; represents the mazimum out-degree of nodes.

We’d like to comment on the conditions as follows. Assumption 1 constitutes a
regular condition by assuming stationarity of the time series and a uniformly upper
bounded density function. The strict stationarity of generalized autoregressive pro-
cesses is studied by Bougerol and Picard (1992), and such assumptions are commonly
needed in quantile regression literature to ensure tractability and robustness of the
loss function (Zhang et al., 2019; Chen et al., 2021; Ando et al., 2023). Assumption 2
assumes a bounded parameter space, while Assumption 3 imposes moment conditions
on ¢;; and lower bounds on X;(7), ensuring local convexity of the loss function around

the true parameters.

Assumptions 4 and 5 impose certain conditions on the group fractions and network
connections, akin to those widely assumed in recent group panel data literature (Ando
and Bai, 2016, 2017; Zhang et al., 2019; Liu et al., 2020; Zhu et al., 2023b; Fang et al.,
2023). Assumption 4 essentially requires a constant gap between different groups at
least at some considered quantile levels, ensuring distinguishability among groups.

Assumption 4(a), applied to the row groups, resembles a similar condition in Liu et al.

15



(2020). Assumptions 4(b)-(c), applied to the column groups, involve the network
structure and an index set My, whose size controls the asymptotic clustering error of
the H memberships, as suggested by Theorem 2. Subsequently, Assumption 5 requires
that the group ratios are lower bounded, ensuring that the group sizes diverge at the
same rate as the network size N. Additionally, since we consider a two-way network
structure, sufficient cross-group network edges (characterized by my,,) are needed to
guarantee convergence of group interaction parameters. Lastly, the boundedness of

N~137. g7 is assumed to facilitate our theoretical analysis for estimation consistency.

Assumption 6 assumes that the stochastic process z; is S-mixing over time and fol-
lows a sub-Weibull distribution. The S-mixing condition is relatively general and widely
assumed in high-dimensional time series modelling literature (Fan and Yao, 2003; Zhang
et al., 2019; Wang and Tsay, 2023). Additionally, the sub-Weibull distribution condi-
tion can be equivalently expressed as a tail condition, i.e., P(supy = [v'z| > u) <
2exp{—(u/Ky)"*}, where K; is a constant depending only on 7, (Wong et al., 2020).
Thus, it includes sub-Gaussian and sub-exponential distributions as special cases and
can also characterize heavy-tailed distributions by specifying 7o < 1 (Foss et al., 2011).
Compared to the typical bounded condition imposed on regressors in quantile regres-
sion literature (Kato et al., 2012; Zhang et al., 2019), the sub-Weibull distribution
assumption is more general. Lastly, Assumption 6 (c) specifies the relationship be-
tween y; and 79, under which concentration inequality can be obtained for f-mixing

sequences, a condition also assumed in Wong et al. (2020).

3.2 Estimation Consistency When G > Gy and H > H,

We first establish the estimation consistency when the group numbers are possibly

overspecified, i.e., G > Gy and H > H,. The following theorem provides the overall
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convergence rate of all model parameters, including group memberships.

Theorem 1. Assume Conditions 1-6, if G > Gog and H > H,, then we have that

ﬁZZ{ Z wwwA () =0 OhO(Tk)| + Vg (m) — v O(Tk)|

i=1 k=1 jEN;

HAam) -~ Ay} =0, (HEEE ) 32)

where m = N~1Y".n; represents the average out-degree of nodes.

The proof of Theorem 1 is given in Section A.3 of the supplementary material. By
(3.2), the overall estimation error enjoys an O,(nlog(NK)/T') convergence rate. This
indicates that for a network with a large average network degree 7, the convergence

becomes slower due to the potentially complex dependence structure.

Subsequently, based on (3.2), we can further proceed to obtain error bounds for the
mis-clustering rates for both types of groups. To this end, define ﬁg ={i: g9 =g}
and @ ={j: ﬁj = h} as the set of estimated group members. To properly measure
the clustering error, following Zhu et al. (2023b), we first define the following maps

X1 : [G] = [Go] and x» : [H] — [Ho] as

x1(g) = arg max I(z € Rg,gz =g¢),9 €G], (3.3)
g'€[Go]

X2(h) = arg max I(j € Ch, =h'),h € [H]. (3.4)
h’E[Ho] ;

Here x1(g) and x2(h) map ¢ and h to the true groups where most nodes in ﬁg and Cj,
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belong. Based on this mapping, the membership estimation errors can be defined as

S (i€ Ryg? #209)) (35)

1 =1

> 15 € Gl £ xalh)). (3.6)

1 =1

S
ZIH
MQ

g

o)
ZIH
Mm

>
Il

We remark that 1 — p; and 1 — py are widely used in the machine learning literature
and are commonly referred to as the clustering purity (Schiitze et al., 2008). The error

bounds for p; and 9, are established in the next Theorem.

Theorem 2. Assume Conditions 1-6, if G > Gog and H > H,, then we have 01 =
O, (mlog(NK)/T) and 0, = O, (nlog(NK)/T + N~'MY|), where My is given in

Assumption /.

The proof of Theorem 2 is provided in Section A.4 of the supplementary material.
The mis-clustering rate for the row group is O, (7 log(NK)/T), suggesting that a larger
T yields better clustering accuracy. This result is similar to those in Zhu et al. (2023b).
However, the derivation of the clustering error bound for the column memberships is
much more challenging and significantly different from proofs in the existing literature.
In particular, we manage to show that the upper bound of g, is also controlled by the
size of the identifiable node set defined by Assumption 4(c). In the special case where
My = [N], we have |M§;| = 0, and the mis-clustering rate g, converges at the same

speed as ;.

3.3 Group Number Identification

Note that the group numbers (G, H) are pre-specified when optimizing the objec-

tive function (2.5). The mis-specification of the group numbers may lead to unsat-
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isfactory performance of the estimators. Therefore, it is crucial to develop a group
number estimation procedure that can consistently estimate the true group numbers
(Go, Hp). For pre-specified group numbers (G, H ), denote the corresponding estimators
as (GH) GG H(GH) iy this subsection by slightly abusing the notation. To select
the number of row and column groups, we introduce the following quantile loss-based

information criterion (QIC)
QIC,,, (G, H) = log{L(@M G HEN)} 4 A\yrG(H +p+1), (3.7

where Ayr is a tuning parameter, and G(H + p + 1) is the total number of model
parameters. Then we can estimate G and H as (@, [;T) = argming z QIC, (G, H).
In the following, we show that the group number can be consistently estimated when

Ant is appropriately chosen.

Theorem 3. Assume Conditions 1-6, then if A\yy — 0 and AyrT /{Tlog(NK)} — oo,

we have that P(G = Gy, H = Hy) — 1 as (N, T) — co.

