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We study preferential attachment models where vertices enter the net-
work with i.i.d. random numbers of edges that we call the out-degree. We
identify local limit of such models, substantially extending the work of Berger
et al. [8]. The degree distribution of this limiting random graph, which we call
the random Pólya point tree, has a surprising size-biasing phenomenon.

Many of the existing preferential attachment models can be viewed as spe-
cial cases of our preferential attachment model with i.i.d. out-degrees. Addi-
tionally, our models incorporates negative values of the preferential attach-
ment fitness parameter, which allows us to consider preferential attachment
models with infinite-variance degrees.

Our proof of local convergence consists of two main steps: a Pólya urn
description of our graphs, and an explicit identification of the neighbourhoods
in them. We provide a novel and explicit proof to establish a coupling between
the preferential attachment model and the Pólya urn graph. Our result proves
a density convergence result, for fixed ages of vertices in the local limit.

1. Introduction.

1.1. Real-world networks and preferential attachment models. Empirical studies on real-
life networks reveal that most of these networks (a) grow with time; (b) are small worlds,
meaning that typical distances in the network are small; and (c) have power-law degree se-
quences. The Barabási-Albert model of [1, 4] is the most popular random graph model for
such real-life networks due to the fact that, through a simple dynamic, its properties resem-
ble real-world networks. This model has been generalized in many different ways, creating a
wide variety of preferential attachment models (PAMs).

By PAMs we denote a class of random graphs with a common dynamics: At every time
step, a new vertex appears in the graph, and it connects to m ≥ 1 existing vertices, with
probability proportional to a function of the degrees of the vertices. In other words, when
vertex n ∈N appears, it connects to vertex i≤ n with probability

(1.1) P(n i | PAn−1)∝ f(di(n− 1)),

where PAn is the preferential attachment graph with n vertices, di(n− 1) denotes the degree
of vertex i in the graph PAn−1, and f is some preferential attachment function. We thus in
fact consider a whole PA class of random graphs since every function f defines a different
model. The original Barabási-Albert model is retrieved with f(k) = k. The literature often
considers the so-called affine PAM, where f(k) = k+ δ, for some constant δ >−m.

The constant δ allows for flexibility in the graph structure. In fact, the power-law exponent
of the degree distribution is given by τ = 3 + δ/m [13, 21, 39], and in general, for m ≥ 2,
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the typical distance and the diameter are of order log logn when τ ∈ (2,3), while they are
of order logn when τ > 3. When τ = 3, distances and diameter are of order logn/ log logn
instead [12, 15, 20, 25].

In PAMs, the degree of a vertex increases over time and higher degree vertices are prone to
attract the edges incident to new vertices, increasing their degrees even further. In literature,
this is sometimes referred to as rich-get-richer effect. The models where the vertex degrees
are determined by a weight associated to it are sometimes called rich-by-birth models.

In [18], the authors have considered a model incorporating both of these effects. The model
is a PAM with random out-degrees, i.e., every vertex joins the existing network with a ran-
dom number of edges that it connects to the existing vertices preferentially to their degrees at
that time, as done in usual preferential attachment models. Here, the authors have shown that
this system also shows the power-law degree distribution. Jordan [33] considered a special
case of this particular model to analyze their results on degree distribution of the random
graph. Cooper and Frieze [17] have shown that a further generalised version of this PAM
also has a power-law degree distribution. Since most real-life networks are dynamic in na-
ture and have power-law degrees, the PAM is often used to model them. However, in such
networks it is never the case that every vertex joins with exactly the same out-degree, and
instead i.i.d. out-degrees are more realistic. Gao and van der Vaart [28] have shown that the
maximum likelihood estimator of the fitness parameter δ of PAM with random out-degrees
is asymptotically normal and has asymptotically minimal variance. There have been further
generalisations by allowing younger vertices to have higher degrees in PAMs through a ran-
dom fitness parameter. More precisely, individual factors can be assigned to vertices, obtain-
ing that the probabilities in (1.1) are proportional to ηif(di(n − 1)), thus obtaining PAMs
with multiplicative fitness, or proportional to di(n − 1) + ηi, giving rise to additive fitness
[9, 10, 14, 19, 24].

Similar to many often other random graph models, such as the configuration model, PAMs
are called locally treelike graphs, meaning that the neighbourhood of the majority of vertices
is structured as a tree (up to a certain distance). This idea can be formalized using the notion
of local convergence (i.e., the Benjamini-Schramm limit), introduced in [2, 6]. Local conver-
gence turns out to be an extremely versatile tool to understand the geometry of the graph.
The basic idea is to explore the neighbourhood of a uniformly chosen vertex of the graph up
to a finite distance, to understand its distributional and geometric properties. We refer to, e.g.,
[40, Chapter 2] for an overview of the theory and applications of the above concept.

Berger et al. initiated the study of local convergence of PAMs in [8]. They showed that
the finite neighbourhood of the graph converges to the corresponding neighbourhood of the
Pólya point tree (see the description of the Pólya point tree in Section 1.4). The proof uses a
Pólya urn representation introduced in [7] to study the spread of viral infections on networks.

Main results and innovation of this paper. The main aim of this article is to extend the lo-
cal convergence proof in [8] to a more general class of PAMs (including random out-degrees
and related dynamics). We achieve this by explicitly computing the density of neighbour-
hoods of the PAMs. This helps us to extend the result by [8] to models where one can accom-
modate negative fitness parameters and random out-degrees. The limiting random tree is an
extension of the Pólya point tree described in [8], which we call the random Pólya point tree.

The randomness of the out-degrees provides a surprising size-biasing effect in the limiting
random tree. We show that there is a universal description of the limit by considering many
possible affine variants of the PAMs. Additionally, we study the vertex-marked local conver-
gence in probability of the PAMs, which is an extension to the local convergence shown in
[8]. Here, the marks denote the ages of the vertices in the tree, and we prove convergence of
the joint densities of these ages.
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In the next section we provide details of the various preferential attachment models con-
sidered in this article. We also provide a formal definition of the vertex-marked local limit
and the formulation of our main results.

1.2. The models. Several versions of preferential attachment models are available in the
literature. We generalize these definitions to the case of random initial number of edges that
connect to the already available graph. We refer to these edge numbers as out-degrees, even
though we consider our model to be undirected. Let (M,mi)i≥3 be a sequence of i.i.d. N-
valued random variables with finite p-th moment for some p > 1, and δ >−inf supp(M) be
a fixed real number, where supp(M) denotes the support of the random variable M . In our
models, every new vertex v joins the graph withmv many edges incident to it. In the classical
preferential attachment models, instead, every new vertex comes with a fixed number of edges
incident to it. Thus, we can consider the existing models as a degenerate case of ours. Define
m1 =m2 = 1, m= (m1,m2,m3, . . .) and

m[l] =
∑
i≤l

mi.

To describe the edge-connection probabilities and to simplify our calculations, we frequently
work with the conditional law given m = (mi)i≥1. The conditional measure is denoted by
Pm, i.e., for any event E ,

(1.2) Pm(E) = P (E|m) .

Conditionally on m, we define some versions of the preferential attachment models, special
cases of which are equivalent to the models (a-g) described in [29]. We consider the initial
graph to be G0 with 2 vertices with degree a1 and a2, respectively. Throughout the remainder
of this paper, we fix δ >− inf supp(M).

Model (A). This is the generalized version of [39, Model (a)]. Conditionally on m, for
v ∈N and j = 1, . . . ,mv , the attachment probabilities are given by

(1.3) Pm
(
v

j
 u

∣∣∣PA(A)

v,j−1(m, δ)
)

=


du(v,j−1)+δ

cv,j
for v > u,

du(v,j−1)+1+ j

mu
δ

cv,j
for v = u,

where v
j
 u denotes that vertex v connects to u with its j-th edge, PA(A)

v,j(m, δ) denotes the
graph with v vertices, with the v-th vertex having j out-edges, and du(v, j) denotes the degree
of vertex u in PA(A)

v,j(m, δ). We identify PA(A)

v+1,0(m, δ) with PA(A)

v,mv
(m, δ). The normalizing

constant cv,j in (1.3) equals

(1.4) cv,j := a[2] + 2
(
m[v−1] + j − 2

)
− 1 + (v− 1)δ +

j

mv
δ ,

where a[2] = a1 + a2. We denote the above model by PA(A)

v (m, δ). If we consider M as a
degenerate distribution that is equal to m a.s., then PA(A)

v (m, δ) is essentially equivalent to
PA(m,δ)

v (a) defined in [40]. PA
(m,0)
v (a) was informally introduced by [4] and first studied

rigorously in [12]. Later the model for general δ was described in [1].
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Model (B). This is the generalized version of [39, Model (b)]. Conditionally on m, the
attachment probabilities are given by

(1.5) Pm
(
v

j
 u

∣∣∣PA(B)

v,j−1(m, δ)
)

=


du(v,j−1)+δ

cv,j
for v > u,

du(v,j−1)+ (j−1)

mu
δ

cv,j
for v = u,

where again PA(B)

v,j(m, δ) denotes the graph with v vertices, with the v-th vertex hav-
ing j out-edges, and du(v, j) denotes the degree of vertex u in PA(B)

v,j(m, δ). We identify
PA(B)

v+1,0(m, δ) with PA(B)

v,mv
(m, δ). The normalizing constant cv,j in (1.5) now equals

cv,j = a[2] + 2
(
m[v−1] + j − 3

)
+ (v− 1)δ+

(j − 1)

mv
δ .

We denote the above model by PA(B)

v (m, δ). For M a degenerate distribution which is equal
to m a.s., we obtain PA(m,δ)

v (b) described in [40] from PA(B)

v (m, δ).

