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Abstract

Preferential attachment in a directed scale-free graph is widely used to model the evolution
of social networks. Statistical analyses of social networks often relies on node based data rather
than conventional repeated sampling. For our directed edge model with preferential attach-
ment, we prove asymptotic normality of node counts based on a martingale construction and a
martingale central limit theorem. This helps justify estimation methods based on the statistics
of node counts which have specified in-degree and out-degree.

Keywords: In-degree, out-degree, preferential attachment, random graphs, power laws, multivari-
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1 Introduction

Preferential attachment for both undirected and directed scale-free graphs has been introduced in
the literature as a model for the growth of social networks (cf. [2],[3] and [8] [10]). Preferential
attachment can model broader contexts such as the web graph, citation graph, co-author graph,
etc. So more attention is now placed upon the directed case where each node has at least two
characteristics, namely in- and out-degree.

Let N, (i,7) be the number of nodes with in-degree ¢ and out-degree j in a simplified di-
rected preferential attachment model at nth step of the growth of the network. [3] showed that
Ny(i,7)/n — pi; for fixed i and j, and provided an explicit form of (p;;). Furthermore, we know
that the limiting degree sequence (p;;) has both marginally and jointly regularly varying tails (cf.
[3], [13] and [14]). However, what remains an open issue for these models is rigorous justification
of methods of statistical analyses based on data from social networks. Therefore, the object of
this paper is to examine the asymptotic normality of N, (i,j) with the idea that this asymptotic
normality can justify statistical estimation methods in practice. Using the martingale central limit
theorem, we will show this asymptotic normality of \/n(N, (i, j)/n — pi;) for fixed (i, 7) as well as
jointly over (i,7). Hence, we conclude that the empirical estimator N, (7,j)/n is consistent and
asymptotically normal. We will explore more formal statistical inference that relies on node based
data and the asymptotic normality elsewhere and give examples of analyses.

The directed preferential attachment model that we study is outlined in Section Pland our main
results on normality are summarised in Section [Bl Proofs are collected in Section [l
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2 Model

We somewhat simplify the model used in [3, 13| [14]. At each step of the construction, a node is
added; we exclude the possibility of adding only a new edge between existing nodes. The model
evolves according to the following dynamics. Choose strictly positive parameters «, vy, A and @ such
that o ++ = 1, and we assume in addition that a,~ < 1 to avoid trivial cases.

We initiate the algorithm with a simple case: a graph G with one single node (labeled 1)
with a self-loop so that both its in and out degrees are 1, denoted by D;(1) = (1,1). At stage
n, we have a directed random graph G, = (V,,, E,). If a node v is from V,, use D;,(v) and
Dyyui(v) to denote its in and out degree respectively (dependence on n is suppressed) and write
D, (v) = (Djn(v), Doyt(v)). Then G4 is obtained from G, as follows.

(i) With probability o a new node w is born and we add an edge leading from w to an existing
node v € V,,. The existing node v is chosen with probability according to its in-degree:

P(v € V,, is chosen) = TSR
n

(2.1)

(ii) With probability v a new node w is born and we add an edge leading from an existing node
v € V,, to w. The existing node v is chosen with probability according to its out-degree:

Dout(v) +un

P(v € V,, is chosen) = a+0n

(2.2)

The construction makes G, a directed graph with n nodes (i.e. V,, = {1,2,...,n}) and n— 1 edges;
the self-loop in G is not counted as an edge. Note that

Z Dzn(v) = Z Dout(v) =n,

veEVR veEV,

so the attachment probabilities in ([2.I]) and (2.2)) add to 1.

3 Results

For i,j > 0, let N, (i,7) denote the number of nodes with in-degree i and out-degree j in Gy, i.e.

Nn(i,j) = Z Lp,(w=G,j3 @m=>1),
UEVn

and set v, (i,7) = E(N,(i,7)). The following lemma elaborates part of the results of Theorem 3.2
in [3], which implies that for each i and j there are non-random constants (p;;) such that

Nn (i, 4)
n

— Pij a.. as n — 00, (3.1)

Clearly, poo = 0. We also take N, (i,j) and p;; to be zero if either ¢ or j is —1. The explicit form
of the limiting degree distribution (p;;) is given in [3].

Lemma 3.1. For each i,j =0,1,2,..., we have for C > 4,

|7/n(Z,]) - npij| < 07 fOT Vn > 17 V(Z,]), (32)



and

1
— Dij ZC’U% =o0(1), as n — oo, (3.3)

Dij = 041{(2-7]-):(071)} + 71{(,'7]-):(170)} + Cl(i -1+ )\)pi—l,j + Cg(j -1+ N)pi,j—l — 5ijpz’j' (3.4)

where the p;; satisfy

Here we have
« Y

1+—/\’ Cy = ma 52‘]‘ = Cl(“‘/\) +02(j —|—,u).

Cc1 =

As a stochastic process in (i,7), the proportion of nodes with in-degree i and out-degree j
converges in distribution after centering and scaling to a centered Gaussian process. Asymptotic
normality relies on a standard multivariate martingale central limit theorem (cf. Proposition 2.2
outlined in [I2]; a statement is given in Proposition 4] in Section and see also [9] 6, [7, 4] and
[0, Chapter 8]). For our problem, the normality results are summarized in the next theorem.