The proof of Theorem 3 is provided in Section A.5 of the supplementary material.
The tuning parameter A7 should converge to zero at a certain rate to ensure that the
model is neither under-fitted nor overfitted. In our numerical study, we specify Ayr as
NYOT=1og(T) /(10 minm, 10), yielding a good finite sample performance. Addition-
ally, we note that establishing the consistency result for H is more challenging than for
G. This is primarily because the clustering error for the G memberships is inseparable

from the theoretical analysis of H and requires careful attention.
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4 Model Inference When GG = Gy and H = H,

In this section we discuss the model inference based on the estimated TGNQ model
under the assumption that G = Gy and H = Hy. To establish a valid inference
procedure, we first conduct membership refinements for G and H respectively, which

are necessary to establish asymptotic normality of model parameter estimators.

4.1 Membership Refinement
4.1.1 Refinement of G Membership

Denote by H; = (h; : j € N;)" € R™ as the group memberships of nodes fol-
lowed by the ith node. Let 0y m, (1) = (Ogn,(7e) = j € Ny)T € R™, (7)) =
(Vg, (Tk),’}’;; (7)) € R and correspondingly the concatenated parameter vectors
s Oy, = (O, (r). - 0,(rk)T € BN and &, = (Gh(n).- ¢l () €
RE®+H) for 4 € [N]. For convenience we rewrite the loss function of the node i as
L0y m,Co) = (KT) 30, S e (Yie = 305 0, () wis Vi 1) — v, (70) Vi) —
X1V (Tk)) in this subsection. Specifically, denote ®, = {égH 19 €G], H € [H]™}. As
a result, </I;l collects possible estimated network interaction effects at K quantiles by
exhausting all group memberships. Then we define the following profiled node-specific

loss function as

L (g) = min Li(g;, ).

pi€P;

Define §! = argmingeie) £F(g). If £LF(G]) is sufficiently smaller than ﬁi(é@-,ﬁi’ ), we

then refine the membership estimate from g; to Ej . Specifically, the following refinement

20



protocol is used,

G i L0, 5.6 — LI <

g, it L0 5, C) — L@ > J=LE@)).
4.1.2 Refinement of H Membership

Next, we refine the H membership of the jth node. Recall that for the jth node,
F; = {i : a;; = 1} is the set of its followers. The change of the membership h; may
affect the memberships in H; for ¢ € F;. Denote the collection of nodes in N; for i € F
as % = {l : 3, aya;; # 0}, and additionally define H; = (b : | € F2)T. As a result,
IF? collects the nodes who has a second order relationship with node j, whose column
memberships can be affected by the change of h;. Correspondingly, fEV]Ij collects their

column memberships and let o; = |F3|. We define the following loss function for node

J by fixing h; = h and exhausting possible memberships in Iﬁlj, ie.,

N

Hf(h) = min Zaijﬁi(egfﬂﬂ C@Z)? ] =1,--- 7N7

H; €[H]% hj=h "]

where H; € R™ is obtained by fixing h; = h and the other memberships are taken
from IF}Ij, In addition, the G memberships are fixed as g; = g} for all i € [N], and the

estimated model parameters are also fixed.

Define /ﬁ; = arg minyepm) 1 (h). I HY (?L;) is sufficiently smaller than its unrefined

~

counterpart Zi\il aijﬁi(égr @, Cg7 ), We can refine the membership estimation ﬁj to /l;;
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Specifically, the following refinement protocol is used,

After obtaining the refined memberships G" = (7 : i € [N])T and H" = (ﬁ; :j € [N)),
one recompute the post-refined estimator {b\T as 15” = argmin, L£(1), @",I/E\]V). In the
following we first establish the estimation consistency for G" and HT]IT, which then leads

to the asymptotic normality of 1;”.

4.2 Theoretical Analysis
4.2.1 Membership Estimation Consistency

In this section, we show that all group memberships can be consistently estimated after
membership refinements. Let ﬁ; ={i:97 =9}, R) ={i:9) = 90}, Cr = {j ﬁ; = h}
and Cgo ={j: h? = ho}. The next theorem establish the membership estimation

consistency for the G groups.

Theorem 4. Assume Conditions 1-6, if G = Gy and H = Hy hold. Then, we have

(@) supicy K~ 51 1G5 (1) = Sl = op(1);
(b) For any g € |G|, there exists one go € [Go] such that P(ﬁg =Ry)—1

The proof of Theorem 4 is provided in Section A.6 in the supplementary material.

Subsequently, we proceed to establish the H membership estimation consistency,

which further requires the following assumption.
. —1 . _ K N
Assumption 7. Assume that (a) sup;eqy d; ' ming o {K 35,7, 3700, w%|€2gh9 (1) —
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Hggh(m)]Q} > ¢y with d; = SN | ay; being the in-degree of node j; and that (b)

?61% (Zw > (nlog—NK) Nl\./\/l‘jqo =o(1). (4.2)

Assumption 7 (a) imposes a slightly more restrictive condition on interaction pa-
rameters concerning H group differences than (3.1). Under the special case that
max; d; < oo, Assumption 7 (a) is implied by (3.1), and hence can be removed.
Assumption 7 (b) is related to the nodes’ in-degrees, which puts restrictions on the
diverging speed of max;(3°7, wf;). If we have max;d; < oo, (4.2) can be automati-

cally satisfied when mlog(NK)/T + N~ M¢| = o(1). Under this condition, we can

further prove the following Theorem.

Theorem 5. Under Assumptions 1-7, if G = Gy and H = H,, then

(a) SUPje[N}{(de)_l ZZ\LI ZkK:1 w?j|9§;z; (7s) — 92%9 ()*} = op(1);
(b) For any h € [H)], there exists one ho € [Ho| such that P(C] = Cp,) — 1

The proof of Theorem 5 is given in Section A.7 of the supplementary material.
The consistency for H memberships is relatively more difficult to show than for the G
memberships. Specifically, in conclusion (a), we first establish the uniform estimation
consistency for ggh(m) using the refined memberships ﬁ; This enables us to further
obtain the estimation consistency for ?L; as stated in conclusion (b). Lastly, with the
result in Theorems 4 and 5, we can conclude that the post-refined estimator 12)\’” is
asymptotic equivalent to the oracle estimator as if the true memberships were known

in advance. This enables us to conduct valid statistical inference using @Z’”.
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4.2.2 Asymptotic Normality

Note that when fixing G = G" and H = H", minimizing (2.5) is equivalent to mini-
mizing L., (1, G", H") separately at each 7i,. Let &(7) = (&1(m)7, -+, &qy (7)) T €
RG(Ho+pH1) with €, (7;,) defined in (2.6), and write Xj; = e;?O) ® (7!, Yig-1),x3) " €

REH+P+D) withy, = (Y, : h € [Hp))T € RFo and YV, = > I(hY = h)wi;Yj—1). Then

we can express the model (2.1) as

ye = Xe&(7h) + &),

where X; = (Xj; : i € [N]) € RV*CGolHotr+) and g,(7) = (eir(me) : 7 € [N]))T € RV,
Denote the true parameter as €% = (£%(m)", -+ ,&€%7x) )", and define E\T(Tk) as the
post-refined estimator when substituting G = G" and H = H". To establish the

asymptotic normality of @"(Tk), we further require the following conditions.