REMARK 1.1 (Difference between Models (A) and (B)). From the definition of the mod-
els (A) and (B), the models are different in that the first edge from every new vertex can create
a self-loop in model (A) but not in model (B). Note that the edge probabilities are different
for all j. �

Model (D). This model is the generalized version of the sequential model described in [8].
We start with a fixed graphG0 of size 2 and degrees a1 and a2, respectively. Denote the graph
by PA(D)

v (m, δ) when the graph has v vertices.
For v ≥ 3, vertex v enters the system with mv many out-edges whose edge-connection

probabilities are given by

(1.6) Pm
(
v

j
 u

∣∣∣PA(D)

v,j−1

)
=
du(v, j − 1) + δ

cv,j
for v > u,

where PA(D)

v,j(m, δ) denotes the graph with v vertices, with the v-th vertex having j out-edges,
and du(v, j) is the degree of the vertex u in the graph PA(D)

v,j , and

cv,j = a[2] + 2
(
m[v−1] − 2

)
+ (j − 1) + (v− 1)δ .

Again we identify PA(D)

v+1,0(m, δ) with PA(D)

v,mv
(m, δ). For M a degenerate random variable

that is equal to m a.s., we obtain PA(m,δ)

v (d), as described in [40].

Model (E). This model is the independent model proposed by Berger et al. in [18]. We start
with the same initial graph G0. We name the graph PA(E)

v (m, δ) when there are v vertices in
the graph. Conditionally on m, every new vertex v is added to the graph with mv many out-
edges. Every out-edge j ∈ [mv] from v connects to one of the vertex u ∈ [v−1] independently
with the probabilities

(1.7) Pm
(
v

j
 u

∣∣∣PA(E)

v−1(m, δ)
)

=
du(v− 1) + δ

a[2] + 2(m[v−1] − 2) + (v− 1)δ
,

where du(v − 1) is the degree of the vertex u in PA(E)

v−1. Note that the intermediate degree
updates are not there in this graph. Similarly as in model (D), no self-loops are allowed here.
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Model (F). The independent model does not allow for self-loops, but multiple edges be-
tween two vertices may still occur. Such multigraphs are, in many applications, unrealistic,
and we next propose a model where the graphs obtained are simple, i.e., without self-loops
and multiple edges. Model (F) is a variation of the independent model where the new vertices
connect to the existing vertices in the graph independently but without replacement and the
edge-connection probabilities are similar to (1.7). Indeed, for j ≥ 2, the normalization fac-
tor changes a little due to the fact that vertices that have already appeared as neighbours are
now forbidden. The degenerate case of our PAM, i.e., with fixed out-degree, is studied in [5]
for analyzing the largest connected component in the strong friendship subgraph of evolving
online social networks.

REMARK 1.2 (The missing model (c)). There is a description of model (c) in [39, Section
8.2], which reduces to model (a), so we refrain from discussing it further in this article. �

1.3. The space of rooted vertex-marked graphs and marked local convergence. Local
convergence of rooted graphs was first introduced by Benjamini and Schramm in [6] and
Aldous and Steele in [2]. We now give a brief introduction.

A graph G = (V (G),E(G)) (possibly infinite) is called locally finite if every vertex v ∈
V (G) has finite degree (not necessarily uniformly bounded). A pair (G,o) is called a rooted
graph, where G is rooted at o ∈ V (G). For any two vertices u, v ∈ V (G), dG(u, v) is defined
as the length of the shortest path from u to v in G, i.e., the minimal number of edges needed
to connect u and v.

For a rooted graph (G,o), the r-neighbourhood of the root o, denoted by B(G)

r (o), is de-
fined as the graph rooted at o with vertex and edge sets given by

V
(
B(G)

r (o)
)

={v ∈ V (G) : dG(o, v)≤ r}, and

E
(
B(G)

r (o)
)

=
{
{u, v} ∈E(G) : u, v ∈ V

(
B(G)

r (o)
)}

.
(1.8)

Let (G1, o1) and (G2, o2) be two rooted locally finite graphs with G1 = (V (G1),E(G1)) and
G2 = (V (G2),E(G2)). Then we say that (G1, o1) is rooted isomorphic to (G2, o2), which
we denote as (G1, o1) ' (G2, o2), when there exists a graph isomorphism between G1 and
G2 that maps o1 to o2, i.e., when there exists a bijection φ : V (G1) 7→ V (G2) such that

φ(o1) = o2, and {u, v} ∈E(G1) ⇐⇒ {φ(u), φ(v)} ∈E(G2).(1.9)

Marks are generally images of an injective functionM acting on the vertices of a graph
G, as well as the edges. These marks take values in a complete separable metric space
(Ξ, dΞ). Rooted graphs with only vertices having marks are called vertex-marked rooted
graphs, and are denoted by (G,o,M(G)) = (V (G),E(G), o,M(V (G))). We say that two
graphs (G1, o1,M1(G1)) and (G2, o2,M2(G2)) are vertex-marked-isomorphic, which we
denote as (G1, o1,M1(G1))

?' (G2, o2,M2(G2)), when there exists a bijective function
φ : V (G1) 7→ V (G2) such that

B φ(o1) = o2;
B (v1, v2) ∈E(G1) implies that (φ(v1), φ(v2)) ∈E(G2);
B M1(v) =M2(φ(v)) for all v ∈ V (G1).

We let G? be the vertex-marked isomorphism invariant class of rooted graphs. Similarly as
[40, Definition 2.11] that one can define a metric dG? as

(1.10) dG? ((G1, o1,M1(G1)), (G2, o2,M2(G2))) =
1

1 +R?
,
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where

R? = sup{r ≥ 0 :B(G1)
r (o1)'B(G2)

r (o2), and there exists a bijective function φ from

V (G1) to V (G2) such that dΞ(M1(u),M2(φ(u)))≤ 1

r
,∀u ∈ V (B(G1)

r (o1))},(1.11)

which makes (G?, dG?) a Polish space. We next define the notion of marked local con-
vergence of vertex-marked random graphs on this space. [40, Theorem 2.14] describes
various notions of local convergence. For the next two definitions of local convergence,
we consider that {Gn}n≥1 is a sequence of (possibly random) vertex-marked graphs with
Gn = (V (Gn),E(Gn),Mn(V (Gn))) that are finite (almost surely). Conditionally on Gn,
let on be a randomly chosen vertex from V (Gn). Note that {(Gn, on)}n≥1 is a sequence of
random variables defined on G?. Then vertex-marked local convergence is defined as follows:

DEFINITION 1.3 (Vertex marked local convergence).

(a) (Vertex-marked local weak convergence) The sequence {(Gn, on)}n≥1 is said to con-
verge vertex-marked locally weakly to a random element (G,o,M(V (G))) ∈ G? having
probability law µ?, if, for every r > 0, and every (H?,MH?(H?)) ∈ G?, as n→∞,

P
(
B(Gn)

r (on)'H?, dG?
(
(B(Gn)

r (on), on,M(V (B(Gn)

r (on))), (H?,MH?(H?))
)
≤ 1

r

)

→ µ?

(
B(G)

r (o)'H?, dG?
(
(B(G)

r (o), o,M(V (B(G)

r (o))), (H?,MH?(H?))
)
≤ 1

r

)
.

(1.12)

(b) (Vertex-marked local convergence) The sequence {Gn}n≥1 is said to converge vertex-
marked locally in probability to a random element (G,o,M(V (G))) ∈ G? having proba-
bility law µ?, when for every r > 0, and for every (H?,MH?(H?)) ∈ G?, as n→∞,

1

n

∑
ω∈[n]

1{
B

(Gn)
r (ω)'H?,dG?

(
(B

(Gn)
r (ω),ω,M(V (B

(Gn)
r (ω))),(H?,MH? (H?))

)
≤ 1

r

}

P→ µ?

(
B(G)

r (o)'H?, dG?
(
(B(G)

r (o), o,M(V (B(G)

r (o))), (H?,MH?(H?))
)
≤ 1

r

)
.

(1.13)

�

1.4. Definition of random Pólya point tree. In this section, we define the random Pólya
point tree (RPPT) that will act as the vertex-marked local limit of our preferential attachment
graphs. We start by defining the vertex set of this RPPT:

DEFINITION 1.4 (Ulam-Harris set and its ordering). Let N0 = N∪{0}. The Ulam-Harris
set is

U =
⋃
n∈N0

Nn.

For x= x1 · · ·xn ∈Nn and k ∈N we denote the element x1 · · ·xnk by xk ∈Nn+1. The root
of the Ulam-Harris set is denoted by ∅ ∈N0.

For any x ∈ U , we say that x has length n if x ∈Nn. The lexicographic ordering between
the elements of the Ulam-Harris set is as follows:
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(a) for any two elements x, y ∈ U , x > y when the length of x is more than that of y;
(b) if x, y ∈ Nn for some n, then x > y if there exists i≤ n, such that xj = yj ∀j < i and
xi > yi. �

We use the elements of the Ulam-Harris set to identify nodes in a rooted tree, since the
notation in Definition 1.4 allows us to denote the relationships between children and parents,
where for x ∈ U , we denote the k-th child of x by the element xk.

Random Pólya Point Tree (RPPT). The RPPT(M,δ) is an infinite multi-type rooted ran-
dom tree whereM is an N-valued random variable and δ >− inf supp(M). It is a multi-type
branching process, with a mixed continuous and discrete type space. We now describe its
properties one by one.

Descriptions of the distributions and parameters used.

. Define χ= E[M ]+δ
2E[M ]+δ and φ= 1−χ

χ .

. Let Γin(m) denote a Gamma distribution with parameters m+ δ and 1, where m ∈N.