Theorem 3.1. Fiz positive integers 1,0. In the normality statement, matrices Kio and 10 are
are specified in (LA1) and (EAQ) respectively. Provided that Ko is invertible, we have

Ny(iy g . . _ _
<ﬁ <# —pij> 0<i<I,0<j< o> = N(0,K;p210K;4). (3.5)

4 Proofs

4.1 Proof of Lemma [3.7]

By the construction of our model, at the initial stage we have Ni(1,1) = 1, Ny(i,j) = 0 for
(1,7) # (1,1). Let F, be the o-field of information accumulated by watching the graph grow until
stage n. We have

E(Ny41(4, 7)1 Fn) =Nu(i,7) + E(Npy1(i,5) — N (i, §)[Fn)
=Nn(i,5) + ol =01} + YL1{@5)=(1,0)}

+ P(a new edge from n+ 1 to v € V,;;D,(v) = (i — 1,7)|Fn)
+ P(a new edge from v € V,, to n+ 1;D,(v) = (4,5 — 1)|.Fn)
— P(a new edge from n + 1 to v € Vy;;D,(v) = (4, )| Fn)
— P(a new edge from v € V;, to n+ 1;D,(v) = (4, 7)|Fn)
=Nn(i,9) + alii =01} + 1{G5)=0,0)
Np(i—1, , Np(i,j—1
+Cl(i_1+)\)¥+62(] —1+u)%
, . N (i, j
— (eali+ W) + eali oy o), (1.1)
Taking expectations and recalling that v, (3, j) := E(N,(4,7)), we get
var1(i,7) = algi =00} +7L{G5)=00)
dij o =1+ A . . —1 .
+(1- 7J)Vn(%]) + Mljﬂ(z —1,7) + wyn(z,j —1).(4.2)



We first show that (3:2)) holds for some constant C' > 1. Let &,(i, j) = vy (4,7) — npij;, then
er(L D=1 —pul <, fe1(i, )] = [0 = pij| < C for (i,5) # (1,1). (4.3)

Also, forn >1

w1 0,1) = (1= 2150 0,1), enga(1,0) = (1= )z, (1,0),
and further for (7, 7) ¢ {(0,1),(1,0)}:

€n+1(i7j) = Vn-i-l(ivj) - (Tl + 1)pij

. Cl(i—1+)\)€

= a—%g%@ﬁ+ el-1+pn

(t—1,7)+ e(i,j —1).

Then ([B.2) is true for (¢,7) = (0,1) by simple induction on n: if |¢,(0,1)| < C, then

0] <1 2|0 <c

Similar arguments give that ([B.2) also holds for (i,5) = (1,0). For (i,7) ¢ {(0,1),(1,0)}, our
induction assumption \/; ;) [en (i, j)| < C' (which is true for n =1 by (.3)) gives that

. 0ij o (i —1+ X ) ) ca(j— 1+ .
enea(i ) = |1 = Sy g) + BETIFN oy gy U LRl g
n n n
< _%_'_01(2—14-)\)_'_62(]—14-#)‘0
n n n
. C1+ co c<c
n

by noting that c¢; + co < a+ v = 1. Hence,

V len+1(i:5) = lens1 (0, D] V [enta(1,0)] v V lent1(d,4)| < C.
(53) (9)2(0.),(1,0))

This verifies that (3:2)) holds.
Next fix (i,7) and n and define the uniformly integrable martingale

with difference sequence

‘dm(l,])‘ = ‘Ym(l,j) - Ym—l(ivj)“
By [3], given F,,, determining G,, only requires the identification of which old vertices are involved
at each stage, and there are at most 2n such choices. Under proper redistribution, changing one of
these choices (say from node u to node v) will only alter the degrees of u and v in the final graph.

Hence,
|din(i,5)] <2, m=0,1,....n.

AISO7 YYO(ZvJ) = E(Nn(zvj)|]:0) = Vn(ivj)7 and

n

No(inj) = vn(in ) = > di(i, ).

k=1



Then by the Azuma-Hoeffding’s inequality [1]

2
P (N, (i, 7) — vn(i,§)| = C/nlogn) < 2exp (_C nlogn> 9

on-4 ) s

Therefore,

P \/ INa(i,j) = vali.f)| = C/nlogn
(4,9)
n? \/ P(INn(i, ) — va(i, 5)] > Cy/nlogn)
(4,9)
< 2n—(c2/8—2)

IN

In other words, for C' > 4,

P | \/ [Nn(i,j) = va(i, §)] = C/nlogn | = o(1). (4.4)
(4.4)

Now ([B2) and ([@4) together imply that
PV

(i.9)

and this gives ([B.3]) for C > 4.

Nn (i, 4)
n

> C(ylogn —1) | = o(),

Dij

4.2 Proof of Theorem [3.1]
4.2.1 Preliminary: Martingale central limit theorem.

We use a multivariate martingale central limit theorem to prove Theorem B.Il We first state the
version that we need. See Proposition 2.2 in [13] and also [9, 6, [7, 4] and [5, Chapter 8]).

Proposition 4.1. Let { X, 1, Grm, 1 <m < n}, Xpm = Xnm1,--- ,Xn7m7d)T, be a d-dimensional
square-integrable martingale difference array. Consider the d x d nonnegative definite random
matrices

n
Gn,m — (E(Xn,m,an,m,j|gn,m—1)a Z,] — 1, 27 ce ,d) 5 Vn - Z Gn,ma
m=1

and suppose (Ay,) is a sequence of | x d matrices with a bounded supremum norm. Assume that

(i) AV, AT B Y asn— oo for some deterministic (automatically nonnegatively definite) matriz
3.

