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Collective frequency variation in complex networks and Google’s PageRank

Per Sebastian Skardal,1,∗ Dane Taylor,2 Jie Sun,3, 4 and Alex Arenas5
1Department of Mathematics, Trinity College, Hartford, CT 06106, USA

2Carolina Center for Interdisciplinary Applied Mathematics,
Department of Mathematics, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, NC 27599, USA

3Department of Mathematics, Clarkson University, Potsdam,NY 13699, USA
4Department of Physics, Clarkson University, Potsdam, NY 13699, USA
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We study the collective frequency of self-organizing oscillators’ systems. We show that the collective fre-
quency of a synchronized state for a generic directed network is, in general, not equal to the mean natural fre-
quency of the individual units. The collective frequency equals a weighted average of the natural frequencies,
where the weights are given by an out-flow centrality measurethat is equivalent to a reverse PageRank centrality.
We study the range of collective frequency variation for a variety of networks and illustrate its dependence on
the directedness and degree heterogeneity of the network structure.
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The emergence of synchronization in ensembles of dynam-
ical units is a universal phenomenon that is vital to the func-
tionality of many natural and man-made systems [1–3]. In
addition to the ability of the individuals that make up such
systems to operate in unison, in many instances the particu-
lar frequency or velocity with which they evolve is important.
For example, the sources and loads that make up power grids
must reach consensus to avoid power failures, but reaching a
common frequency alone is not enough; the system is most
efficient near a certain reference frequency of approximately
50 - 60 Hz [4, 5]. Other examples arise in neuroscience and
cardiology, where slower or faster rhythms can have drastic
effects on the macroscopic behavior and functionality of the
system that may be dangerous or problematic [6, 7].

In the majority of works studying the dynamics of synchro-
nization, it is assumed that the collective frequency of thesyn-
chronized state oscillates precisely at the mean natural fre-
quency of the individual units [2, 3, 8]. In other words, the
synchronized state reaches an oscillation rate that is equal to
the unweighted average of the oscillation rates of the individ-
ual elements when acting in isolation. In this Letter, we study
the collective frequency of self-organizing systems of oscilla-
tors and show that it isnot in general equal to the mean of the
individuals’ natural frequencies. We find that it is true forall-
to-all coupled and other undirected networks [9, 10]; however,
not for general directed networks [11, 12].

To investigate this phenomenon, we consider the general
linearized dynamics ofN coupled units,xi, for i = 1, . . . , N ,
given by

ẋi = ωi −K

N
∑

j=1

Lijxj , (1)

whereωi is the natural frequency of oscillatori, K is the
global coupling strength, andL is the network Laplacian ma-
trix. The entries ofL are definedLij = δijk

in
i − Aij , where

Aij is the network adjacency matrix andkin
i =

∑N
j=1 Aij

is the in-degree of nodei. We also define the out-degree of

nodei, kout
i =

∑N
j=1 Aji. We assume the network encoded by

A to be strongly-connected. In principle, our analysis allows
the network to be directed and weighted, although we will fo-
cus on the case of unweighted edges:Aij = 1 if a directed
link j → i exists, and otherwiseAij = 0. We note that there
are several ways to define a Laplacian matrix for directed net-
works [13]; we study a version that is appropriate for the dy-
namics of interest. For example, Eq. (1) can be obtained from
linearizing a variety of systems around the synchronized state,
for instance the Kuramoto model which serves as a model for
a wide range of synchronization phenomena including power
grid dynamics [14, 15], as well as other systems with more
general coupling which are utilized in modeling excitable-and
reaction-diffusion-type systems [16–18].