. Let Γ′in(m) denote the size-biased distribution of Γin(m) which is also a Gamma distri-
bution with parameters m+ δ + 1 and 1.

. For δ >− inf supp(M), let M (δ) be an N-valued random variable such that

P
(
M (δ) =m

)
=

m+ δ

E[M ] + δ
P(M =m),

i.e., M (δ) + δ is a size-biased version of M + δ.

. In particular, M (0) is the size-biased distribution of M .

Feature of the vertices of RPPT. Below, to avoid confusion, we use ‘node’ for a vertex in
the RPPT and ‘vertex’ for a vertex in the PAM. We now discuss the properties of the nodes
in RPPT(M,δ). Every node except the root in the RPPT has

. a label ω in the Ulam-Harris set N (recall Definition 1.4);

. an age Aω ∈ [0,1];

. a positive number Γω called its strength;

. a label in {O,Y} depending on the age of the node and its parent, with Y denoting that the
node is younger than its parent, and O denoting that the node is older than its parent.

Based on its type being O or Y, every node ω has an independent N-valued random variable
m−(ω) associated to it. If ω has type O, then

. m−(ω) is distributed as M (δ);

. given m−(ω),Γω is distributed as Γ′in (m−(ω)).

On the other hand, if ω has type Y, then

. m−(ω) is distributed as M (0) − 1;

. given m−(ω),Γω is distributed as Γin (m−(ω) + 1).
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Construction of the RPPT. We next use the above definitions to construct the RPPT using
an exploration process. The root is special in the tree. It has label ∅ and its age A∅ is
an independent uniform random variable in [0,1]. Since the root ∅ has no type, m−(∅) is
distributed as M . Then the children of the root in the random Pólya point tree are constructed
as follows:

1. Sample U1, . . . ,Um−(∅) uniform random variables on [0,1], independent of the rest;
2. To nodes ∅1, . . . ,∅m−(∅) assign the ages U1/χ

1 A∅, . . . ,U
1/χ
m−(∅)A∅ and type O ;

3. Assign agesA∅(m−(∅)+1), . . . ,A∅(m−(∅)+d
(in)

∅ ) to nodes ∅(m−(∅)+1), . . . ,∅(m−(∅)+

d(in)

∅ ). These ages are the occurrence times given by a conditionally independent Poisson
point process on [A∅,1] defined by the intensity

(1.14) ρ∅(x) = (1− χ)Γ∅
x−χ

A1−χ
∅

,

where d(in)

∅ is the total number of points of this process. Assign type Y to them;
4. Draw an edge between ∅ and each of ∅1, . . . ,∅(m−(∅) + d(in)

∅ );
5. Label ∅ as explored and nodes ∅1, . . . ,∅(m−(∅) + d(in)

∅ ) as unexplored.

Then, recursively over the elements in the set of unexplored nodes we perform the following
breadth-first exploration:

1. Let ω denote the smallest currently unexplored node;
2. Sample m−(ω) i.i.d. random variables Uω1, . . . ,Uωm−(ω) independently from all the pre-

vious steps and from each other, uniformly on [0,1]. To nodes ω1, . . . , ωm−(ω) assign the
ages U1/χ

ω1 Aω, . . . ,U
1/χ
ωm−(ω)Aω and type O and set them unexplored;

3. Let Aω(m−(ω)+1), . . . ,Aω(m−(ω)+d
(in)
ω ) be the random d(in)

ω points given by a conditionally
independent Poisson process on [Aω,1] with intensity

(1.15) ρω(x) = (1− χ)Γω
x−χ

A1−χ
ω

.

Assign these ages to ω(m−(ω) + 1), . . . , ω(m−(ω) + d(in)

ω ), assign them type Y and set
them unexplored;

4. Draw an edge between ω and each one of the nodes ω1, . . . , ω(m−(ω) + d(in)

ω );
5. Set ω as explored.

We call the resulting tree the random Pólya point tree with parameters M and δ, and
denote it by RPPT(M,δ). Occasionally we drop M and δ while mentioning RPPT(M,δ).
When M is degenerate and equal to m a.s., we call this the Pólya point tree with parameters
m and δ. This coincides with the definition in [8].

1.5. Main result and discussions. We now have all the ingredients to state the main result
of this article:

THEOREM 1.5 (Local convergence theorem for PA models). Let M be an N-valued
random variable with finite p-th moment for some p > 1 and δ >− inf supp(M). Then mod-
els (A), (B), (D), (E) and (F ) of the preferential attachment converge vertex-marked locally
in probability to the random Pólya point tree with parameters M and δ.

Observations. We make some remarks about the above result:

1. Our proof uses the finiteness of the p-th moment for the proofs of some of the concen-
tration bounds around the mean. It would be interesting to identify the precise necessary
condition for the local limit result to hold.
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2. Berger et al. in [8] assumed the fitness parameter δ to be non-negative, but here we allow
for negative δ. Note that this accommodates infinite-variance degree distributions used in
[33, 35, 42], and suggested in many applied works, see e.g. [26, 27, 41] and the references
therein.

3. Berger et al. in [8] have shown that PA(m,δ)

n (d) converges locally in probability to the Pólya
point tree with parameters m and δ. Restricting to degenerate distributions, our result can
be viewed as an extension of [8] to all preferential attachment models. Moreover our
model considers the case where every vertex comes with an i.i.d. number of out-edges
which has only finite p-th moment for some p > 1 and we have considered any general
starting graph G0 of size 2. If we do not assume that the initial graph is of size 2, then it
increases the computational complexity, and hence we avoid this complication.

4. We provide a proof in detail for Model (A). The proof for the models (B) and (D) is very
similar and we only indicate the necessary changes. The fact that all these models have
the same local limit is a sign of universality.

5. We prove a local density result, which is stronger than in our main result, for models (A),
(B) and (E), and interesting in its own right.

Consequences of our main result. We next discuss some consequences of our main result
in Theorem 1.5, focusing on degree distributions. Denote

(1.16) λ(x) =
1− x1−χ

x1−χ .

It immediately follows from the definition that,

(1.17)
1

n

∑
u

1{du(n)=k}

mu

P→ pk,

where

(1.18) pk = P(M + Y (M) = k) = L(∅)(k)k−τ ,

for some slowly varying function L(∅)(·), with τ = min{3 + δ/E[M ], τM} > 1, τM(≥
p) is the power-law exponent of the out-degree distribution (with τM = +∞ when M
is light-tailed), and Y (M) is a mixed-Poisson random variable with mixing distribution
Γ(M)λ(U∅), where Γ(M) is a Gamma variable with parameters M + δ and 1 and U∅ ∼
Unif(0,1) and Unif(0,1) is a uniform random variable on (0,1). This was previously es-
tablished, under related assumptions, for model (E) in [18]. We next extend this result to the
convergence of older and younger neighbours of a random vertex:

COROLLARY 1.6 (Asymptotic degree distribution for older and younger neighbours).

(a) As n→∞, the degree of a uniform older neighbour of a uniform vertex satisfies

(1.19)
1

n

∑
u,v,j:

u
j
 v

1{dv(n)=k}

mu

P→ p̃(O)

k = P
(

1 +M (δ) + Y
(
M (δ) + 1,AO

)
= k
)
, for k ≥ 1

where Y
(
M (δ) + 1,AO

)
is a mixed Poisson random variable with mixing distribution

Γin
(
M (δ) + 1

)
λ
(
AO

)
and AO is distributed as U∅U

1/χ
1 , where U∅,U1 are independent

Unif(0,1) random variables.
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Similarly, as n→∞, the degree of a uniform younger neighbour of a uniform vertex sat-
isfies

1∑
v 1{dv(n)>mv}

∑
u,v,j:

u
j
 v

1{dv(n)>mv}1{du(n)=k}

dv(n)−mv

P→ p̃(Y)

k = P
(
M (0) + Y

(
M (0),AY

)
= k
)
, for k ≥ 1

(1.20)

where Y
(
M (0),AY

)
is a mixed Poisson random variable with mixing distribution

Γin
(
M (0)

)
λ
(
AY

)
and AY has conditional density

(1.21) fU∅(x) =
ρ∅(x)∫ 1

U∅
ρ∅(s)ds

=
x−χ∫ 1

U∅
s−χ ds

,

where U∅ ∼ Unif(0,1) and ρ∅(s) is as defined in (1.14).

(b) There exist slowly varying functions L(O)(k) and L(Y)(k), such that

(1.22) p̃(O)

k ∼ L
(O)(k)k−τ(O) , p̃(Y)

k ∼Θ(L(Y)(k))k−τ(Y) as k→∞,

where τ(O) = min{2 + δ/E[M ], τM − 1} and τ(Y) = min{4 + δ/E[M ], τM − 1}.

The convergence is a direct consequence of Theorem 1.5, so what is left is the identifi-
cation of the limiting probabilities for the RPPT. Thus, the degree distribution of random
neighbours is asymptotically size-biased compared to the original degree distribution in the
graph, as in (1.17)–(1.18). The proof of the corollary is postponed to Section 7. This result is
somewhat surprising in the sense that in (1.22), both the tail exponents τ(O) and τ(Y) contains
the τM − 1 but the dependence on the PAM power-law exponent is either one larger or one
smaller than for the degree distribution of the root.