() D m<n E(X,amil{‘xn’m’ibe}|gn,m_1) B0asn— oo foralli=1,2,...,d and € > 0.
Then in R, as n — oo

En: An Xy m = X, (4.5)

m=1

a centered l-dimensional Gaussian vector with covariance matriz 2.



4.2.2 The martingale.

We start with constructing a martingale for fixed ¢ and j. Suppose that our martingale takes the

form '
] 1
j{:j{:bgfn (k1) — v (K, 1)), (4.6)
=0k
where b( ) are some non-random constants. We investigate what properties b( ) must satisfy in

order that M (,7) is a martingale in n.

By the model assumptions in Section[2] n > 7V 7 since at each stage we can only increase either
the in or out-degree of one particular node by 1. Therefore, with probability 1, N, (i,7) = 0 for
n < iV j. Also for n = 1, almost surely, N1(1,1) = 1 and Ni(¢,7) = 0 for all other (7,7) # (1,1).
Hence,

Ni(i,j) —v1(i,7) =0 a.s. for all (i,7),

)

and values of bk i1 will not affect the form of M; (i, j). For simplicity of calculations, we set b
for all (k,1).
Using (41 and (£2), we see that in order to make M, (i, ) a martingale, we must have

(43) _
ki1 =1

E(Mpi1(i,§)|Fn) = ZZb,(;’l]’nH [ 1- %)(Nn(k’,l) — vp(k,1))
=0 k=0
_,_W(Nn(k = 1,1) —wvn(k = 1,1))
+M(Nn(k,l —1) = vk, 1 - 1))

)

b)) (N (k, 1) — v (k1)) = Ma(i, ),

|
M‘

=0 k=0

where the last equality follows from the martingale assumption. Thus, b,(g in J) ,0<k<i,0<1 <y,

must satisfy the following recursions:

(i.0) Oij \ _ (i)
b; ,j]n—l—l <1 - #) - bi,j?n (47)
i,] 5 i, (lﬁ + )\) ij .
bl(fyjq,)n-l'l (1 - n > bl(f—:%,] n+lT = b](€7;,)7“ 0<k<i—1 (48)
b(z‘,j) <1 dit > + b(w) ca(l + p) b(i,j) 0<l<i_1 (4.9)
i,ln+1 i,0+1 n+1T iln’ S0 — .
(i.§) Okl @)  altk+A)  apn o el+p) e
by ims (1 ) + bk-i—l,l,n-i—lT + bk,l]+1,n+1T = by ins

Solving (7)) gives

b)) = f[ < ) - . (4.11)



Also, ([£J]) yields

irj O\ (i Okj i, 1(k+X)
bmgzo—i)bmﬁQEJ)bmwg———

n n

(%) (4 b(w) Lo 0%\ e alkt )
n n—1 kgn—1"" n—1 ktlin p—1

-1
_(1_%> pid)  alk+A)

k+1,5,n+1 n

- Ok (i.4) ak+A) T AN
=...= (1_E> Zbk-i-l,Jm-i-l — 11 - (4.12)

d=m

Similarly, we can obtain from (4.9) and (ZI0) that

n —1 n n -1
(j) dil ) ca(l + ) dil
bi,l,n+1 - H <1 B E) - bi,l+1,m+1 m dl__[ - d )

m=1 m=1

and that

ij = Okl i (k+)) 1 AN
boini = 11 (1 - E) Z bl(f-gl,l,m-i-lT 11 (1 - 7)

m=1 d=m
n —1
@ (L + ) Okl
_Zbkl]+1m+1TH 1-—] -
d=m

(4,9)

4.2.3 Properties of the coefficients bk Tnt1

For the calculation of the asymptotic form of condltlonal covariances of martingale differences, we

will need the asymptotic forms of the ratio pli:d) /b” naq forall k <41 < j, as n — oo and we

kln+1
set
(i b
Z,] N1 _ . _ .
3 n_mo IR k=0,1,...,iand [ =0,1,...,7. (4.13)
,7,n+1
We begin with the case | = j. Using (@11} and (£I2) we know that for 0 < k <i—1,
ij o\ (i,5) n AN
ey (%) o, i (1= %)
Jn+l m k+1,j,m+1
W— H ﬁ—ZTCI(k"F)\) ry 1> (414)
bi7j,n+1 m=1 (1 - %) m=1 1, (1 _ %>
and from (£.14)), we claim that
bgy]) ' i—1 AN+d
2J ’I’L-‘rl — (_ Z—k‘
P =&, = (-1) H<Z._d>. (4.15)
1,5,n+1 d=k
For the first term on the right of (AI4]) we have by Stirling’s formula,
"(—6’”)1 d 5  T(1—6;
H —Hm_ww (1= 0y) n~0Rer 50, as n — oo, (4.16)

ot (1-82)7 mam N =0k



because i — k > 1. Hence proving (£I5]) requires showing
n b( i,5)

n -1 1—1
k+1,j,m+1c1(k+ ) Okj ik Atd
_ - -1 4.1
> ) m lL a) — b ll i—d (4.17)

m=1 Zv]vn"’_l

and we prove this by induction on k < i. For k =i — 1, using ({11]), we have

TN | (s D
P ey 1<< f)>l

1
L T (1- 55

=)
n ij
s | <1 - 7)

~ D(n+1-08;)/T(m+1-dy)

e (i +)‘)mZ::1 I'(n+1—26i-1;)/T(m —di-1;)

F(n +1-— (52]) &

=—c(i—1+2A)

= _ b — 14+ A\ 4.18
where r( 5 )
_ 2\m=0i-15)

“m”‘nm+1—@ﬁ'

Stirling’s formula gives as n — oo
Fn+1-265) I SR
F(’I’L +1-— 5i—1,j)
and also
g(n) ~ net (n — o0).