Assumption 8. Assume that (a) B;(1,) = limy e N72S0N B fir, (01X XXy

exists and nonsingular; (b) denote gi(1,) = N—/2 vazl{m — I(ey(me) < 0)}Xy €
REGoHo+r+1) gnd assume Xy (1) = limy 700 cov(T 712 Zle g:(m)) exists and is non-
singular. Let B(|n"g:(1:)]°) < oo for some constant § > 2 with any vector n satisfying

Inll = 1; and (¢) v1 > 1 in Assumption 6.

Assumption 8 (a) and (b) specify a set of moment conditions related to X;, where
the matrices X¢(7;) and X x(7;) play important roles in the asymptotic covariance
of @(Tk) as stated in Theorem 6. Next, Assumption 8 (c) prevents the tail for the
distribution of Y}; from being too heavy. Compared to existing literature (Kato et al.,
2012; Zhang et al., 2019), which typically assumes a bounded covariates assumption,

condition (c) is more relaxed.
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Theorem 6. Assume that Assumptions 1-8 hold. Then we have that

VNT(E (1) — €(1)) —a N (0, S (1) S (1) S (1) ) -

The proof of Theorem 6 is provided in Section A.8 in the supplementary material.
The proof follows the theoretical framework developed by Kato et al. (2012) for quantile
panel data models, and the central limit theorems for dependent time series in Fan and
Yao (2003). We remove the restriction that Aj; is uniformly bounded as required in

Kato et al. (2012) to adapt for the applications in our scenario.

5 Simulation Studies

To examine the finite sample performance of the proposed method, we conducted a
number of simulation studies with various network structures and parameter settings.
Following Koenker and Xiao (2006) and Zhu et al. (2019b), we generate the data using

the following data generating process
N
Yir = Z egihj (Uit)wijy}(t—l) + ng‘(Uitn/i(t—l) + XiIVgi(Uit)v (5.1)
j=1

where recall that w;; = a;;/n; denotes the element of the row-normalized weighting ma-
trix. In this context, Uy’s are independently distributed variable following a uniform
distribution between 0 and 1, which acts as noise in the data generation process. Ad-
ditionally, 0.5, (), v, (+) and 7, (-) are non-decreasing functions governing parameters

of different groups. Assuming the right side of equation (5.1) is an increasing function
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of Uy, the conditional quantile function Q;(7|x;, F;—1) can be written as follows

Qit(T[xit, Fio1) Z Ogin; (T)wiYj—1) + v, (T)Yig—1) + X;h’gi (1),

which is consistent with (2.1).

Correspondingly, across all settings, the covariate vectors x;;’s € RP are indepen-
dently generated as absolute values of a multivariate normal distribution N (0, I,,) with
p = 2. For each network structure, we consider two settings with Gy = Hy = 2 and
Gy = Hy = 3. When Gy = Hy = 2, the row membership ratios are determined by the
parameters (7, 7$) = (0.5,0.5), and the column membership ratios are determined
by (7, 78) = (0.4,0.6). In the case of Gy = Hy = 3, we set the row and column

membership ratios to be (&, 75 7§) = (w7l 7)) = (0.3,0.3,0.4). We considered

two distinct network structures as follows.

1. STOCHASTIC BLOCK MODEL (SBM). In such networks, there are C' commu-
nities composed of N nodes. If two nodes, denoted by ¢ and 7, belong to the same
community, the probability they are connected is P(a;; = 1) = 6log(N)/N; otherwise,
the probability of connection is P(a;; = 1) = 2log(N)/N. We conducted experiments
with different network sizes of N = 100,200, and set the number of communities to

C = 5,10, respectively.

2. POWER-LAW DISTRIBUTION NETWORK. In such a network, the in-degrees
(d; = Zjvzl aj;) of nodes is generated by a power-law distribution, which is common
in real world networks such as social networks, where most nodes have only a limited
number of followers while a few nodes have a large number of followers. According to

Clauset et al. (2009), the network structure is constructed as follows. For each node

1, we generate Elvz by sampling from a power-law distribution where P(&; =k)oc k2P
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and then we set d; = 46%. On this basis, for each node i, we randomly designate d;

nodes as its followers.

Under each network structure, we evaluate the performance of the proposed method

under two different parameter settings.

03 05 020 020 020

o] @ > 010 5 o010 8 o1 Group 1
= =

02 Group 2
o1 / — Group 3

02 Group 1
Group 2
— Group 3

000 025 050 075 100 000 025 050 075 100 000 025 050 075 100 000 025 050 075 100 000 025 050 075 100

Figure 2: Relationships between parameters and 7. (a) Parameters for SCENARIO 1; (b)
Parameters for SCENARIO 2.

In SCENARIO 1, we generate data using an additive model, specifying 0,,5,(7) in
an additive form as 6y, (7) = ag,(7) + By, (7), while in SCENARIO 2, we generate data
using a multiplicative model, where the network effects are considered as 0, (7) =
g, (T) X Bp, (7). Figure 2 illustrates the shapes of these functions, the details of which
are provided in Section A.2.2 of the supplementary material. The true parameters
corresponding to the five quantiles (71,7, 73,74, 75) = (0.1,0.3,0.5,0.7,0.9) for both

scenarios are shown in Table 1.
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Table 1: True parameters for SCENARIO 1 and SCENARIO 2.