Idea of proof of Theorem 1.5. For any vertex-marked finite graph
(
t, (aω)ω∈V (t)

)
and

r ∈N, define

Nr,n

(
t, (aω)ω∈V (t)

)
=
∑
v∈[n]

1{B(Gn)
r (v) ' t, |vω/n−aω|≤1/r ∀ω ∈ V (t)} ,

where Gn is taken as PAn and vω is the vertex in Gn corresponding to ω ∈ V (t). Then,
to prove Theorem 1.5, by Definition 1.3 it is enough to show that Nr,n

(
t, (aω)ω∈V (t)

)
/n

converges in probability to µ (B(G)

r (∅)' t, |Aω − aω| ≤ 1/r ∀ω ∈ V (t)), where µ is the
law of the limiting RPPT graph, and Aω is the mark of the vertex in RPPT corresponding
to ω ∈ V (t) and t is a tree. We aim to prove this convergence using a second moment method,
i.e., we will prove that

1

n
E
[
Nr,n

(
t, (aω)ω∈V (t)

)]
→ µ (B(G)

r (∅)' t, |Aω − aω| ≤ 1/r ∀ω ∈ V (t)) ,(1.23)

and
1

n2
E
[
Nr,n

(
t, (aω)ω∈V (t)

)2]→ µ (B(G)

r (∅)' t, |Aω − aω| ≤ 1/r ∀ω ∈ V (t))2 .

For proving the first, we show that the joint density of the ages of the vertices in the r-
neighbourhood of a uniformly chosen vertex in PAM converges to that of RPPT. Calculating
this joint density explicitly is somewhat complicated because of the dependence structure in
the edge-connection probabilities of PAM models. In [7], the authors provide a Pólya urn
representation of model (D), which made the proof in [8] possible since this representation
implies that the edges are conditionally independent. An essential step in our proof is thus
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to construct similar Pólya urn descriptions for models (A), (B) and (D) and show that the
models are equal in distribution to the corresponding Pólya urn representations. Sénizergues
[38] proved a similar result to the first part of the proof for preferential attachment trees and
extended the result for preferential attachment graph with random out-degree. We tend to
use a Pólya urn description with a different set of Beta random variables. We do this by
explicitly calculating the graph probabilities. Our result works for i.i.d. random δ also. With
this distributional equivalence in hand, we can now compute the above joint density, and
show that it converges to that of the RPPT.

For the second moment, we first expand the square of the sum arising in the numerator.
From the expansion we observe that along with some vanishing terms, we obtain the joint
density of the r-neighbourhoods of two uniformly chosen vertices. Next we prove that the
r-neighbourhoods of two uniformly chosen vertices are disjoint with high probability (whp).
Again, for the joint density calculation, we use the Pólya urn description of our models. Since
the edge-connection events are conditionally independent by the Pólya urn representations,
the two neighbourhoods are independent when they are disjoint. Therefore the joint density
factorizes and we obtain the required result.

Though our main steps for proving the theorem are the same as those in [8], our proof
techniques differ significantly, for example, we avoid the induction argument in the neigh-
bourhood size and also the coupling of the preferential attachment model with the Pólya urn
graphs. To summarize, we have two crucial steps in proving the main theorem:

(a) Equivalence: there exists Pólya urn representations for models (A), (B) and (D);
(b) Convergence: the joint density of the ages of the vertices in the r-neighbourhood of the

Pólya urn graphs converges to that of the RPPT.

For model (E), the edges are connected independently and the degrees of the older vertices
are updated only after the new vertex is included in the graph with all its out-edges. This
edge-connection procedure is different from other models and we do not have a Pólya urn
representation for this graph. We first prove the convergence of the models having a Pólya urn
representation. Then we couple model (D) and (E), such that the probabilities of observing the
r-neighbourhoods of a uniformly chosen vertex in the graphs are asymptotically equal. Since
for model (D), we have proved the local convergence, convergence for model (E) follows
immediately. Note, however, that this does not imply the convergence of the joint density of
the ages of the vertices in the r-neighbourhood for model (E). Model (F) is dealt with in a
similar way as model (E).

Relation to the literature. Pólya urn representations of the preferential attachment models
were previously studied by Berger et al. [7] and Sénizergues [38]. Local convergence of
models (D) and (E) were first derived by Berger et al. [8] for fixed out-degrees and non-
negative δ. Results on local convergence of related PAMs have been established by Y. Y. Lo
[34], who analysed the local limit of the preferential attachment trees but i.i.d. random fitness
parameter δ. Rudas, Tóth and Valkó [37] proved local convergence almost surely for general
preferential attachment trees, based on continuous time embedding, which gives continuous
time branching process by Jagers and Nerman [32] in full generality.

After uploading our paper to arXiv, we were informed about the work of Banerjee, Deka
and Olvera-Cravioto [3] which also proves local convergence in probability of preferential at-
tachment models with i.i.d. out-degrees. The paper assumes finite first moment of the random
out-degree and does not rely on the Pólya urn representation of the preferential attachment
model but rather on an extension of the work of the first and third authors that relates prefer-
ential attachment models to continuous-time branching processes [30]. Further, in addition to
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the local convergence, our paper establishes density convergence of the preferential attach-
ment model, and identified the degree distribution of the nodes of the limiting tree. Although
the proof techniques are different, both techniques are interesting in their own right.

Open problems. We believe that our results can be an essential ingredient to the proof
of various related properties of PAMs, such as the behavior of percolation on, and graph
distances in, them. It would further be interesting to extend the work to random fitness distri-
butions, as well as to the model with conditionally independent edges as studied by Dereich
and Mörters [21, 22, 23].

Structure of the rest of the article. In Section 2, we extend the definition of Pólya urn
graphs to collapsed Pólya urn graphs (for equivalence with models (A) and model (B)). In
Section 3 we prove that the preferential attachment models (A), (B) and (D) are equal in
distribution to their respective Pólya urn representations. Section 4 deals with some results
that are necessary to show the r-neighbourhood density convergence. In Section 5 we show
the convergence part of the proof for model (A). Using the similarity of the models in Sec-
tion 3, the proofs for the models (B) and (D) follow in a same way. In Section 6, we show the
coupling between models (D), and (E) and (F). Section 7 provides a proof of Corollary 1.6.
The details of the proofs of several results are deferred to Appendix A, and are minor adapta-
tions of the corresponding proofs for degenerate out-degrees. In Appendix B, we provide the
proof of equivalence of models (B) and (D) and their respective Pólya urn representations.
These proofs follow the same line as those in Section 3 for the equivalence of model (A) and
its Pólya urn representation. Appendix C deals with the adaptation of the coupling between
model (D) and (E) done in Section 6, to model (F). The proof of Corollary 1.6(b) is deferred
to Appendix D due to similar proof techniques used in the literature.

2. Pólya Urn Graph Description. The first and foremost difficulty in dealing with pref-
erential attachment models is that the edge-connection events are not independent. We now
give a representation of our PAMs where these events are conditionally independent, ex-
tending the results of Berger et al. in [7] that apply to PA(m,δ)

n (d). Intuitively, every new
edge-connection in the preferential attachment model with intermediate degree updates can
be viewed as drawing a ball uniformly from a Pólya urn with balls having multiple colours
corresponding to the various vertices in the graph. This is the place where the intermediate
degree update comes as a blessing in disguise to us. If the degrees are not updated after every
edge-connection step (such as in models (E) and (F)), then the model may seem simpler, but
in fact it is harder to work with since we do not get a Pólya urn description for it. We handle
these models in Section 6 using a coupling approach instead.

2.1. Pólya Urn Graph. The sequential preferential attachment models (A), (B) and (D)
in Section 1.2 can be interpreted as an experiment with n urns corresponding to the vertices
in the graph, where the number of balls in each urn represents the degree of the corresponding
vertex in the graph. First, we introduce a new class of random graphs that we later prove (in
Section 3) to have the same distribution as our PAMs:

DEFINITION 2.1 (Pólya Urn Graphs). Define the following:

. (Uk)k≥1 is a sequence of i.i.d. uniform random variables in [0,1];

. given m= (1,1,m3,m4, . . .), ψ = (ψk)k∈N is a sequence of conditionally independent
Beta random variables with support in [0,1], such that P(ψk = 1) = 0 for all k ≥ 2 and
ψ1 = 1 point-wise;
. let G0 be the initial graph of size 2 and n ∈N be the size of the graph.
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Define S (n)

0 = 0 and S (n)

n = 1 and for k ∈ [n− 1], define

S (n)

k = (1−ψ)(k,n], and I(n)

k =
[
S (n)

k−1,S
(n)

k

)
,(2.1)

where, for A⊆ [n],

(2.2) (1−ψ)A =
∏
a∈A

(1−ψa).

Then, PU(SL)

n (m,ψ) and PU(NSL)

n (m,ψ), the Pólya urn graph of size n with and without
self-loops, respectively, are defined as follows:

B in PU(NSL)

n (m,ψ), the j-th edge from vertex k is attached to vertex u ∈ [k] precisely
when

(2.3) Um[k−1]+jS
(n)

k−1 ∈ I
(n)

u .

Observe that self-loops are absent here since
(
0,S (n)

k−1

)
and I(n)

k are two disjoint sets;
B for PU(SL)

n (m,ψ), the condition (2.3) is replaced by

(2.4) Um[k−1]+jS
(n)

k ∈ I
(n)

u .

�

To specify a Pólya urn graph PUn(m,ψ), we need to specify the out-edge distribu-
tion M , and the parameters of the Beta variables ψ. Berger et al. in [8] have shown that
PA(m,δ)

n (d) is equal in distribution to PU(NSL)

n (m(1),ψ), where ψ is taken as a sequence
of independent Beta random variables with certain parameters and M is degenerate at m,
i.e. m(1) = (1,1,m,m, . . .). Since PA(D)

n (m, δ) is a generalized version of PA
(m,δ)
n (d) with

i.i.d. random out-degrees, we show that this model also has a Pólya urn description. We
sketch an outline in Section 3 [Theorem 3.10] that conditionally on m, PA(D)

n (m, δ) and
PU(NSL)

n (m,ψ) are also equal in distribution. On the other hand, it is evident that the deter-
ministic versions of model (B) and (D) are equivalent for m= 1. From the edge-connection
probabilities of model (A) and (B), we can observe that they are different only in whether
they give rise to self-loops or not. Van der Hofstad in [40, Chapter 5] shows that model (A)
and (B) can be obtained by a collapsing procedure for degenerate M . Therefore for obtaining
a Pólya urn graph equivalence for models (A) and (B), a generalisation of this collapsing
procedure is helpful, and we continue by describing such collapsing procedures.