So the function g(n) is regularly varying and hence by Karamata’s theorem on integration (see, for

example, [11]), we have
n

> g(m) ~n e

m=1

and thus (4I]) is asymptotic to
—c1(i =14+ XMn"n%/eg =—(—1+N).

This verifies the base case for (£I7) and thus (£I5) is also true when k =i — 1.

For the next step in the induction argument, we suppose that (£I7) holds for k£ + 1. Then
because of (4.16]), (AI5) holds for k. We then evaluate the left side of (£I7) with k + 1 replaced
by k. Using (@I1]), I'(t + 1) = ¢I'(t) and calculations similar to what was just done, we get

by imir cr(k— 14 X)) Sr1\
. J,m~+1 €1 _ Y%-1
Z ) m dl__I <1 d >

m=1 b2]n+1

, n  Okg—15)
s et 1 T (1 %3)
m 0;4 -1
iz (1-%)

m=1 b,]m—l—l

8



C))

(’I’L—I—l 5) _ bkjm—l—l 1 F(l—ék_lj) i d—ék_lj
=—c(k—14+AX 2 : :
KA (CEa s i DD b<f;-%+1 b 00y 4 dh,
P(n+1-
=—c(k—14+AX h(m 4.19
ci( + ) (n+1_5k ) Z ( )
where
by?) 1 D= Gpry) {2 d—0
h(m) = koj,mt1 (1 —0k—1;) — Ok—1,5
bz(',lg"?r)n-i-lm_ék_l’j F(l—éij) e d—éij
W Tont1-81y) 1
b(l’]) 41 F(m +1-— (5”) m — 5k—1,j.
Z7J7m

Since the induction assumption means that ([@I5]) holds for k, we have, as m — oo, that h is
regularly varying with index (i — k + 1)c; — 1,

h(m)Nm( —k+1)e1— 1 7, kH <)‘+d>

Again, using Karamata’s theorem, we have from (£I19)):

T(n+1- bk — 1+ ATy (A+d
—ci(k—14+ X h(m Z _—
alk =1+ N7 (n—l—l—ék 1) Z z—k+1d1;Ik i—d
i—1
A+d
— zk-i—l H < )
d=k—1

Hence (£I7) holds for all k =0,1,...,i — 1. With §,(:J?j) defined in (£I3), we have verified (£.I5]).
Similarly, as n — oo,

b(iij)+1 i pw+r (i,5)
o~ G0 <— - 7,> =& (4.20)
bi jn+1 r—k \J
1(47}],2#1 o c1(k+A) y b/(fl-’gfln—i-l eo(l + 1) y bl(fl’l]-i)-l .
bz(,lxr)z—i-l 5ij — Oy b(,]Jr)H-l 5@' — O b(,]Jr)H-l
_[C(;l.(.k—t;)\) gIc-i-ll w ng_l —5(2’], 0<k<i—1,0<I<j—-1.
iy — Okl ij

(4.21)

We set f(m 1 f(m = 0, and note that f(m = 0 if either k > i or [ > j.

4.2.4 Martingale differences.

Now we are ready to consider the martingale difference:

Mn—l—l(ivj) - Mn(Z7])



i

J
= S S e Nrs ) AN 0) — 3 St )~ 8o, (42
1=0 k=0 1=0 k=0

Consider the second double sum on the right side of (@D Recall that v, (i, 7) satisfies the recursion
in (£2]), and this together with the properties of bk i in @7)-EI10)) give

o
ZZ(bSlLvaH(m) b7 vk, 1)

=0 k=0
Jj o
. Okl vp(k—1,1
=y [b,ﬁjﬁm ((1 - 7) w(k D) + e (k- 1 +)\)¥
=0 k=0
Vp(k,l—1 ,
tep(l -1+ M% +alfig=ony + 71{<i,j>:<170>}> — bk, l)}

and identifying summands corresponding to (k,1) = (4,7), (k,1) = (i — 1,7), (k,1) = (1,7 — 1) and
then the rest down to (k,1) = (0,1), (k,1) = (1,0) yields

(i,4) . 0ij , vn(i—1,79) ) vn(i,j —1)
5 (6.0 =2 renli =1 2T g1 =)
&), (.
= by jnvn (i)

di
+ bl 1{] it (un(z‘ -1 - n“) +e(i—2+A)

(;27]) —I-Cg(j— 1+M)Vn(z_71173 B 1)>

— b i = 1,5)

i— 1]n

vn(i—1,7— 1 .
IR I

| S, g -~ 2)
6 (i = D0 = B2 = 140 yalld 22

— 07 valinj — 1)

+. +bgl>,l+1<a+un01 21> b) v (0,1)

g irj
#6n (3 01001 = 20 ) o) 0,0)