In this Letter, we quantify the collective frequency varia-
tion by examiningΩ− ω, whereΩ denotes the collective fre-
quency of the synchronized population andω = N−1

∑

i ωi

is the mean natural frequency. We show that under typical
conditions, when the frequenciesωi are non-identical and the
in- and out-degreeskin

i and kout
i are not all the same, then

Ω − ω 6= 0. However, when the in- and out-degrees match
for each node in the network, then the collective frequency
variation vanishes, i.e.,Ω = ω, for any choice of frequencies.
We calculate the collective frequency variation directly from
Eq. (1) and show thatΩ − ω is given by a weighted average
of the natural frequency vector, where the weights correspond
to entries of the first left singular vectoru1 of L that is asso-
ciated with the trivial singular valueσ1 = 0. We find thatu1

represents an out-flow centrality measure, and in fact the en-
tries ofu1 are well-approximated by the out-to-in-degree ra-
tio, ui

∝∼ kout
i /kin

i . Interestingly, the first-left-singular-vector
centrality is a reverse analogue of Google’s PageRank cen-
trality [19], which favors nodes with strong in-flow [20]. The
collective frequency variation for a given network thus de-
pends not only on the network structure and the natural fre-
quencies, but the arrangement of the natural frequencies on
the network and is intimately related with the directednessof
the network [21, 22].
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FIG. 1. (Color online)Collective frequency variation.(a),(b) Two networks of sizeN = 8 with 16 links. In (b), the in- and out-degrees match
at each node,kin

i = kout
i = 2, while in (a) this balance is broken. Each node’s area is proportional to the ratiokout

i /kin
i , which represents a

mean field approximation to the first left singular vectoru
1 of L. (c) The densityP (Ω) of collective frequenciesΩ observed in networks (a)

and (b) (solid blue and dashed red, respectively) for different permutations of a normally distribution frequency vector ω with meanω = 0
and varianceσ2 = 1. We findΩ to relate closely to the alignment ofω with vectoru1, which represents an out-flow centrality measure.

We begin our analysis by writing Eq. (1) in vector form,

ẋ = ω −KLx. (2)

Our aim is to calculate the collective frequency of the syn-
chronized population, and therefore we propose the ansatz

x(t) = x∗ +Ω1t, (3)

where x∗ is a vector encoding initial conditions,1 =
[1, . . . , 1]T , andΩ is the collective frequency. To proceed,
we will utilize the pseudoinverseL† of the Laplacian matrix,
which satisfiesLL†L = L andL†LL† = L† [23]. In the
undirected case,L† can be found using the eigenvalue decom-
position ofL, whereas in the more general case of a directed
network,L† is formulated in terms of the singular value de-
composition (SVD) ofL. In particular, ifL = UΣV T =
∑N

j=2 σju
jvjT , whereσj ≥ 0 are the singular values which

are ordered0 = σ1 < σ2 ≤ · · · ≤ σN and make up the
diagonal entries ofΣ, anduj andvjT are the correspond-
ing left and right singular vectors that make up the columns
of U andV , respectively, then the pseudoinverse is given by
L† = VΣ†UT =

∑N
j=2 σ

−1
j vjujT . An important distinction

betweenL andL† is that, whileL maps all constant vectors to
zero since its rows sum to zero, this is not generally true ofL†,
whose nullspace is nontrivial. Furthermore, the sets of singu-
lar vectors{uj}Nj=1 and{vj}Nj=1 (appropriately normalized)
each form an orthonormal basis forR

N .

Proceeding with the analysis, we insert Eq. (3) into Eq. (2)
and rearrange to obtain

ω − Ω1 = KLx∗. (4)

Left-multiplying byLL†, and using thatLL†L = L, we find

LL† (ω − Ω1) = KLx∗. (5)

Equations (4) and (5) thus imply that

(I − LL†)ω = Ω(I − LL†)1. (6)

Next, sinceσ1 = 0, the matrixI − LL† can be simplified to
u1u1T . Finally, we left-multiply Eq. (6) by1, rearrange, and
subtractω from the right- and left-hand sides to obtain