2.2. Collapsing Operator. Here we generalize the collapsing procedure discussed in
[40]. Let r = (r1, r2, . . .) ∈NN and let H be the set of all finite vertex-labelled graphs. Then
the collapsing operator Cr , acting onH and collapsing groups of vertices of size ri into vertex
vi, is defined as follows:

. let G ∈H be a vertex-labelled graph of size n and n ∈
(
r[k−1], r[k]

]
for some k ∈N, where

r[l] =
∑
i≤l

ri ;

. group the vertices
{
r[i−1] + 1, . . . , r[i]

}
and name the groups vi for all i < k, while the

group vk contains the vertices
{
r[k−1] + 1, . . . , n

}
;

. collapse the vertices of each of these vk groups into one vertex, and name the new vertex
k;

. edges originating and ending in the same group form self-loops in the new graph;
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. edges between two different groups form edges between the respective vertices in the new
graph.

Note that if we fix r1 = r2 = 1 and ri = m for all i ≥ 3 and suitable G0, then we get back
the collapsing procedure used first in [12], and further discussed in [40]. We now discuss
the construction of models (A) and (B) through this collapsing operator, conditionally on the
i.i.d. out-degrees described by m.

PAM construction by collapsing. We start with a vertex-labelled graph G0 of size 2 and
degrees a1 and a2, respectively. First, we explain the construction of model (A) using col-
lapsing.

Every v ≥ 3 comes with exactly one edge. Givenm= (1,1,m3, . . .), the incoming vertex
v =m[i−1] + j for some i ∈ [3, n) and j ≤mi, connects to one of u ∈ [v] with probability

(2.5) Pm
(
v u | PA(A)

v−1(m,1, δ)
)

=

{
du(v−1)+δ(u)

cv,j
when v > u,

1+δ(u)
cv,j

when v = u.

Here δ(u) = δ/mk when u ∈
(
m[k−1],m[k]

]
,

ci,j = a[2] + 2
(
m[i−1] + j − 2

)
− 1 + (i− 1)δ +

j

mi
δ ,

and PA(A)

v−1(m,1, δ) denotes the graph formed after the (v−1)-st vertex is added, with du(v−
1) denoting the degree of the vertex u in PA(A)

v−1(m,1, δ). Continue the process until them[n]-
th vertex is added. We obtain PA(A)

n (m, δ) by applying Cm on PA(A)

m[n]
(m,1, δ). Therefore,

for model (A), the conditional edge-connection probabilities are given by (1.3), as required.
To construct PA(B)

n (m, δ) by a collapsing procedure, we do not allow for self-loops for
m= 1 as we did in (2.5). The rest of the process remains the same. Starting from the same
initial graphG0, conditionally onm, every v ≥ 3 comes with exactly one edge. The incoming
vertex v =m[i−1] + j for some i ∈ [3, n] and j ≤mi, connects to u ∈ [v − 1] with the same
probability as in (2.5). Since here we do not allow for any self-loop, the normalising constant
in the denominator now is,

ci,j = a[2] + 2
(
m[i−1] + j − 3

)
+ (i− 1)δ +

(j − 1)

mi
δ ,

and PA(B)

v (m,1, δ) denotes the graph formed after the v-th vertex is added, with du(v) de-
noting the degree of the vertex u in PA(B)

v (m,1, δ). Continue the process until the m[n]-th
vertex is added. We obtain PA(B)

n (m, δ) by applying Cm on PA(B)

m[n]
(m,1, δ). Therefore, for

model (B), the edge-connection probabilities are given by (1.5).

REMARK 2.2 (Initial graph is preserved in collapsing). Observe that we always choose
r1 = r2 = 1 while performing the collapsing operator on the pre-collapsed preferential attach-
ment graphs. This is done intentionally to preserve the structure of the initial graph G0. If we
start with an initial graph of size `≥ 1 then we can choose r1 = r2 = . . .= r` = 1 to preserve
the initial graph structure in both collapsed and pre-collapsed preferential attachment graphs.

We will use this collapsing operator to introduce an extension of the Pólya urn graph, the
collapsed Pólya urn graph.
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2.3. Collapsed Pólya Urn Graphs. PA(B)

n (m,1, δ) is essentially the same as model (D)
when every vertex comes with exactly one out-edge, but δ is different for every vertex. There-
fore, we expect that the Pólya urn graph extends to this graph. Similarly to the construction
of model (B) through a collapsing procedure, we collapse the Pólya urn graph.

Conditionally on m, we construct the collapsed Pólya Urn graph by using our collapsing
construction on the Pólya Urn Graph defined in Definition 2.1 as follows:

DEFINITION 2.3 (Collapsed Pólya Urn graph). We first construct PUm[n]
(1,ψ) with

every new vertex having exactly one out-edge and initial graph G0 of size 2. Conditionally
on m = (1,1,m3,m4, . . .), the graph CPUn(m,ψ) is defined as Cm

(
PUm[n]

(1,ψ)
)
. The

label SL or NSL for the CPUn will be determined by the label of the PUm[n]
. We denote the

two CPU’s with and without self-loops as CPU(SL)

n and CPU(NSL)

n respectively. �

REMARK 2.4 (Self-loops for CPU(NSL)

n ). CPU(NSL)

n may contain self-loops because of
collapsing. �

We end this section by deriving the connection probabilities for CPU(SL)

n and CPU(NSL)

n .
For k ≥ 1 and j ∈ [mk], define

S (n)

k,j =

m[n]∏
l=m[k−1]+j+1

(1−ψl), and S (n)

k = S (n)

k,mk
;(2.6)

and the intervals I(n)

k =
[
S (n)

k−1,S
(n)

k

)
. Let P(SL)

m and P(NSL)

m denote the conditional law givenm
of CPU(SL)

n and CPU(NSL)

n , respectively. Then from the construction of the CPU(SL)

n it follows
that, for u≥ 3,

(2.7) P(SL)

m

(
u

j
 v

∣∣∣ (ψk)k∈N)=


S(n)
v −S

(n)
v−1

S(n)
u,j

for u > v,

S(n)
u,j−S

(n)
u−1

S(n)
u,j

for u= v.

This probability is for CPU(SL)

n . For CPU(NSL)

n instead, the expression in (2.7) becomes

(2.8) P(NSL)

m

(
u

j
 v

∣∣∣ (ψk)k∈N)=


S(n)
v −S

(n)
v−1

S(n)
u,j−1

for u > v,

S(n)
u,j−1−S

(n)
u−1

S(n)
u,j−1

for u= v.

Now that we have introduced the relevant random graph models, in the next section, we will
show that the collapsed versions of the Pólya graph models have the same distribution as our
preferential attachment models.

3. Equivalence of Preferential Attachment Models. As explained in Section 1.5, there
are two key steps in the proof of the local limit result in Theorem 1.5. In the first step, we
show that the PAM with random out-degrees is equal in distribution to collapsed Pólya urn
graph (CPU) or Pólya urn graph (PU), with the ψ random variables defined appropriately.
We bring the notion of CPU in between since it implies the much-appreciated independence
structure of the edge-connection events, which is not valid in PAM. We provide explicit
calculations for model (A), and state the modifications required for other models.
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3.1. Equivalence of model (A) and CPU(SL). Recall that model (A) has i.i.d. out-degrees
for every vertex. Thus, in order to couple it with our CPU, it must have the same out-degrees.
Given m = (m1,m2,m3, . . .), with m1 = m2 = 1, we thus aim to couple PA(A)

n (m, δ) and
CPU(SL).

For i ∈ [2], ai denotes the degree of vertex i in the initial graph G0, while for i > 2
define ai ≡ 1. Let Hn be the set of all finite vertex-labelled graphs G of size n and let
Hm(G) =

{
Ge ∈Hm[n]

: Cm(Ge)
?'G
}

denote the set of graphs that are mapped to G by the
collapsing operator Cm.

For k ≥ 3 and l ∈ [mk], define

(3.1) ψm[k−1]+l ∼ Beta

(
1 +

δ

mk
, a[2] + 2

(
m[k−1] + l− 3

)
+ (k− 1)δ +

(l− 1)

mk
δ

)
,

where a[2] = a1 + a2 and, for k ≤ 2,

ψ1 ≡ 1, and ψ2 ∼ Beta (a2 + δ, a1 + δ) .(3.2)

We abbreviate ψ = (ψi)i≥1 for the collection of Beta variables, where we emphasize that
these variables are conditionally independent given the random out-degrees m. Our main
result concerning the relation between collapsed Pólya graphs and model (A) is as follows:

THEOREM 3.1 (Equivalence of model (A) and CPU(SL)). For any graph G ∈Hn,

(3.3) Pm
(

PA(A)

n (m, δ)
?'G
)

= Pm
(

CPU(SL)

n (m,ψ)
?'G
)
.

We emphasize that Theorem 3.1 describes a conditional result given m, i.e., it is condi-
tionally on m.

We prove Theorem 3.1 by proving it for the pre-collapsed version of both graphs, and
equating their conditional distributions. The following proposition helps us in equating the
conditional probabilities of the pre-collapsed graphs:

PROPOSITION 3.2 (Equivalence of pre-collapsed model (A) and PU(SL)). Conditionally
on m, for any graph H ∈Hm[n]

,

(3.4) Pm
(

PA(A)

n (m,1, δ)
?'H

)
= Pm

(
PU(SL)

m[n]
(1,ψ)

?'H
)
.