U,

2,7 1,7 Z', - 62 . Z’, .
—ab((] 1 )n+1 + 'ng 0)n+1 + (i, J) <b§,j?r)z+l(1 - #) - bgﬂ{)

=0 by @)
i—1
i, 51@ i, E+ A 7,

# S onlhd) (4D (- 22 0 S i)

k=0

=0 by E3)
j—1
. i, 5 i, (l + /L) 1,7
+ Z(:) Vn (i, 1) <b§,l,y73+1(1 - ) + bz( li)l n+1 771 - bElQ)
=0 by [@.9)
j—1i—1
i Ol ij ci(k+A) i, coll + 1) (i

+ <b1§75i+1(1 - 7) + bl(c—gl),l,n-i-l — bl(c l]-l)—l ntl 771 - bi(c,zj,zz

1=0 k=0

=0 by @I0)

10



(i
=aby i 1+ 701 01

So ([E22]) now becomes
j (. .) (. .) (. .) (. .)
Mn—l—l(iyj) - Mn(Z,]) = Z <bk7}{n+1Nn+1(k7 l) - bk:[{nNn(kv l)) - (ab0771j,n+1 +7b1770j,n+1)' (4'23)

4.2.5 Conditional covariances.

In order to use the multivariate martingale central limit theorem as specified in Proposition 1]
we need to calculate the asymptotic form of the following quantity:

g | | Mrid) = M) (Mnf(s,t) ~ M t)) £ (4.2
i (1-2) [T (1)
for fixed pairs (7, j) and (s,t). From ([@23]) we know that we need to consider in particular
bt s N (6, 1) = W70 Nk )
:b(i’j) Nn—l—l(kv l)

k,,n+1
i Ok i, ci(k+XN) i co(l + )
= (o (12 ) o 2 2 2

(where we applied (£10]))

=507 (N1 (k1) — Ny (kD))

Ny (k,1 i i L5
+ —51 ) <5kl + b]E;,i],ZL+1 —ca(k+ )‘)bl(c—i-yl),l,n-i-l —co(l + ’u)bl(f,l]-i)-l,n—i-l) . (4.25)

Recall (31)) gives N, (k,1)/n — p a.s. as n — oo. So dealing with (£.24]) means we must calculate
the asymptotic form of the conditional moments of

An+1(i7j) = Nn+1(i7j) - Nn(l,j)
Observe that

1 w.p. @,

Ani1(0,1) = ¢ =1 w.p. doy 2n@l), (4.26)
0 otherwise;
1 w.p. v,

Api1(1,0) ={ —1 w.p. §io =0 (4.27)

n
0 otherwise;

1 wop. er(k— 14 ) ELD o)1 ) Mnlbll)
Apii(k ) =4 —1 w.p. 6 Nelkd (4.28)

n )

0 otherwise,

11



for (k,1) ¢ {(0,1),(1,0)}. For instance, to justify (£26]), we create a (0, 1)-node when node n+1 is
born and attaches to V;, but we destroy a (0, 1)-node if either n+ 1 is born and attaches to a (0, 1)-
node or v € V,, attaches to n + 1 and has degree (0,1). Then using B.1I]), (8:4) and (£26)-(Z28),
for each pair (k,1),

E(Apt1(k, )| Fn) = pri,  a.s. as n — oo. (4.29)

Therefore, from (€.11])
-1 o (7'7.])
11— 1< — —) b; jm+1

and applying (£23]) and then (£25]), we have as n — oo,

j i (4,9) (4,5) (4,9)
Ny (k, 1 b n+ b +1,1,n+ b +1,n+
= E [ E”L ) <6kl kTIi L Cl(k + )\)71€ .1"l’ L Cg(l + u) 7]67[. .17 1)

1=0 k=0 bglj]r)z—l—l b(fj‘]r)zﬂ bgzﬂﬂ
b;(j}j)ﬂ (ab(() 71]) 411 ng 0) +1)
iy Annlk l)] )
il i jmt1
7 7

P 2, 1, ’i, k)l

Z Dl (5kl§kl] —ci(k+ )\)51(#1 p— el + N)f;g l]+1> + fl(dj A£L+f

1=0 k=0

— (el 4 yeley,

according to (B.I]) and definition of fké’j given in (4.I3)), (£20) and (£21]).

Recall ([£29), we see that as n — oo the conditional expectation in ([£24) is equivalent to

d

X {phf <5hf£hf - Cl(h + )\)ff(f_,_tl N C2(f + /J)gh f+1) + £(St TL}:-{)}

=0 h=0
3

and evaluating the product as four terms gives

i

M)~

(o (el — erb+ NEP), — et + welE)) + €5 A8} - (gl + €l )]

=0 k=

Il
~+ O
o

vl

~
>

(04501 + £(St)]

~ Zzpkl (Gl — er(k + e — e+ wedd)) — (agly?” +’y€§8]))]
=0 k

t S
<IN pap(Onrel ) — ealh+ NES  — eo(f + mET Ty — (ol + 4l )}

| f=0h=0
[ ‘] i . . . . .

+ IS el — en(k + NEW) — ol + el — (agsy” +v£§’o’”>]
LI{=0 k=0

t s
i
x ff({s} 'ony
F=0h=0
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s

t
+ lzzphfwhfs;;f’cl<h+A>£h+1fC2<f+u>5§f’;+1> (agsy” + 5‘”)]
=0 h=

h=0
X (Z f;(f/j)pkl>
1=0 k=0
+E <Z &’ A (k 1> (ZZ&‘” ni1(h f))
1=0 k=0 f=0h=0
= A(i,j,5,t) + B (ZZ@/’ net1 kl) (ZZ& At hf)) ] (4.30)
1=0 k=0 f=0h=0

’L ],S t + Z Z 5(2’] fhf TL—I—l(kvl)An-i-l(hv f)|]:n] .