Ω− ω =
〈u1,ω − ω1〉

〈u1,1〉 , (7)

where〈a, b〉 = aTy =
∑

i aibi denotes the inner product.
Equation (7) gives the collective frequency variationΩ−ω

of a synchronized population as the projection of the natural
frequency vectorω − ω1 (shifted to have zero mean) onto
the first left singular vectoru1. The physical interpretation of
Eq. (7) is that the collective frequency variation is a weighted
average of the natural frequencies, wherein the weights are
given by the entries ofu1. Thus, nodes with large entries in
u1 contribute more to the collective frequency variation than
those with small entries, allowing for non-zero values ofΩ−ω
provided that the entries ofu1 are not identical. Furthermore,
we can formulate the full range of collective frequencies for
a given network as the maximum of|Ω − ω| over all choices
of ω with some fixed variance. As we will show below, the
first left singular vectoru1 induces a centrality measure for
the network that is related to the out-flow of each node. In-
terestingly, we will show that this centrality is analogousto
a “reverse” PageRank. In fact, it is equivalent to Google’s
PageRank centrality for the network obtained by reversing the
direction of each link in the original network.

We now demonstrate our main result, Eq. (7), with a sim-
ple example using two small networks of sizeN = 8, which
are illustrated in Fig. 1(a) and (b). Both networks contain
16 links, yielding a mean in- and out-degree of〈k〉 = 2;
however, in network (a) the links are made randomly so the
in- and out-degrees at each node are not necessarily equal,
while network (b) is balanced so that the links are made to
satisfy kin

i = kout
i = 2 for all i. For visual distinction,

each node’s area is proportional to the out-to-in-degree ratio
kout
i /kin

i . Next, we draw a set of normally distributed natu-
ral frequencies with meanω = 0 and varianceσ2 = 1 and
calculate for each network the collective frequencyΩ using
Eq. (7) for 104 different permutations of these frequencies.
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FIG. 2. (Color online)Collective frequency variation range.For (a)
ER and (b) SF networks of sizeN = 200 and various mean degrees,
the collective frequency variation rangemaxvar(ω)=σ2 |Ω − ω| for
σ2 = 1.

In Fig. 1(c), we plot the observed densityP (Ω) for networks
(a) and (b) (solid blue and dashed red, respectively). In the
generic case, network (a), where in- and out-degrees are not
necessarily equal at each node, we observe a wide range of
collective frequencies, while for network (b), where the bal-
ancekin

i = kout
i is maintained, the collective frequency is zero

in each case, resulting in a delta functionP (Ω) = δ(Ω). This
example highlights two important properties. First, the collec-
tive frequency variation is intimately linked with the directed-
ness of a network: once the balancekin

i = kout
i is broken, a

non-zero value ofΩ−ω should be expected. Second, the pre-
cise value ofΩ − ω depends not only on the network and set
of natural frequencies, but the arrangement of natural frequen-
cies on the network. In other words, for different permutations
of the same frequency vector, we obtain different collective
frequency variations.

A natural question to ask of a given network is: What is
the range of possible collective frequency variations? We for-
malize this by considering for a given network, the magnitude
of the maximum collective frequency variation across all fre-
quency vectors with fixed varianceσ2, i.e.,maxvar(ω)=σ2 |Ω−
ω|. Inspecting Eq. (7), it is straight-forward to see that the
collective frequency variation is in fact maximized when the
shifted natural frequency vectorω − ω1 is aligned with the
first left singular vectoru1. Thus, the choices ofω that maxi-
mize|Ω− ω| with meanω and varianceσ2 are precisely

ωmax = ±
√
Nσ

u1 − u1
1

‖u1 − u1
1‖ + ω1, (8)

whereu1 = N−1
∑

i u
1
i and the + and - symbols correspond

to maximizing and minimizingΩ−ω̄, respectively (that is, as-
sumingu1

i > 0 for eachi). This yields a collective frequency
variation range of

max
var(ω)=σ2

|Ω− ω| = σ
√

1−N(u1)2
/

√

N(u1)2. (9)