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.1 SUBJECT TO PROPOSITION 3.2. Proposition 3.2 essentially
provides us with the pre-collapsing equivalence of the graphs. Since, conditionally on
m,

{
PA(A)

m[n]
(m,1, δ)

?'H
}

are disjoint events for H ∈ Hm(G), the probability on the
RHS (right hand side) of (3.3) for model (A) can be written in terms of the pre-collapsed
graphs as

Pm
(

PA(A)

n (m, δ)
?'G
)

=Pm

 ⋃
H∈Hm(G)

{
PA(A)

m[n]
(m,1, δ)

?'H
}

=
∑

H∈Hm(G)

Pm
(

PA(A)

m[n]
(m,1, δ)

?'H
)
.

(3.5)
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Similarly the probability on the LHS (left hand side) of (3.3) for CPU(SL)

n can be written in
terms of PU(SL)

m[n]
as

Pm
(

CPU(SL)

n (m,ψ)
?'G
)

=Pm

 ⋃
H∈Hm(G)

{
PU(SL)

m[n]
(1,ψ)

?'H
}

=
∑

H∈Hm(G)

Pm
(

PU(SL)

m[n]
(1,ψ)

?'H
)
.

(3.6)

Now from Proposition 3.2 it follows that the summands in (3.5) and (3.6) are equal. Hence,
conditionally on m, PA(A)

n and CPU(SL)

n are equal in distribution.

We now move towards the proof of Proposition 3.2. Berger et al. [8] have proved a version
of Theorem 3.1 for model (D) and degenerate out-degrees using an extension to multiple
urns of the Pólya urn characterization in terms of conditionally independent events by de
Finetti’s Theorem. We could adapt this proof. Instead, we prove Proposition 3.2 by explicitly
calculating the graph probabilities of both random graphs and equating them term by term,
which we now show. This proof is interesting in its own right.

Let v(u) denote the vertex to which the out-edge from u connects in H . Then from (2.5),

Pm
(

PA(A)

m[n]
(m,1, δ)

?'H
)

=
∏

u∈[3,n]

∏
j∈[mu]

dv(m[u−1]+j)(m[u−1] + j − 1) + δ(v(m[u−1] + j))

a[2] + 2(m[u−1] + j − 2) +
(

(u− 1) + j
mu

)
δ− 1

.
(3.7)

The following lemma simplifies and rearranges the factors in the numerator of (3.7):

LEMMA 3.3 (Rearrangement of the numerator of (3.7)). The numerator of (3.7) can be
rearranged as ∏

u∈[3,n]

∏
j∈[mu]

(
dv(m[u−1]+j)(m[u−1] + j − 1) + δ(v(m[u−1] + j))

)

=
∏
k∈[n]

∏
l∈[mu]

dm[k−1]+l
(H)−1∏

i=am[k−1]+l

(
i+

δ

mk

)
,

(3.8)

where dv(H) denotes the degree of the vertex v in the graph H .

PROOF. Observe that the factors in the numerator of RHS of (3.7) depend on the receiver’s
degree. Since the edges from the new vertices connect to one of the existing vertices (or
itself), the product in the numerator of (3.7) can be rewritten as∏

u∈[3,n]

∏
j∈[mu]

(
dv(m[u−1]+j)(m[u−1] + j − 1) + δ(v(m[u−1] + j))

)
=

∏
s∈[1,m[n]]

∏
u∈[3,n], j∈[mu]
v(m[u−1]+j)=s

(
ds(m[u−1] + j − 1) + δ(s)

)
.

(3.9)

For the very first incoming edge to s ∈ [m[n]], we have the factor of (as + δ(s)) and for
the remaining ones, we have a factor in the RHS of (3.9) with an increment of 1. On the
other hand, for the last incoming edge to s in H , we have the factor (ds(H)− 1 + δ(s)). For
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any s ∈ [m[n]], there exists k ∈ [n] and l ∈ [mu] such that s=m[k−1] + l and δ(s) = δ/mk.
Therefore the LHS of (3.9) can be further simplified as∏

s∈[1,m[n]]

∏
u∈[3,n], j∈[mu]
v(m[u−1]+j)=s

(
ds(m[u−1] + j − 1) + δ(s)

)

=
∏
k∈[n]

∏
l∈[mu]

dm[k−1]+l
(H)−1∏

i=am[k−1]+l

(
i+

δ

mk

)
.(3.10)

By Lemma 3.3 and a rearrangement of numerator, the graph probability in (3.7) can be
written as

Pm
(

PA(A)

m[n]
(m,1, δ)

?'H
)

=
∏
u∈[n]

∏
j∈[mu]

dm[u−1]+j
(H)−1∏

i=am[u−1]+j

(
i+

δ

mu

)
(3.11)

×
∏

u∈[3,n]

∏
j∈[mu]

1

a[2] + 2(m[u−1] + j − 2) +
(

(u− 1) + j
mu

)
δ− 1

.

Next, we calculate the graph probabilities of PU(SL)

m[n]
(1,ψ) and show that these agree. To

calculate Pm
(

PU(SL)

m[n]
(1,ψ)

?'H
)

, we condition on the Beta random variables as well. We
denote the conditional measure by Pm,ψ , i.e., for every event E ,

(3.12) Pm,ψ(E) = P (E | (mk)k≥3, (ψk)k≥1) .

Under this conditioning, the edges of PU(SL)

m[n]
are independent. First we calculate the condi-

tional edge-connection probabilities for PU(SL)

m[n]
(1,ψ):

LEMMA 3.4 (Conditional edge-connection probability of PU(SL)). Conditionally on m
and (ψk)k≥1 defined in (3.1) and (3.2), the probability of connecting the edge from v to u in
PU(SL)

m[n]
(1,ψ) is given by ψv(1−ψ)(v,u].

PROOF. By the construction of PU(SL)

m[n]
(1,ψ),

S (m[n])

k = (1−ψ)(k,m[n]], and |I (m[n])

k |= ψk(1−ψ)(k,m[n]].

Taking the ratio gives

Pm,ψ (u v) =
|I (m[n])

v |
S (m[n])

u

= ψv
(1−ψ)(v,m[n]]

(1−ψ)(u,m[n]]
= ψv(1−ψ)(v,u].

In Pólya urn graphs, conditionally on the Beta random variables, the edges are added
independently, leading to the following lemma:
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LEMMA 3.5 (Conditional density of PU(SL)). For any graph H ∈Hm[n]
,

(3.13) Pm,ψ
(

PU(SL)

m[n]
(1,ψ)

?'H
)

=
∏

s∈[2,n]

ψpss (1−ψs)qs ,

where

ps = ds(H)− as, and qs =
∑

u∈(m[2],m[n]]

1{s∈(v(u),u]}.(3.14)

PROOF. For every incoming edge of the vertex u, there is a vertex w ≥ u such that v(w) =
u. Conditionally on m and ψ, the edge-connection events are independent. We then note
that there are ps many incoming edges for vertex s and the factor ψpss comes from that.
Every u such that s ∈ (v(u), u] gives rise to one factor 1−ψs, giving rise to qs many factors
1−ψs.

Next we aim to take the expectation w.r.t. ψ, and for this, we compute the expectation of
powers of Beta variables:

LEMMA 3.6 (Integer moments of Beta distribution). For all a, b ∈N and ψ ∼Beta(α,β),

(3.15) E
[
ψa(1−ψ)b

]
=

(α+ a− 1)a(β + b− 1)b
(α+ β + a+ b− 1)a+b

,

where (n)k =
k−1∏
i=0

(n− i) for k ≥ 1.

PROOF. A direct calculation for Beta random variables shows that

E
[
ψa(1−ψ)b

]
=
B(α+ a,β + b)

B(α,β)
=

Γ(α+ β)Γ(α+ a)Γ(β + b)

Γ(α)Γ(β)Γ(α+ β + a+ b)

=
(α+ a− 1)a(β + b− 1)b
(α+ β + a+ b− 1)a+b

.

As a consequence of Lemma 3.5 and 3.6, we can calculate Pm
(

PU(SL)

m[n]
(1,ψ)

?'H
)

:

LEMMA 3.7. For H ∈Hm(G),

(3.16) Pm
(

PU(SL)

m[n]
(1,ψ)

?'H
)

=
∏

s∈[2,m[n])

(αs + ps − 1)ps(βs + qs − 1)qs
(αs + βs + ps + qs − 1)ps+qs

,

where αs and βs are the first and second parameters of the Beta random variables defined
in (3.1) and (3.2), ps, qs are defined in Lemma 3.5 and inf supp(M) is the minimum of the
support of the random variable M .

PROOF. Lemma 3.5 describes the conditional probability distribution of the Pólya Urn
graphs given the independent Beta random variables. To obtain the unconditional probabil-
ity, we take the expectation on the RHS of (3.13) w.r.t. the Beta random variables. Since
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ψm[u−1]+j are independent Beta random variables with parameters αm[u−1]+j and βm[u−1]+j

respectively,

Pm
(

PU(SL)

m[n]
(1,ψ)

?'H
)

= Em
[ ∏
s∈[2,m[n]]

ψpss (1−ψs)qs
]

=
∏

s∈[2,m[n]]

Em [ψpss (1−ψs)qs ]

=
(α2 + p2 − 1)p2(β2 + q2 − 1)q2
(α2 + β2 + p2 + q2 − 1)p2+q2

∏
s∈[3,m[n]]

(αs + ps − 1)ps(βs + qs − 1)qs
(αs + βs + ps + qs − 1)ps+qs

.