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SCENARIO T o 5} ag vy Vs Y11 Y21 Y31 Yiz Y22 V32 B B3 B3

1 0.1 0.000 0.090 0.204 0.007 0.020 0.043 0.020 0.038 0.014 0.033 0.047 0.028 0.474 0.000 0.149
0.3 0.000 0.117 0.210 0.031 0.060 0.098 0.060 0.090 0.047 0.065 0.091 0.054 0.480 0.000 0.159
0.5 0.000 0.131 0.219 0.062 0.100 0.138 0.100 0.131 0.084 0.100 0.127 0.086 0.483 0.000 0.167
0.7 0.000 0.140 0.233 0.102 0.140 0.169 0.140 0.164 0.125 0.135 0.155 0.122 0.487 0.000 0.174
0.9 0.000 0.146 0.260 0.157 0.180 0.193 0.180 0.191 0.172 0.167 0.177 0.161 0.492 0.000 0.184

2 0.1 1.000 1.214 1.340 0.007 0.020 0.043 0.020 0.043 0.007 0.054 0.096 0.030 0.074 0.398 0.591
0.3 1.000 1.232 1.369 0.031 0.060 0.098 0.060 0.098 0.031 0.126 0.196 0.073 0.079 0.417 0.623
0.5 1.000 1.251 1.385 0.062 0.100 0.138 0.100 0.138 0.062 0.200 0.271 0.129 0.082 0.431 0.646
0.7 1.000 1.271 1.394 0.102 0.140 0.169 0.140 0.169 0.102 0.274 0.327 0.204 0.086 0.446 0.670
0.9 1.000 1.290 1.401 0.157 0.180 0.193 0.180 0.193 0.157 0.346 0.370 0.304 0.091 0.468 0.707

5.1 Estimation and Inference when G = Gy and H = H,

First, we evaluate the estimation performances when G = Gy and H = Hy. Specifi-
cally, we apply general estimation procedure stated in Section 2.2 for both scenarios.
Furthermore, we exploit the special model structures (i.e., additive model and mul-
tiplicative model) for estimation in SCENARIO 1 and SCENARIO 2 respectively with
estimation procedures given in Section A.2.1 in the supplementary material, where
the estimation results can be found in Section A.2.2 in the supplementary material
to save space here. In both scenarios, we also evaluate the oracle estimators when
the true memberships are given for comparison. We conduct model estimation sepa-
rately at five quantile levels, i.e., (71,72, 73,74, 75) = (0.1,0.3,0.5,0.7,0.9) for B = 500
repeated experiments. At each quantile level, the following metrics are calculated for
measuring the estimation accuracy. For brevity, we omit the quantile index 7 of the
parameters in the subsequent sections. Let é\r(b), " and 47" be the refined esti-
mators obtained from the bth simulation round. We calculate the root mean square
error (RMSE) for 6§ as RMSEy = B! Z{il ||¢/9\T(b) — 0°]]. The RMSE for the other
estimators can be similarly defined. Next, we conduct statistical inference for each

estimator and construct 95% confidence intervals (CI) for each model parameter. Take
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V? for example, in the bth simulation round, we construct the 95% CI for Vg as CI,% =
) N O —~ () ) . :

(g’ —1.96SE,,, vy +1.96SE,,), where SE, | is the estimated asymptotic standard
error of ﬁ;(b) based on Theorem 6. For all components of v, the average coverage error
is computed as AE,, = Gy' chzol B0 I(v) € CI%) — 0.95]. Lastly, we calcu-
late the row group membership estimation error as g; = (NB)"' S0 I(5; ®) = g0y,

®) corresponds to the refined row group membership estimator for node ¢ from

where g,
the bth simulation round (after label permutation). The column group membership

estimation error rate denoted by g} is defined similarly.

The simulation results for the SBM network are summarized in Tables 2 and 3.
Simulations conducted on the power law networks yield similar results, details of which
can be found in Section A.2.2 in the supplementary material. First, Tables 2 and 3
show that the accuracy of parameter estimation steadily improves as N or T increases
at all quantile levels. Similarly, the group membership estimation error rates g} and g}
significantly decrease as N and T grow. As expected, for fixed NV and 7', the proposed
method performs much better under Gy = 2 than under GGy = 3, because the former has
more data within each group to yield better estimation result. Furthermore, we observe
lower AE,, values for both scenarios when N and 7" are larger, which indicates a valid
inference result. As N and T increase, the performance of the proposed estimation
gradually approaches that of the oracle estimation. This lends further support to our

theoretical findings in Theorem 6.

5.2 Estimation Performance with G > Gy or H > H,

In this section, we evaluate the performance of the proposed method under incor-
rectly specified group numbers, as well as the accuracy of group number estimation

in Section 3.3. The true number of groups is fixed at Go = 3. To measure the
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Table 2: RMSE’s (x107%) and AE.,’s (%, in the parenthesis) in SCENARIO 1 for the
SBM network.