To investigate how the range of collective frequency variation
depends on network structure, we consider a variety of Erdős-
Rényi [24] (ER) and scale-free (SF) networks. ER networks
are constructed using a link probabilityp that describes the

likelihood of any given directed linkj → i existing. SF net-
works are built using the configuration model [25] for target
in- and out- degrees drawn from the distributionP (k) ∝ k−γ

for k ≥ k0, wherek0 is an enforced minimum degree. The
mean degree for ER and SF networks can be tuned according
to 〈k〉 = (N − 1)p and〈k〉 = (γ − 1)k0/(γ − 2), respec-
tively. In our experiment, we fixγ = 3 and construct net-
works of sizeN = 200 with various mean degrees and com-
pute the collective frequency range according to Eq. (9) with
σ2 = 1. In Fig. 2(a) and (b), we plot the results for over1000
ER and SF network realizations, respectively; we denote the
mean and standard deviations using the symbols and dashed
curves, respectively. For both network families, the collective
frequency variation range tends to increase as the networks
become more sparse. The central difference we observe is
that both the mean collective frequency variation range and
its standard deviation tend to be larger for SF networks than
for ER networks. This suggests that structural heterogeneity
has an amplifying effect on the collective frequency variation
range of a network.

A complementary question is then: For which network
structures is the collective frequency variation exactly zero?
That is, which network structures yieldΩ − ω = 0 re-
gardless of the choice ofω? From Eq. (7), it follows that
Ω − ω = 0 for any ω whenever the entries ofu1 are all
identical, i.e.,u1 ∝ 1. We note that sinceL = Din − A,
whereDin = diag(kin

1 , . . . , k
in
N ), andσ1 = 0, thenu1 must

satisfyu1 = D−1
in ATu1, or equivalentlyu1 is the leading

right eigenvector ofD−1
in AT . At each entry, we must have

ui =
∑N

j=1 Ajiuj/k
in
i , and therefore by insertingu1 = c1

(for any c 6= 0) it is easy to see then thatu1 ∝ 1 implies
kin
i = kout

i for all i. The converse follows from a simple ap-
plication of the Perron-Frobenius theorem [26]. Specifically,
u1 ∝ 1 is a solution of the leading right eigenvalue equation
for D−1

in AT , and the Perron-Frobenius theorem implies that
it is in fact the unique solution, provided that the network is
strongly connected. Therefore, any given network generically
has zero collective frequency variation if and only ifkin

i = kout
i

for all i.

We now turn our attention to the properties of the first left
singular vectoru1, which dictates the contribution of each os-
cillator to the collective frequency variation. First, we note
that the entriesu1

i can be chosen to be all positive, and thus
u1 induces a centrality measure for the network. The pos-
itiveness of the entries follows from applying the Perron-
Frobenious theorem [26] to the irreducible matrixD−1

in AT

and noting thatu1 is the leading right eigenvector of the
matrix. The role ofu1 as the leading right eigenvector of
D−1

in AT also elucidates its structural properties. In particular,
Google’s PageRank centrality – which tends to favor nodes
with strong in-flow – is given by the leading right eigenvec-
tor v of the matrixM = (q/N)11T + (1 − q)D−1

outA, where
Dout = (kout

1 , . . . , kout
N ) andq ∈ [0, 1) is a damping factor [20].