By definition, pm[n]
= qm[n]

= 0, so that the last term in the product is 1 and hence we obtain
the result in (3.16).

In the next lemma, we derive an alternative expression for qs defined in (3.14) which helps
in understanding the RHS of (3.16):

LEMMA 3.8. The qs defined in (3.14) can be represented as

(3.17) qs =


0 if s= 1,

d1(H)− a1 if s= 2,

d[s−1](H)− a[2] − 2 (s− 3) if s≥ 3,

where

d[s−1](H) =
∑

v∈[s−1]

dv(H), and a[2] = a1 + a2.

PROOF. For s= 1, we observe that q1 is 0 by definition and, for s= 2,

q2 =
∑

u∈(2,m[n]]

1[2∈(v(u),u]] =
∑

u∈(2,m[n]]

1[v(u)=1] = d1(H)− a1 .(3.18)

Simplifying qs for s≥ 3 gives

qs =
∑

u∈(m[2],m[n]]

1[s∈(v(u),u]] =
∑

u∈(2,m[n]]

1[s∈(v(u),m[n]]] −
∑

u∈(2,m[n]]

1[s∈(u,m[n]]]

=
∑

u∈(2,m[n]]

1[v(u)∈[s−1]] −
∑

u∈(2,m[n]]

1[u∈[s−1]]

(3.19)

=
( ∑
u∈[m[n]]

1[v(u)∈[s−1]] −
∑
u∈[2]

1[v(u)∈[s−1]]

)
−
( ∑
u∈[m[n]]

1[u∈[s−1]] −
∑
u∈[2]

1[u∈[s−1]]

)
=

∑
v∈[s−1]

(d(in)

v (H)− d(in)

v (G0))− ((s− 1)− 2) ,

where d(in)

v (G) is the in-degree of vertex v in the graph G and G0 is the initial graph we
started with. Let d(out)

v (G) denote the out-degree of vertex v in the graph G, so that

d(in)

v (G) + d(out)

v (G) = dv(G).

Note that the vertices in the initial graph G0 do not have out-edges directed to any new
incoming vertices. Therefore, d(out)

v (H) = d(out)

v (G0) for all v ∈ [2].
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On the other hand, the new incoming vertices have exactly one out-edge each. Furthermore
they are not part of the initial graph. Hence, by definition dv(G0) = 0 for all v > 2 = m[2].
Therefore, both d(out)

v (G0) and d(in)

v (G0) are zero for all v > 2 =m[2]. Hence, for s≥ 3,

qs =
∑

v∈[s−1]

(d(in)

v (H)− d(in)

v (G0))− ((s− 1)− 2)

=
∑

v∈[s−1]

(dv(H)− dv(G0))−
∑

v∈[s−1]

(d(out)

v (H)− d(out)

v (G0))− (s− 3)

=
∑

v∈[s−1]

(dv(H)− dv(G0))−
∑
v∈[2]

(d(out)

v (H)− d(out)

v (G0))

−
∑

v∈(2,s−1]

d(out)

v (H)− (s− 3)(3.20)

=
∑

v∈[s−1]

(dv(H)− dv(G0))− 2 (s− 3)

=d[s−1](H)− a[2] − 2 (s− 3) .

Now, we have all the tools to prove Proposition 3.2:

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.2. We start by simplifying the RHS of (3.16) and equating
term by term. First, we consider the term corresponding to s= 2 in the RHS of (3.16). Using
(3.18) and substituting the values of α2 and β2,

(α2 + p2 − 1)p2(β2 + q2 − 1)q2
(α2 + β2 + p2 + q2 − 1)p2+q2

=
(δ + d2(H)− 1)d2(H)−a2

(d1(H) + δ− 1)d1(G)−a1

(d[2](G) + 2δ− 1)d[2](G)−a[2]

=
1(

d[2](H) + 2δ− 1
)
d[2](H)−a[2]

d1(H)−1∏
i=a1

(i+ δ)

d2(H)−1∏
i=a2

(i+ δ).

(3.21)

The factor (αs + ps − 1)ps in the numerator of (3.16) can be simplified as

(αs + ps − 1)ps =

ps−1∏
i=0

= (αs − 1 + i) =

ds(H)−1∏
i=as

(i+ αs − 1) .(3.22)

The last equality in (3.22) is obtained by substituting the expression for pm[u−1]+j and a
simple change of variables. For any s ∈ [3,m[n]], we can find a u ∈ [3, n] and j ∈ [mu] such
that s=m[u−1] + j. Therefore,

(3.23)
∏

s∈[3,m[n]]

(αs + ps − 1)ps =
∏

u∈[3,n]

∏
j∈[mu]

dm[u−1]+j
(H)−1∏

i=am[u−1]+j

(
i+

δ

mu

)
.

So far, from (3.21) and (3.23), we have already obtained the first factor in (3.11) and an
additional term in the denominator. Note that, for s≥ 3,

αs + βs = βs+1 − 1, and ps + qs = qs+1 + 1.(3.24)
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Therefore the remaining term in (3.16) can be rewritten in a telescoping product form as∏
s∈[3,m[n])

(βs + qs − 1)qs
(αs + βs + ps + qs − 1)ps+qs

=
∏

s∈[3,m[n])

(βs + qs − 1)qs
(βs+1 + qs+1 − 1)qs+1+1

=
∏

s∈[3,m[n])

1

(βs+1 − 1)

∏
s∈[3,m[n])

(βs + qs − 1)qs
(βs+1 + qs+1 − 1)qs+1

.

(3.25)

Since (β3 + q3− 1)q3 =
(
d[2](H) + 2δ− 1

)
d[2](H)−a[2]

and qm[n]
= 0, we can simplify (3.25)

as ∏
s∈[3,m[n])

(βs + qs − 1)qs
(αs + βs + ps + qs − 1)ps+qs

=
(
d[2](H) + 2δ− 1

)
d[2](H)−a[2]

(3.26)

×
∏

u∈[3,n]

∏
j∈[mu]

1

a[2] + 2
(
m[u−1] + j − 2

)
+ (u− 1)δ + j

mu
δ− 1

.

Therefore, substituting these simplified expressions from (3.26) and (3.21) in (3.16), we ob-
tain:

Pm
(

PU(SL)

m[n]
(1,ψ)

?'H
)

=
∏

u∈[1,n]

∏
j∈[mu]

dm[u−1]+j
(H)−1∏

i=am[u−1]+j

(
i+

δ

mu

)

×
∏

u∈[3,n]

∏
j∈[mu]

1

a[2] + 2
(
m[u−1] + j − 2

)
+ (u− 1)δ+ j

mu
δ− 1

,(3.27)

which, as required, matches the expression of Pm
(

PA(A)

m[n]
(m,1, δ)

?'H
)

in (3.11).

3.2. Equivalence of models (B) and (D) with their respective Pólya urn descriptions.
Following similar calculations, we can show that model (B) and (D) are equal in dis-
tribution to CPU(NSL) and PU(NSL), respectively. PA(B)

n (m, δ) is equal in distribution to
CPU(NSL)

n (m,ψ) where ψ are the Beta random variables defined in (3.1) and (3.2):

THEOREM 3.9 (Equivalence of model (B) and CPU(NSL)). Conditionally on m, for any
graph G ∈Hn,

(3.28) Pm
(

PA(B)

n (m, δ)
?'G
)

= Pm
(

CPU(NSL)

n (m,ψ)
?'G
)
.

Next, we describe the equivalence of PA(D)

n (m, δ) and PU(SL)

n (m,ψ) where ψ is a se-
quence of independent Beta random variables defined as

ψv ∼ Beta
(
mv + δ, a[2] + 2

(
m[v−1] − 2

)
+mv + (v− 1)δ

)
for v ≥ 3, and

ψ2 ∼ Beta(a2 + δ, a1 + δ), and ψ1 = 1.
(3.29)

THEOREM 3.10 (Equivalence of model (D) and PU(NSL)). Conditionally on m, for any
graph G ∈Hn,

(3.30) Pm
(

PA(D)

n (m, δ)
?'G
)

= Pm
(

PU(NSL)

n (m,ψ)
?'G
)
,

where ψ is the sequence of Beta random variables defined in (3.29).
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The proofs of Theorem 3.9 and 3.10 follow in exactly the same way as that of Theorem 3.1,
and we have included them in Appendix A.

REMARK 3.11 (Models (E) and (F)). We have now presented Pólya Urn representations
for models (A), (B) and (D), but not for models (E) and (F). This is due to the fact that models
(E) and (F) do not have such representations (except for m= 1). As a result, we handle these
models using a coupling to model (D) in Section 6. �

4. Preliminary Results. For analysing the convergence to the local limit of CPU, we
need some analytical results of both CPU and RPPT. Some of the proofs here follow those
in [8], while some include significant novel ideas. We explain how these results can be repro-
duced for CPU(NSL) or PU at the end of this section. This section is organised as follows. In
Section 4.1, we provide auxiliary results on expected values of random variables. In Section
4.2, we use these to analyze the asymptotics of the positions S (n)

k and for an effective cou-
pling of Beta and Gamma variables. Finally, in Section 4.3, we use these results to study the
asymptotics of the attachment probabilities, and we prove some regularity properties of the
RPPT.

4.1. Preliminaries on expectations of random variables. Conditionally on m, let
(χk)k∈N be a sequence of independent Gamma random variables with parameters mk + δ
and 1. Since M has finite p-th moment, the p-th moment of all (χk)k≥1 are finite as well:

LEMMA 4.1. The random variables (χk)k≥1 have uniformly bounded p-th moment.