Oracle estimator TGNQ with refinement
G N T T 0, Do Fo o vr Frooei(R)  25(%)
2 100 50 01 50(3.8 1.8(36) 09(1.1) 6.1 (11.3) 1.9 (42) 1.0 (2.5) 2.8 6.8
03 6.4 (1.7) 24(20) 12(1.2) 7.6 (84) 25 (2.6) 1.3 (3.4)
05 6.4 (1.2) 25(1.6) 1.2(1.4) 7.8 (87) 2.6 (2.0) 1.3 (2.7)
0.7  5.6(26) 22(1.0) 1.0 (1.0) 6.8 (9.7) 2.2(1.0) 1.1 (2.6)
09 37(32) 1.4(13) 07(1.1) 51(12.8) 1.6 (22) 0.7 (2.5)
100 100 0.1 35(32) 12(14) 0.7(0.7) 35(4.2) 1.2(1.6) 0.7 (1.0) 0.1 0.5
03  45(L.7) 1.7(1.0) 0.8 (1.4) 45 (21) 1.7(0.8) 08 (1.2)
05 45 (1.4) 1.7(0.4) 08 (L.7) 4.6 (1.8) 1.7 (0.4) 0.8 (1.9)
0.7 39(1.8) 1.5(1.0) 0.7 (0.5) 4.0 (2.5) 1.5(1.1) 0.7 (0.8)
0.9 2.6 (1.8) 1.0 (0.8) 0.5(0.7) 2.6 (2.71) 1.0(0.9) 0.5(1.0)
100 200 0.1 2.5 (1.6) 0.9 (1.7) 0.5 (0.7) 25(1.6) 0.9 (1.9 0.5(0.8) 0.0 0.0
0.3 3.2(0.8) 1.2(0.9) 0.6 (0.7) 3.2(09) 1.2(1.0) 0.6 (0.7)
0.5 32(1.2) 13(14) 0.6 (0.5) 3.2(1.2) 1.3(14) 0.6 (0.5)
0.7 2.8 (1.9) 1.1(0.2) 0.5(0.8) 2.8(1.9) 1.1(0.3) 0.5(0.9)
0.9 1.9 (2.2) 0.7(0.1) 0.3(0.3) 1.9 (2.3) 0.7(0.1) 0.3(0.3)
200 200 0.1 1.6 (1.4) 0.6 (1.2) 0.3 (0.7) 1.6 (1.5) 0.6 (1.3) 0.3 (0.8) 0.0 0.0
0.3 2.1(1.1) 0.9(0.7) 0.4 (0.6) 2.1(1.1) 09 (0.7) 0.4 (0.7)
0.5 2.1 (0.6) 0.9(0.3) 04 (0.4) 2.1 (0.6) 0.9 (04) 0.4 (0.5)
0.7 1.7 (0.5) 0.7 (1.0) 0.3 (0.7) 1.8 (0.5) 0.7 (1.0) 0.3 (0.7)
0.9 1.2 (1.5) 0.6 (0.9) 0.2 (0.8) 1.2 (1.6) 0.6 (0.9) 0.2 (0.8)
3 100 100 0.1  7.6(2.8) 20(27) 1.0(1.4) 144 (244) 22(51) 1.1 (4.8) 9.7 19.2
0.3 10.2(1.6) 2.7(1.2) 1.3(1.2) 17.9(204) 3.0 (43) 1.5 (5.5)
0.5 10.7(1.2) 3.0(0.9) 1.4(09) 19.2(21.7) 3.3(43) 17 (5.7)
07 9.7(L7) 26(1L5) 13(L.7) 16.9(20.6) 29 (43) 1.4 (5.9)
09 7.0(3.9) 1.9(25) 09(0.7) 13.7(28.0) 2.1 (3.7) 1.0 (5.6)
100 200 0.1  54(23) 14 (14) 0.7(1.0) 7.0(10.6) 1.4 (2.0) 0.7 (1.8) 3.0 7.6
03  7.2(1.2) 1.9(11) 0.9 (1.4) 89 (7.5) 2.0 (1.7) 0.9 (1.8)
05  75(1.0) 2.1(0.9) 1.0 (1.3) 9.4 (7.1) 2.2(1.3) 1.0 (16)
0.7 6.9 (1.6) 1.9(0.9) 0.9 (0.8) 8.5(83) 20(1.9) 0.9 (1.6)
0.9  49(24) 1.3(05) 06 (1.1) 6.8 (14.5) 1.4 (1.5) 0.6 (1.6)
200 200 0.1 3.8(2.2) 1.0(1.0) 0.5(0.9) 49 (9.7) 1.0(1.7) 0.5 (2.5) 2.8 5.9
0.3 4.8 (1.1) 1.4 (0.8) 0.7 (0.4) 5.8 (6.0) 1.4 (1.4) 0.7 (1.7)
0.5 5.0 (0.8) 1.5(0.8) 0.7 (0.5) 59 (5.8) 1.5(1.8) 0.7 (1.6)
0.7  44(0.7) 1.3(1.6) 0.6 (1.0) 5.3 (5.6) 1.4 (1.8) 0.6 (2.1)
0.9 32(19) 1.0(1.3) 04(05) 43(11.1) 1.0 (2.1) 0.4 (1.3)
200 400 0.10 2.7 (1.7 0.7 (1.1 0.4 (1.1) 28 (3.2) 0.7(09 04 0.3 1.4

030 3.4 (1.0

)

) 0.5 (0.6) 35(L7) 1.0 (0.9) 05
0.50  3.5(0.5) 1.0 (0.7

)

)

( ( (1.3)

( ( (0.6)

0.5 (0.6) 3.6 (1.0) 1.0 (0.7) 0.5 (0.4)

070 3.1 (0.7 ( ( (0.5)
0.90 2.3 (0.9 ( ( (1.3)

0.4 (0.8) 3.2(1.2) 09 (11) 04
0.7 (0.3) 0.3 (1.2) 2.4 (3.6) 0.7(0.9) 0.3




Table 3: RMSE’s (x107%) and AE.,’s (%, in the parenthesis) in SCENARIO 2 for the
SBM network.

Oracle estimator TGNQ with refinement
G N T T 0, Do Fo o vr Frooei(R)  25(%)
2 100 50 010  4.7(23) 1.8(25) 15(1.4) 6.6 (15.7) 2.0 (5.7) 1.6 (3.3) 5.6 12.2
0.30 6.1 (2.1) 24 (1.1) 1.9(1.9) 87 (13.5) 2.5 (40) 2.1 (3.8)
050  6.1(1.3) 25 (0.6) 1.9(1.8) 9.0 (14.3) 2.7 (47 2.1 (4.1)
0.70 55 (1.4) 23(1.4) 1.7(.1)  7.7(13.6) 2.4 (2.8) 1.8(3.3)
0.90 39(26) 1.6(L5) 1.1(11) 6.5 (18.9) 1.8(3.9) 1.2(3.3)
100 100  0.10 3.3(26) 1.3(19) 1.1(0.8) 3.6 (4.7) 1.3(23) 1.1(0.5) 0.5 2.1
0.30  4.2(1.6) 1.7 (1.1) 1.3 (1.4) 45 (32) 1.7(06) 1.3(L5)
050 4.3 (1.4) 1.8(1.0) 1.3(1.3) 4.6 (2.3) 1.8(0.8) 1.3(1.4)
0.70  3.9(22) 16 (1.1) 1.1 (1.0) 4.1(3.5) 1.6 (1.0) 1.1 (1.0)
090  2.7(1.6) 1.1(1.2) 0.8(0.8) 3.1(4.4) 1.1(12) 08 (16)
100 200 0.10 24 (1.7)  09(1.9) 0.7 (0.9) 24 (1.7) 09 (1.7) 0.7(0.9) 0.0 0.1
030  3.1(1.2) 1.2(0.9) 09 (1.4) 3.1(1.2) 1.2(09) 0.9 (1.4)
0.50 3.1(1.0) 1.3(0.5) 0.9(0.5) 3.1(1.0) 1.3(0.7) 0.9 (0.6)
0.70  2.8(2.0) 1.2(2.1) 0.8(1.0) 2.8 (2.1) 1.2(21) 038 (0.8)
0.90 2.0 (1.6) 0.8 (0.8) 0.6 (0.7) 2.0 (1.7) 0.8 (0.8) 0.6 (0.6)
200 200 0.10 1.6 (1.4) 0.6 (0.5) 0.5 (1.0) 1.6 (1.3) 0.6 (0.3) 0.5(1.1) 0.0 0.1
0.30 2.0 (1.4) 09 (14) 0.7 (0.7) 2.1 (1.5) 0.9 (1.3) 0.7(0.7)
0.50 2.1 (0.7) 0.9(0.2) 0.6 (0.5) 2.1 (0.7) 0.9 (0.2) 0.6 (0.4)
0.70 1.8 (0.6) 0.8 (0.4) 0.6 (1.0) 1.8 (0.7) 0.8(0.3) 0.6 (1.1)
0.90 1.3 (1.1) 0.6 (0.5) 0.4 (0.8) 1.3 (1.5) 0.6 (0.6) 0.4 (0.9)
3 100 100 0.10  7.9(3.2) 20(23) 1.5(1.0) 13.5(23.0) 2.1 (3.4) 1.6 (4.1) 7.4 14.1
0.30 10.2(1.4) 27 (1.7) 20(1.4) 16.3(18.0) 2.9 (3.5) 2.2 (4.0)
050 10.9 (1.2) 29 (0.7) 21(0.7) 17.5(18.0) 3.2(3.1) 2.4 (4.1)
0.70 10.3 (1.7) 2.7 (1.6) 2.0 (1.5) 17.1(19.0) 3.0 (3.8) 2.4 (4.9)
0.90  83(29) 22(3.1) 1.6(0.8) 15.6(25.4) 2.4 (3.4) 1.8 (4.7)
100 200 0.10 5.6 (2.4) 1.4 (1.1) 1.1 (1.1) 6.0 (4.6) 1.4 (1.2) 1.1 (1.4) 0.7 15
030  7.3(1.1) 1.9(05) 1.4 (1.0) 7.7(24) 1.9 (12) 1.4 (0.9)
050  7.8(0.8) 21 (1.1) 1.5 (1.0) 81(19) 21(11) 1.5(0.8)
0.70 7.4 (1.3) 20(0.9) 14(0.7) 7.8 (3.0) 2.0(14) 1.5(1.1)
0.90 59(2.1) 15(0.9) 1.1(0.7) 6.5 (5.2) 1.6 (1.2) 1.1 (0.9)
200 200 0.10 4.0 (1.7) 1.0 (0.9) 0.8 (0.9) 4.3 (3.6) 1.0(1.4) 0.8(1.3) 0.9 1.3
0.30 5.1(1.0) 1.4 (0.7) 1.0(0.5) 53 (2.1) 1.4(0.6) 1.0(1.0)
0.50 5.3(0.8) 1.5(0.6) 1.1(0.6) 54 (1.6) 1.5(0.5) 1.1(0.9)
0.70 4.9 (0.6) 1.4 (13) 1.0(L.1) 51(1.2) 1.4 (15) 1.0 (1.0)
090  3.9(1.0) 1.1(15) 0.8(0.9) 42(3.3) 1.1(1.4) 08 (13)
200 400 0.10 2.9 (1.4) 0.7(0.9) 0.6 (1.1) 29 (1.4) 0.7(0.8) 0.6 (0.9) 0.1 0.1
0.30 3.6 (1.0) 1.0(0.9) 0.7 (0.5) 3.6 (1.1) 1.0(1.1) 0.7 (0.5)
0.50 3.7 (0.5) 1.0 (0.5) 0.7 (0.7) 3.7(0.7) 1.0(0.4) 0.7 (0.7)
0.70 3.5(0.6) 1.0(1.3) 0.7 (1.0) 3.5(0.8) 1.0(1.4) 0.7 (1.1)
0.90 2.8 (0.6) 0.8 (1.2) 0.5(1.0) 2.8 (1.0) 0.8(1.2) 0.5(1.0)