(k1) (R, f)
Therefore, we need the asymptotic form of the sum
SN e E A (k) A1 (b I F), (4.31)
(k1) (hsf)

and we divide the summation in (£3]l) into four different cases.

Case I: With probability ¢i(r — 1 + )\)w, a new edge from n + 1 to some existing node
v €V, with Dy, (v) = (r — 1,¢) is created and this necessitates

Apii(r—1,q) = since an (r — 1, ¢)-node is destroyed,
Apii(r,g) =1, since an (r,g)-node is created,
Ap+1(0,1) =1, since a (0, 1)-node is created.

The other cases follow similar reasoning:
Case II: With probability ca(q — 1 + u)w, a new edge from some existing node v € V,,
(with D,,(v) = (r,q — 1)) to n+ 1 is created such that

Apii(r,g—1)=-1, Apti(r,g) =1, A,11(1,0) =1

Case III: With probability ¢ (r + )\)M, a new edge from n + 1 to some existing node v € V,,
(with D,,(v) = (r,q)) is created such that

An+1(’r'7 q) = _17 ATL—I—I(T + 17q) = 17 An-l-l(ov 1) =1

Case IV: With probability co(q + ,u) ( 9) , a new edge from some existing node v € V,, (with
D, (v) = (r,q)) to n+ 1 is created such that

An—l—l(r) q) = _17 An+1(7"7q + 1) = 17 An+1(1,0) =L

Take Case I as an example, we see that

(1 i (k.0 (b, ) € {((r0), (), ((r = 1,0), (r = 1,9)),
((0,1),(0,1)), ((r,9),(0,1)), ((0,1), (r, q)) };
Anp1(k, DAnga(h, f) = =1 if ((k,0),(h, £)) € {((r = 1,9),(r,9)), ((r —1,9),(0,1)), (4.32)
((r;q), (r —1,9)),((0,1), (r — 1,q)) };
0 otherwise.

13



Let E%T’q) denote the event described in Case I where node n + 1 attaches to v € V,, with D, (v) =
(r —1,q). Then on the event & := U(T,’q) Eir’q), ([#32]) gives asymptotically

Z ngld ghf n+1(k77 l)An—l—l(ha f)181 |]:n]

(k1) (h.f)
_ Z P E(T’q (5(2,] + 5(%] ££Z7]1 q) (gr(,z,t) + g(()iy 5}«8 tl,q)
(T’q
- ZZ@(T 14 Nn(?"n— 1,q) ( (i) 4 gl fﬁi_’jl),q> < () 4 glst) _ 57(43_,151)7(1) ‘
q=0 r=0
(4.33)

Define &, £ and &4 in the same way w1th respect to Case II, IIT and IV, and then similar cal-
culations to (A.33) give > ) >o(n.p) &h (Z’] §hf E [Ant1(k,DAng1 (b, £)|Fn; & for i = 2,3,4. Also,

(#26) and (4.27) show that E [(AHH(O, 1)) ]-"n} and E [(An+1(1,0))2 ]-"n} take different forms
from the other cases (cf. ([4.28])), so we still need to compensate for this.
Considering the case where (k,1) = (h, f) = (0,1), we have, by (£.26]),

2,7) ~(s Nn O, 1
2 fn} = él’])gél’t) <a + do1 (n )>

i) (s Na(0,1 Na(0,1
5(’]5(()1’t)<a+01)\ (71)+C2(1+u)7( )>.

n

57 VE | (Bna (0,1))

Note that §0 f((]slt c2 (1 + ) = N"(O U has been covered while calculating (4£31)) with respect to &4, so

we only need to add {01 5((]3115 <a + cM%) to our computation. Similar arguments also apply

o (k,l) = (h, f) = (1,0), but instead we add <7 +c ,uN”(l .0) ) 5(2’] {%’t) for compensation.
Taking all these into account, we get

oS G E A (B, D Ania (b, )| F]
(k,0) (h,f)

= <Oé + Cl)\%) g(st (fy + C2IuN ( )> 5(271 g%ﬂf)

2.2 {cl (r =1+ LD (e g el ) ) (el + €3 €0,

q=0 r=0

1 i g i, i, s S S
+e2(g -1 ‘Hl)Q ( 7(«2’” +f(()fj) - 55«,21@1) < (o) +5( & 5£qt 1)
Ny, T, i, i, i s s
ver(r+ )20 () 4 el ) (649, + €3 — €0)

n r,q i, i, i s s
seala 410 ( Rl (660 + €6t - efi?) (it + 6 - €l5) }.