When the damping factor is set to zero and each directed link
is reversed, the matrixM from which PageRank is calculated
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FIG. 3. (Color online)First-left-singular-vector centrality and
PageRank.(a) Entriesu1

i of the first left singular vector vs the out-
to-in-degree ratiokout

i /kin
i for an ER network of sizeN = 200 and

p = 0.1. (b) The relationship between PageRank entriesvi (damped
and undamped cases are plotted with red triangles and blue dots, re-
spectively) and first-left-singular-vector entries for the same network.
The expected inverse relationshipu1

i vi ≈ const. is plotted as a black
curve.

is equal toD−1
in AT (for whichu1 is the leading right eigen-

vector.)
To provide further insight into the structure ofu1, we con-

sider insteadD−1
in ÃT , where Ãij = kin

i k
out
j /N〈k〉 is the

mean-field counterpart toA. In particular, the correspond-
ing mean-field approximation ofu1, which satisfiesũ1 =
D−1

in ÃT ũ1, is precisely

ũ1
i = ckout

i /kin
i , (10)

wherec = [
∑

j(k
out
j /kin

j )
2]−1/2 is a normalizing factor. Thus,

the centrality induced byu1 can be approximated by the out-
to-in-degree ratiokout

i /kin
i – a local indicator of the out-flow

at a given node. In Fig. 3(a), we plot the entriesu1
i vskout

i /kin
i

for an ER network of sizeN = 200 with p = 0.2, and we
denote the mean field approximation given by Eq. (10) with
a dashed black line. In Fig. 3(b), we compare the centrality
induced byu1 to PageRank centrality induced byv; we plot
the entriesvi vs u1

i for both a damped case (q = 0.15) and
the undamped case (q = 0) in red triangles and blue dots, re-
spectively. The black curve indicates an approximate inverse
relationship between the entries ofv andu1. Specifically, we
use an approximation similar to the derivation ofũ1 to find
ṽ ∝ kin

i /k
out
i , which implies that the mean field approxima-

tions satisfy

ũ1
i ṽi =





√

√

√

√

N
∑

j=1

(

kout
j

kin
j

)2
√

√

√

√

N
∑

j=1

(

kin
j

kout
j

)2




−1

, (11)

where the right-hand side is a constant. The strong agreement
between Eq. (11) and the actual entries ofu1 andv illustrates
the strong and opposite relationship between the centrality in-
duced by the first left singular vectoru1 and PageRankv.

In this Letter, we have studied the collective frequency of
self-organizing systems in general directed networks. In par-
ticular, we have shown that the collective frequency variation
from the mean natural frequency is generally nonzero, and

rather is given by a weighted average of the natural frequen-
cies. The weights are associated with the left singular vector
of L corresponding to the singular valueσ1 = 0. This formal-
ism allowed us to define and calculate the full range of collec-
tive frequency variations possible for any given network. We
have shown that the only networks with generic zero collec-
tive frequency variation are balanced networks in which the
in- and out-degrees match for every node (i.e.,kin

i = kout
i ).

We have found that the first left singular vector – which
dictates the contribution of each oscillator to the collective fre-
quency variation – in fact induces a centrality measure on the
network. This centrality is intimately linked with the direct-
edness of the network and measures an effective out-flow at
each node. Interestingly, we have found that this centrality is
a reverse analogue of PageRank centrality [19]; PageRank is
a cornerstone to Google’s ranking of webpages and is well-
known to quantify the in-flow at each node [20]. In fact, we
have shown that the mean field approximations to the first-
left-singular-vector centrality and the PageRank centrality are
precisely the inverse of one another.

We believe that these results will have significant impact on
network-coupled, self-organizing processes in which it isim-
portant that the dynamics not only synchronize, but must also
oscillate at a collective frequency near a certain operational
frequency. One such example is the power grid – a particu-
larly important complex network of oscillators (i.e., sources
and loads) that governs the flow of energy [27]. In partic-
ular, power grids must synchronize to avoid power failures,
but must also evolve close enough to a reference frequency of
approximately50 - 60 Hz [28]. Another example lies in car-
diovascular physiology, where the rate at which cardiac tissue
beats has an effect on the restitution properties of the tissue,
and in various regimes gives rise to dynamical effects such as
cardiac alternans that can precede ventricular fibrillation and
sudden cardiac failure [29, 30].
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