estimation accuracy under this setting, we use the following metrics. For the es-
timates of v° and 4°, we define RMSE., = (NB)'3.N% S°F |ﬁ£’(’2) — V| and
g; i
_ ~(b .
RMSE.1, = (NB) 1Z£V:1 Zle ||7;£2) — 72?H. For the estimates of °, we define
RMSE, 9 = N 2B 1SNV N 8 |@1b) —0%,,] to evaluate the estimation ac-
all,0 i=1 Laj=1 Lasb=1 glqb)g;b) g?h?
curacy. We use p; and p defined in (3.5) and (3.6) to measure the clustering error
rates. In Table 4, for conciseness, we take the mean of these metrics correspond-
ing to the five quantiles. In addition, we also use the QIC criterion proposed in
(3.7) to select the group number, where we set the tuning parameter as Ayy =
NYOT1og(T)/(10min{7m, 10}). We compute the model selection rate (MSR) as
MSR(G,H) = B'S0 | I[(G® = G, H® = H), for any given G and H, where G©®)
and H® denotes the group number selected by QIC in the bth simulation run. In

particular, MSR/(3,3) corresponds to the percentage of QIC correctly identifying the

true number of groups Gy = 3 and Hy = 3.

From Table 4, we observe larger RMSEs when the model is under-fitted (G = 2 or
H = 2), which suggests the significant model estimation bias caused by under-fitted
models. When G and H are over-specified (i.e., G > 3 or H > 3), we observe that
the RMSE and clustering errors are also slightly higher than the correctly specified
model, which is possibly due to the overfitting effects under this case. Meanwhile, the
MSR values MSR(3,3) also gradually increase with larger N and 7', which supports
the results in Theorem 3. The MSR reaches 100% when N, T are large enough. In
all cases, the resulting RMSE,;. is very close to that with fixed G = Gy = 3 and
H = Hy = 3 when G and H are selected by QIC as G and H. Simulations on the
power law networks produce comparable results, with additional details provided in

Section A.2.2 of the supplementary material.
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Table 4: Simulation results for the SBM network with varying G’ s.

SCENARIO1 SCENARIO2

N T G H ) o 5 MSR o1 22 ) D 5  MSR o1 )
(RMSE,;; x 1072) (%) (%) (%)  (RMSEa; x 1072) (%) () (%)

100 50 Oracle 08 04 0.2 - - - 08 0.4 0.3 - - -
2 2 144 22 2.0 0.0 426 358 139 26 3.7 0.0 389 29.0

2 3 185 24 2.0 1.6 440 374 121 25 3.3 82 348  20.0

3 2 122 24 1.9 20.8 210 323 138 26 3.2 0.0 229 29.3

3 3 159 25 1.9 70.2 225 345 11.8 26 3.1 786 206  20.7

3 4 183 26 2.0 50 242 354 145 2.7 3.3 13.0 233 227

4 3 173 34 2.5 2.4 241 358 136 3.3 3.9 02 232 228

4 4 196 35 2.5 00 254 365 161 35 4.0 00 250 245

G H 153 25 1.9 - 222 339 122 26 3.1 - 219 207

100 100  Oracle 24 12 0.6 - - - 24 1.2 1.0 - - -
2 2 9.2 16 1.9 00 376 281 124 2.2 2.5 00 278 330

2 3 106 16 1.9 00 385 250 110 2.1 2.4 02 26.6 20.7

3 2 82 1.5 1.1 3.8 105 271 122 1.7 1.7 00 11.1 323

3 3 80 15 1.1 94.8 10.1 205 78 16 1.5 92.4 7.5 14.2

3 4 100 15 1.1 1.2 104 225 103 1.7 1.6 7.4 94 16.4

4 3 9.8 2.1 1.5 02 128 234 9.8 2.0 2.2 00 108 17.7

4 4 116 21 1.6 0.0 135 251 121 22 2.3 0.0 125 19.6

G H 80 1.5 1.1 - 101 206 79 1.6 1.5 - 75  14.0

100 200  Oracle 1.7 09 0.4 - - - 1.7 09 0.7 - - -
2 2 76 1.4 1.8 00 364 260 112 20 2.2 0.0 256 31.0