Here we also adopt the convention that {,(:;j ) — 0 if either k > i or [ > Jj, and that N,(r,q) = 0
whenever either both r and ¢ are 0 or one of them is —1.
Now applying ([B.I) again, we write

SN @G E A (k) At (B, £ F)
(k1) (h, f)
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= (o +edpon) €5765Y + (v + cappro) €457 €15
#3030 {ealr = 1 N (€57 + €7 - €990, (650 + 69— 29,)

q=0 r=0
tea(qg — 1+ p)prg-1 < @) g gln?) — ) 1) ( Gt gt - gﬁfj_)l)
er(r+ Nprg (6520, + €67 — €5 (€13, + €67 - €4
tea(q+ wpeg (S + &7 — €57)) (8l + €617 —€39) =2 Blijos,t) (434)

a.s. as n — oo. Putting ([A30) and ([£34) together, we conclude that, with probability 1,

g | [ Musr(ind) = Ma(i, ) (MnH(s,t)—Mn(s,t)

N1 5s -1
I, (1 - %) [Ti—: (1—2%)

where C(1, 7, s, t) = A(i, j,s,t) + B(i,],s,t).
Recall that bl ]’Jnﬂ =[1=,(1 — 4;;/d)~. By Stirling’s formula, as n — oo

) Fo| = C(iy 4, 8,t), (4.35)

) F'n+1) ndi
~ , 4.36
bijint1 = H d— (5 T (n+1—-06;)T1—6;) T(1—0dy) (4.36)
so that as a function of n, bE iy T)L 41 s regularly varying with index d;;. Therefore, (4.35]) becomes
g | Mo41(1,5) = Ma(i,) \ ((Musi(s,t) = Ma(s,) | - C(i,j,s,t)
ndi nost "] T 00— 6w)
=:7(i,7,8,t). (4.37)

4.2.6 Applying the martingale central limit theorem.

We now have the material necessary to verify the conditions in Proposition [l Fix non-negative
integers 1,0 € {0,1,2,...} and define for IVO +1<m <n,

My (i, 5) — Mim—1(i, j) . ‘
Xnmij = =575 0<i<I,0<j<O,

and with (s,t) satisfying 0 < s < 1,0 <t < O, also define

Gn,m(iyja S, t) = E(Xn,m,i,an,m,s,t’fm—l)
= n_(5ij+58t+1)E[(Mm(iaj) = Mp—1(3, 7)) (M (s,t) — Mim—1(8,t))|Fin—1].

We know from (4.37) that
nGpn(i,J,8,t) = 7(i,j,s,t), asn— oo, (4.38)

and that
05 T0st

Grm (1,7, 8,t) = Wme7M(i7jas7t)’

15



Hence, by Karamata’s theorem on integration of regularly varying functions, using ([£38]) we have

n n 1+6;;+6 ;g
. . S vom Tt G (0 4, 8, 1)
Valingosit): = Y Gum(isjs,t) = =20 ’I’L1+5ij+53tmm ’H

m=IvVO+1
n- n1+5ij+5Sth,N(i7j737t) T(i’j’s7t) =
(146, + gt )niH0u+0se 1+ 0ij + dst N

0%(i,j,s,1). (4.39)
So the (I +1) x (O+1) x (I +1) x (O+ 1)) dimensional matrix converges
(Vn(z7]737t)a0 <4,s<I[,0<jt< O) — Y0 = (0-2(Z'7j787t)) (440)

as required by Propositon 4.l For each pair (i,j) such that 0 < ¢ < I, 0 < j < O, from the
definition of M, (7,7) in ([44),

I & b?ﬁ,’f,L Nk, 1) — va(k, 1)
6m+1/2 Z Jn

=0 k=0

~T(1 - 6) sz(w ( )\/ﬁvn(/%l)>

=0 k=0

and this lets us write the matrix equation (with o,(1) terms dropped)

My (i) s (Nal D) — v (kD) !
(W70<z<10<3<0):.1{10< 7 L0<E<I0<I<O) , (4.41)
where we think of (N, (k,1) —vn(k,1)/v/n,0 <k <I,0<1<0O)asa(l+1)x (O—I—l) dimensional

column vector. Relation (4.41]) results from definitions of 5,(€i’lj ) = lim,, o0 b,(;’l] i1/ b; b" 7] " +1'

biotn b b
b(7'7.]) b(7'7.]) b(ZJ)

©,7,n i,7,n+1 ©,7,m

@ %in (| 5\

2,7,n+1

(i,9) (4,9) (i,9) -
Dk in i1 L Om bitimer e (k +\) n biltimes ca(l + p1) 1Y '
b(i’j) n b( i,7) n b(m) n

i,3,n+1 i,j,n+1 i,j,n+1

—>£ng2] , asn— oo,

provided that we set bl,(j’lj,)1 =0 if either k =i+ 1 or [ = j + 1. Then similar to (4.30),
) H ) b
’Jn d— (5 F(n—é,])F(l —57;]') P(l —(52']')7

thus giving the equivalence relationship in (Z4T]).

In order to apply Proposition B to conclude (5], we must verify conditions (i) and (ii) of
the Proposition. Condition (i) of Proposition [£.1] is already satisfied by (4.39]), so we just need to
consider condition (ii). Since by ([4.26])-(4.28) the differences are bounded, i.e.

|(Nn(’b,j) - Vn(l7j)) - (Nn—l(z7j) - Vn—l(i7j))| < 2 for all (Z7])7
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then we claim that for n large enough, the events {| X, , ; ;| > €} vanish for all m < n and all (¢, j).
This can be observed from the following. For some constant r;;,

{IXnm,ijl >et = {IMn(i,5) — Mpm-1(3,7)| > €n6i,j+1/2}
{|Kijlm% > endiat1/2}

C
C  {|kij|n%s > en®iut1/2}

So with probability converging to 1 as n — oo, the indicator functions 1yx, . |~c} vanish. This
verifies the second condition, i.e.