2 3 57 1.3 1.8 0.0 362 8.9 83 2.0 2.1 00 245 138

3 2 6.6 1.0 0.6 0.0 34 259 105 1.3 1.1 0.0 55 294

3 3 36 0.9 0.6  100.0 3.0 7.6 23 0.9 0.7 100.0 0.7 1.6

3 4 52 0.9 0.6 0.0 3.1 9.9 41 1.0 0.8 0.0 1.3 2.7

4 3 45 1.3 0.9 0.0 4.7 8.8 32 1.3 1.2 0.0 1.4 2.4

4 4 6.2 1.3 0.9 0.0 53  11.7 50 1.3 1.2 0.0 2.2 3.6

G 7 36 0.9 0.6 . 3.0 7.6 23 0.9 0.7 . 0.7 1.6

200 200 Oracle 1.1 0.6 0.3 - - - 1.2 0.6 0.5 - - -
7.6 1.2 1.7 0.0 28.1 26.9 12.1 2.0 2.4 0.0 27.8 32.2

2 2
2 3 48 1.2 1.7 00 280 6.1 74 2.0 2.2 00 265 112
3 2 6.7 0.7 0.4 00 29 267 100 1.1 0.9 00 56 298
3 3 26 0.7 04 1000 28 59 1.7 07 0.5 100.0 0.9 1.3
3 4 42 07 0.4 00 29 74 33 07 0.6 0.0 1.3 1.9
4 3 33 1.0 0.8 00 29 64 23 10 1.1 0.0 1.0 1.4
4 4 48 1.0 0.8 00 32 82 37 10 1.1 0.0 1.6 2.2
G H 26 0.7 0.4 - 2.8 5.9 1.7 0.7 0.5 - 0.9 1.3

200 400 Oracle 0.8 0.4 0.2 - - - 0.8 0.4 0.3 - - -
7.1 1.1 1.6 0.0 28.0 26.4 12.0 1.9 2.2 0.0 27.0 31.9

2 2
2 3 39 1.1 1.6 0.0 280 1.6 65 1.9 2.1 0.0 26.1 8.7
3 2 6.1 0.5 0.2 00 04 264 90 09 0.6 00 32 281
3 3 1.1 04 0.2 1000 0.3 14 09 04 0.3 1000 0.1 0.1
3 4 2.1 04 0.2 00 03 1.8 1.9 04 0.3 00 0.1 0.2
4 3 1.5 06 0.5 00 03 15 1.2 07 0.7 00 0.1 0.1
4 4 25 0.7 0.5 00 04 20 22 0.7 0.7 00 0.1 0.2
G 7 1.1 04 0.2 - 0.3 1.4 09 04 0.3 - 0.1 0.1
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5.3 Performance under Misspecified Models

In addition to the general estimation procedures outlined in Section 2.2, we propose
model-specific estimation procedures for the Additive model and Multiplicative model
in Appendix A.2.1 to more finely estimate the parameters. In this context, we proceed
to investigate the robustness of the TGN(Q model by studying its performance when
the model is misspecified when G = Gg and H = H,. In SCENARIO 1, we employ
the general, additive, and multiplicative models to estimate the parameters. Since
the data is generated by the additive model, the multiplicative model represents a
misspecified model in this case. In SCENARIO 2, we again utilize the general, additive,
and multiplicative models to estimate the parameters, where the additive model is now

a misspecified model. The summarized results are presented in Tables 5 and 6.

In Scenario 1, as shown in Table 5, we observe that when utilizing the mis-specified
model to fit the data, the group membership estimation error rate rises slightly but
remains acceptable. However, compared to the specified models, the root mean squared
error (RMSE) of the fitted parameter 6° is higher and fails to decrease considerably
with raising N and 7. In Scenario 2, as shown in Table 6, we observe that there is
almost no difference in the grouping error rates estimated by the three models. With
the increase of N and T', they all achieve fairly good grouping accuracy. However, we
find the parameters estimation by the mis-specified model still has a gap compared to
the specified models, showing higher RMSE similarly. From the preceding analyses,
the estimation methodology of the TGNQ model demonstrates appreciable robustness
across varying scenarios. Results consistent with those obtained from simulations on
power law networks are documented in Section A.2.2 of the supplementary material

for further reference.
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6 Real Data Example

6.1 Data Description

In this section, we illustrate the proposed methodology with a stock dataset, which con-
sists of quarterly data on 651 A-share stocks listed on Chinese stock exchanges from the
third quarter of 2011 to the second quarter of 2023. We construct a financial network
among firms based on their common top ten investors in each period. This approach
is in line with prior researches, exemplified by studies such as Zhu et al. (2019b) and
Chen et al. (2023). Constructing networks among firms with shared ownership helps us
to quantify the spillover effects among the stocks, as highlighted by previous literature.
For instance, Anton and Polk (2014) investigate variations in return covariance due
to common active mutual fund ownership. Li et al. (2016) explore market volatility

prediction using network diameter based on common shareholders of listed companies.

Industries Commerce . Conglomerates

Utilities . Properties . Finance
.

(a) (b)

Figure 3: (a) The heatmap of the adjacency matrix among the stocks; (b) The visualization
of stock network.

Specifically, the adjacency matrix A captures intertwined ownership structures,

wherein a;; = 1 denotes that firms ¢ and j possess three or more significant shareholders
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in common for all quarters, while 0 signifies the absence of such shared ownership. The
adjacency matrix A and corresponding network relationships are illusrated in Figure
3, where we observe a small portion of companies share denser network links, with the

majority of them belonging to the same industrial sector.
We then define a dependent variable as the log quarterly volatility, defined by

Dy

Y, = log (Dt - 1)_1 Z(log Pz‘t,d — log Pz’t,d—1)2
d=2

where P;; 4 denotes the closing price of stock ¢ on day d of quarter ¢ and D, denotes
the number of trading days in quarter ¢. Previously, a similar measurement approach
has been employed in the literature (Huang et al., 2021) to investigate the network
connections among publicly traded stocks. This constitutes a panel data with N = 651

firms over T' = 47 quarters.
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Figure 4: (a) Histogram of firm-level averages of the responses; (b)Time series of cross-

sectional averages of the responses over different companies; (c) Histogram of pairwise cross-
sectional correlations.