Recall that calculations in (£39]) and (£40]) gives the covariance matrix ¥7o. Applying Propo-
sition [4.1] yields

vn

in RUFDOHD) I we assume further that Ko is invertible, then the convergence in ([@42) can be
rewritten as

Nali,§) = vali,J) . )
Ko L 0<i<I,0<j<0) = N(0,%0) (4.42)

Nu(t,7) —vnl(i, g . . _ _
( (@ ])ﬁ” (,3) | oggz,og;go) = N(0, K210k ).

Applying Lemma [B1], we can then obtain that for fixed I and O, (8.35]) holds.
To avoid non-degenerate limits, we need to make sure that the asymptotic variances given in
matrix ¥; o are positive for fixed I and O. It suffices to check that for 0 <¢<1,0<; <O,

lim M;: lim Var(Ny(i, 7))

n—00 n n—00 n

> 0. (4.43)
From the definition,
Va1 (i) = B | (Nus1 (i) = (1 (0, 5))
=E [E (Na(i,7) + Ant1(6,5))|Fn)] = (Vnsa(is4))%
For (i,7) ¢ {(0,1),(1,0)}, we have from (Z28)

E ((Nu(i,§) + Any1(i, §))| Fn)
:(Nn(zvj)) +2Nn( %] ) (An-i-l(Z?])‘fn) +E((An+l Z ] ‘f )

Ny(i—1, ' NG j—1 N, (i
(Vi 1))? + 2Na(i ) <cl(i—1+)\)¥+620_1+u) Naliod =1) _ 5 Mol J)>
No(i—1,] ‘ N1 N, (i 7
n n n
and using (4.2)
(Vn+1(i7j))2
i1, ' g —1 )\

Vn(Z — 17])
n

=(n (i, J))? 4 2vn (i, §) |c1(i — 1+ N)

IDVIRACES AT
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2

n‘_17. . n‘a‘_l n‘7‘
+ {cl(z‘—uA)yﬂg(g—Hu)y (Zi )—5ij” (;]) . (4.45)

Therefore, taking the expectation on both sides of (£.44]) and subtracting (£45]) from it give

Vualind) = Valiod) (1= 22 ) 4 22 TE VBN 1N, - 1,3) = i = 1,3)

+202(j —1+p)

n E[Nn(zvj)Nn(Z’] - 1) - Vn(i’j)yn(ivj - 1)] + Rn—l—l(ivj)y

where as n — 00,
Ru1(i,j) — c(i—1+Npi—1j+ca(f — 14 pw)pij—1 + dijpij
—le1(i =14+ N)pi—1,j + c2(f — 1+ p)pij—1 — 0ijpij]
= (1426;)pij — p?j
= 20ipij + pij(1 — pij) > 0,

2

since p;; € (0,1] and d;; > 0. Note that here p;; # 0 for all (4, j): the recursion in (3.4]) shows that
both po1,p1o > 0 as we assume «,~ > 0; it also follows that p;; = 0 for all (¢,7) ¢ {(0,1),(1,0)}
if we assume p;; = 0 for some (i, j), which is impossible since we initiate the graph with a single
node v and D;(v) = (1,1).

Let L;j denote the limit of R, 11(4,7), then there exists ng such that for all n > ng, R, (i,7) >
%LZ] AISO,

E[Nn(z7])Nn(Z - 17j) - Vn(inj)yn(i - 17j)]
= cov(Nn (i, §), Na(i = 1,1)) = =(Va (i) /2 (Vali = 1,0)) /2,

and similarly
E[N, (4, 5) N (8,5 — 1) = v (i, j)vn iy j — 1)] = —(Va(i,5) 2 (Va (3,5 — 1)),

We can now prove (£43]) by induction. The base case when n = 1 is trivial. For n > 2, suppose
that V(i —1,7) > aj—1jn and V,,(i,j — 1) > a; j—1n for some a;_1 ;,a;;—1 > 0, then for all n > ny,

. Vi, )\ (Valig —D\Y? 1
—2c2(j — 1+ p) <%> <L)> + §Lz’j.

n

We can therefore conclude that

o o K i (Yl N2 1
Vnt1(2,7) > V(i ) <1 — 1T) - K5 ) <M> + §L,~j VYn > no,

n

where K f” ), K;’j ) >0 positive constants.

2
Vn (,4) Lij
If o < <4K§,j)> ) then

L,’j.

]

n

N AN 172
_K27,,]) <Vn(Z7])> >
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2
If Yolbd) > < Ly ) , then

ARSHD

(vnm',j))”? _AKSY V(i)

n Lij n

In either case, for all n > ng we still have

K@) A Vi) 1
AN .. By _ ) Fhe o Vil —L;;
Voi1(i,7) > Vali,g) (1 n ) Ky Li; n + 4L”

K8 44 (K;"j)>2 /Lij

1

o . N2
Since K:9) .= wa) +4 (Ké“”) /Lij > 0, then for n > nyg,

. 1 K (@) K .5) 2 K (i9) n—no
Vn—i—l(%]) > ZLij 1+11-— - + 11— - 4+t (1= -

11— (1— K65 /p)n—notl

oav K@D /n
L.. ij
~ sz)(l—e_m J))n>0, as n — oo.

So we are done with proving (£.43)), thus completing the proof for Theorem
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