Figure 4(a) shows the distribution of the mean response computed at the firm

level, where the median rests at -7.45. Moreover, Figure 4(b) presents the time series
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trajectory of the cross-sectional average response over the all firms, spanning 47 quar-
ters. Notably, the average response through 14th to the 17th quarter exhibits higher
volatility values. Additionally, Figure 4(c) constitutes a histogram of the N(N —1)/2
pairwise correlations of response for all combinations of the 651 firms, i.e. the sample
correlation of {Y;; : 1 <t < T} and {Yj;: 1 <t < T} for all i # j. The mean sample
correlation stands at 0.425, conveying moderate positive comovement in volatility on

average.

Finally, we include six covariates, which are collected from the companies’ quarterly
financial disclosures. They are, respectively, SIZE (log-transformed market value), BM
(book to market ratio), PR (increased profit ratio compared to the last year), AR
(increased asset ratio compared to the last year), LEV (log-transformed leverage ratio),
and CF (cash flow). These metrics are inspired by the research of Fama and French
(2015) and have also been used in other studies for financial risk factor analysis (Fan

et al., 2022). Our modelling approach and results are detailed in the following section.

6.2 Model Estimation Results

In order to apply the TGN(Q model to the aforementioned dataset, the foremost task
is to select the numbers of groups, i.e., G and H. We take A\yy = NY10T11og(T)/
(10 min{7m, 10}), as done in the simulation study (recall that 7 is the average out-degree
of the nodes). Suggested by the QIC values as shown in Figure 5, we obtain estimates

that@:2and]:l:3.

The model estimation results are visualized in Figures 6 at quantiles 7 = 0.1, 0.3, 0.5,
0.7 and 0.9. More detailed parameter estimates can be found in Appendix A.2.3. First,

we observe that at almost all quantiles, the autoregressive effect and network effect are
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Figure 5: QIC values for 1 <G <4and 1 < H <5.

significantly positive across all groups. This indicates that stock volatility is influenced
not only by its own historical performance but also by the volatility of connected
stocks. In addition, at the upper tail (i.e. 7 =0.9), the estimated autoregressive effect
is smaller while the network effect is larger. This means when the market is exposed
to higher levels of volatility, stocks tend to have higher correlations through the net-
work. This is consistent with the conclusion drawn from related studies, which found a
significant increase in the correlation of stocks during periods of abnormal volatility in
global or major regional stock market (Kaminsky et al., 2001; Gross and Kok, 2013).
In contrast, under lower levels of volatility, the estimated autoregressive effect is larger
while the network effect is smaller, indicating stocks are mainly influenced by their

own historical performance.

Furthermore, at the upper tail (i.e., 7 = 0.9), the second row group exhibits a larger
autoregressive effect and a smaller network effect compared to the first row group. This
indicates that when the market faces higher levels of volatility, the first row group is
more susceptible to volatility spreading through network connections compared to the
second row group. At the lower tail (i.e., 7 = 0.1), the autoregressive effects of the two
row groups are very close. Under normal volatility levels (i.e., 7 = 0.5), both groups

have small network effects. Additionally, at the upper tail, the first column group has
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Figure 6: (a) Quantile regression parameter estimators of network effects with 95% confi-
dence interval bounds; (b) Quantile regression parameter estimators of autoregressive and
covariate effects with 95% confidence interval bounds.

a larger network effect than the other two column groups, indicating that it can exert

more influence on connected stocks under high market volatility.

Subsequently, we comment on the estimation results of the covariates. First, at
all quantiles, the volatility levels of all groups are negatively correlated with the BM
value. This is highly correlated with the finding of Fama and French (1992) that the
BM value represents a risk factor, with the conclusion that stocks with lower BM values
have higher risk. Furthermore, at low to moderate levels of volatility (7 = 0.1,0.3,0.5),
the SIZE value is significantly negatively correlated with the volatility of the first row
group, but this relationship becomes insignificant at high quantile levels (7 = 0.7,0.9).
In contrast, the relationship between SIZE and the volatility of the second row group
is negative at the lower tail and positive at the upper tail. Moreover, only the volatility
of the second row group is negatively correlated with the relative increase in PR at
the lower tail (7 = 0.1). Additionally, the volatility of the second group is significantly

correlated with the CF value, exhibiting a significant negative effect at 7 = 0.1 and a
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significant positive effect at 7 = 0.9. This indicates that while larger cash flows further
stabilize the volatility levels of stocks in the second group during relatively calm market
conditions, they exacerbate the volatility of stocks in the second group during periods

of high market volatility.

Finally, we present several descriptive analysis for better understanding the cluster-
ing results. Firstly, Figure 7(a) shows the distribution of cross-sectional mean responses
within each group. It can be observed that the median of the second row group is higher
than that of the first row group, while the median of the second column group is higher
than the other two column groups. To better understand the differences between these
groups, Figure 7(b) visualizes the average covariate values across different groups. The
LEV, AR and CF values of the first row group are markedly lower than those of the
second row group. The difference in PR values between these two groups is even larger,
with the first row group having a positive average PR value and the second group a
negative one. For the three column groups, the first column group has a negative av-
erage PR value which differs notably from the other groups, and its LEV value is also
markedly lower than the other two groups, but its AR value is the highest. The second
column group has the lowest AR value among all column groups, yet the highest CF
value. The third column group has a PR value much higher than the other column

groups, but a CF value markedly lower than the other column groups.

7 Conclusion

This paper propose a two-way grouped network quantile panel data model to charac-
terize both cross-sectional and temporal dependence in a network context. The model

incorporates a novel two-way group structure that allows each unit to have distinct “re-
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Figure 7: (a) Distributions of cross-sectional mean responses within each group; (b) Average
covariate values across groups.

ceiving” and “influencing” group memberships, thereby capturing potential directional
influences among different groups in the network. We develop an efficient algorithm
to estimate the TGNQ model parameters and establish important asymptotic proper-
ties, including consistency of the estimators when the group numbers are overspecified
and asymptotic normality when the true group numbers are known. Additionally, we
propose a data-driven criterion to consistently select the true group numbers. More-
over, extensive simulations demonstrate a desirable finite sample performance of the
estimation method across varying data generating processes and network structures,
accurately recovering latent groups and network effects. Furthermore, robustness to
model misspecification is also illustrated. Finally, an empirical application to volatility
modelling of Chinese stocks highlight the usefulness of the framework in uncovering

insightful group patterns and quantifying complex network.

To conclude the article, we explore various compelling directions for future research.
Extensions to accommodate time-varying network structures would enable the mod-
elling of dynamic network evolutions, offering deeper insights into evolving intercon-
nections among units over time. Furthermore, exploring flexible semi/non-parametric
specifications could enhance the ability of model to capture complex nonlinear covari-

ate effects, thus widening its applicability to a broader range of empirical contexts.
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Finally, theoretical investigations into the consistency of estimation under scenarios
involving a growing number of covariates would constitute a valuable contribution, of-
fering a more comprehensive understanding of the model’s properties and enhancing

its practical utility in empirical research.
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