PROOF. Fix u ∈ N. Let, conditionally on m, X1, . . . ,Xmu
be independent Gamma ran-

dom variables with parameters 1 + δ/mu and 2E[M ] + δ. Hence

Em [Xp
1 ] =

Γ
(

1 + δ
mu

+ p
)

Γ
(

1 + δ
mu

) ≤ Γ(1 + |δ|+ p)

A
<K,

where

A= min

{
Γ

(
1 +

∣∣∣∣ δm
∣∣∣∣) ,Γ(1−

∣∣∣∣ δm
∣∣∣∣)} ,

and m= inf supp(M). By the triangle inequality, Em [|X1 −Em[X1]|p] is bounded and the
upper bound is independent of u and mu. By [31, Corollary 8.2], for X1, . . . ,Xn i.i.d. mean
0 random variables with finite `-th moment, there exists a constant B` <∞ depending only
on ` such that

(4.1) E[(X1 + · · ·+Xn)`]≤

{
B`nE[|X1|`] for 1≤ `≤ 2,

B`n
`/2E

[
|X1|`/2

]
for ` > 2.

Since χk = X1 + · · · + Xmk
and X1, . . . ,Xmk

are i.i.d. random variables, there exists Bp
finite constant depending only on p such that

(4.2) Em [|χk −Em[χk]|p]≤Bpmp
kEm [|X1 −Em[X1]|p]≤C1m

p
k ,

for some C1 > 0. Using the triangle inequality for the Lp-norm,

(4.3) Em
[
χpk
]
≤ Em [χk]

p +C1m
p
k ≤Cm

p
k,

for some C > 0. Since we have assumed the existence of the p-th moment ofM , (4.3) implies
that E

[
χpk
]

is uniformly bounded from above.
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4.2. Position concentration and Gamma-Beta couplings. From (2.7) we obtain the con-
ditional edge-probabilities for CPU(SL) as

Pm,ψ
(
u

j
 v in CPU(SL)

n

)
=


S(n)
v

S(n)
u,j

(
1−

∏
l∈[mv]

(
1−ψm[v−1]+l

))
for u > v,

1−
∏
l∈[j]

(
1−ψm[v−1]+l

)
for u= v.

(4.4)

Similarly, from (2.8), the conditional edge-probabilities for CPU(NSL) are given by

Pm,ψ
(
u

j
 v in CPU(NSL)

n

)
=


S(n)
v

S(n)
u,j−1

(
1−

∏
l∈[mv]

(
1−ψm[v−1]+l

))
for u > v,

1−
∏

l∈[j−1]

(
1−ψm[v−1]+l

)
for u= v,

(4.5)

and for PU(NSL) it is

Pm,ψ
(
u

j
 v in PU(NSL)

n

)
= ψv

S (n)

v

S (n)

u−1

.(4.6)

We thus need to analyze the asymptotics of the S (n)

k of CPU(SL)

n (m,ψ) with ψ defined in
(3.1) and (3.2), which we do in the following proposition:

PROPOSITION 4.2 (Position Concentration for PU and CPU). Recall that χ= E[M ]+δ
2E[M ]+δ .

Then, for every ε,ω > 0, there exists K <∞ such that for all n >K and with probability at
least 1− ε, for both PU and CPU,

(4.7) max
k∈[n]

∣∣∣∣S (n)

k −
(
k

n

)χ∣∣∣∣≤ ω,
and

(4.8) max
k∈[n]\[K]

(
k

n

)−χ ∣∣∣∣S (n)

k −
(
k

n

)χ∣∣∣∣≤ ω.
The proof to Proposition 4.2 is an adaptation of the proof of [8, Lemma 3.1] by Berger et

al. to our setting, see Appendix B.
In collapsed Pólya urn graphs, the sequence {S (n)

k,j : j ∈ [mk]} defined in (2.6) is an increas-
ing sequence and from Proposition 4.2, with probability at least 1− ε, for all n > k >K,

S (n)

k,j ≤ S
(n)

k ≤
(
k

n

)χ
(1 + 2ω),

and S (n)

k,j ≥ S
(n)

k−1 ≥
(
k− 1

n

)χ
(1− ω)≥

(
k

n

)χ
(1− 2ω).

(4.9)

Therefore it is evident that k for sufficiently large, the variation in j 7→ S (n)

k,j is minor. Hence
the differences between the SL and NSL versions of the collapsed Pólya Urn graphs will
also be minor. The following proposition provides us with a nice coupling between the Beta
random variables ψ and a sequence of Gamma variables. This coupling would be very much
useful in analysing the remaining terms in (4.4), (4.5) and (4.6). Before diving into the propo-
sition and its proof, let us denote p= 1 + % for some % > 0.
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PROPOSITION 4.3 (Beta-Gamma Coupling for PU and CPU). Consider the sequence
(ψk)k∈N for CPU and define the sequence (φk)k∈N as

(4.10) φv :=
∑
j∈[mv]

ψm[v−1]+j .

Let, conditionally onm, Γk has a Gamma distribution with parametersmk+δ and 2E[M ]+
δ. Then, there exist Kε and Kη such that

(i) with probability at least 1− ε, χk ≤ k1−%/2 for all k ≥Kε;

(ii) consider the function hφk(x) such that P(φk ≤ hφk(x)) = P(χk ≤ x), where condition-
ally on m, χk has a Gamma distribution with parameters mk + δ and 1. Then, for every
η ∈

(
0, 1

2

)
, there exists sufficiently large Kη ≥ 1 depending on η, such that, for all k ≥Kη

and x≤ k1−%/2,

(4.11)
1− η

k(2E[M ] + δ)
x≤ hφk(x)≤ 1 + η

k(2E[M ] + δ)
x.

Since (ψk)k≥1 is the PU analogue of the sequence (φk)k≥1, replacing (φk)k≥1 by the corre-
sponding (ψk)k≥1 of PU defined in (3.29), a similar Beta-Gamma coupling holds for PU.

Berger et al. [8, Lemma 3.2] provide a related result for degenerate M , but our proof
technique is a bit different. For obtaining the upper and lower bounds in (4.11), we use a
correlation inequality [40, Lemma 1.24] and Chernoff’s inequality.

PROOF. First, we start by proving (i). Using Markov’s inequality,

(4.12) P
(
χk ≥ k1−%/2

)
= P

(
χ1+%
k ≥ k(1−%/2)(1+%)

)
≤ E

(
χ1+%
k

)
k−(1+%(1−%)/2).

By Lemma 4.1, E
(
χpk
)

is uniformly bounded. Therefore the RHS of (4.12) is summable and
we obtain (i) using the Borel-Cantelli lemma.
We proceed to prove (ii). Let

bu,j = a[2] + 2(m[u−1] + j − 3) + (u− 1)δ+
(j − 1)

mu
δ− 1,

and, conditionally on m, let (χ′k)k∈N be a sequence of independent Gamma variables such
that

(4.13) χ′m[u−1]+j ∼Gamma (1 + δ/mu,1) .

The function x 7→ hφu,j(x) is defined such that for all x≤ b1−%/2u,j ,

P
(
ψm[u−1]+j ≤ h

φ
u,j(x)

)
= P

(
χ′m[u−1]+j

≤ x
)
.

To prove part (ii), we start with the sequence (ψk)k∈N with the aim to couple it with appro-
priately scaled (χ′k)k∈N. We will prove (4.11) using the following claim:

CLAIM 4.4. There exists Kη ≥ 1 such that for all x≤ (bu,j)
1−%/2 and u >Kη ,

(4.14)
(

1− η

2

) x

bu,j
≤ hφu,j(x)≤ x

bu,j
.
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Proof of part (ii) subject to Claim 4.4. From Claim 4.4 and part (i), there exists a Kη

such that for any u > Kη , we can couple
(
ψm[u−1]+j

)
u>Kη
j∈[mu]

and
(
χ′m[u−1]+j

)
u>Kη
j∈[mu]

with

probability at least 1− ε, such that

(4.15)
(

1− η

2

)
ψm[u−1]+j ≤

χ′m[u−1]+j

bu,j
≤ ψm[u−1]+j .

Since bu,j is random, we replace it with its expectation and encounter some error. By the law
of large numbers,

(4.16)
m[u−1]

u

a.s.→ E[M ],

and hence, depending on η, there exists Kη ≥ 1 large enough such that, with probability at
least 1− η/2, the error can be bounded as

(4.17)
∣∣∣∣bu,j − u(E[M ] + δ)

u(E[M ] + δ)

∣∣∣∣≤ η

2
, for all u >Kη.

Therefore, from (4.15) and (4.17), with probability at least 1−2ε, the sequences
(
ψm[u−1]+j

)
u>Kη
j∈m[u]

and
(
χ′m[u−1]+j

)
u>Kη
j∈m[u]

can be coupled such that

(4.18) (1− η)ψm[u−1]+j ≤
χ′m[u−1]+j

u(2E[M ] + δ)
≤ (1 + η)ψm[u−1]+j .

Thus, summing over all j ∈ [mu], we obtain (4.11) subject to (4.14). We are left to proving
Claim 4.4:

Proof of Claim 4.4. To prove the claim it is enough to show that for all x≤ (bu,j)
−%/2 and

u >Kη ≥ 1/
√
η,

Pm
(
ψm[u−1]+j ≤ (1− η)x

)
≤ Pm

(
χ′m[u−1]+j ≤ bu,jx

)
≤ Pm

(
ψm[u−1]+j ≤ x

)
.(4.19)

Upper bound in (4.19). With αu = 1 + δ/mu, we bound

Pm
(
χ′m[u−1]+j ≤ bu,jx

)
=

bu,jx∫
0

yαu−1e−y dy

∞∫
0

yαu−1e−y dy

≤

bu,jx∫
0

yαu−1e−y dy

bu,j∫
0

yαu−1e−y dy

.

Then, using a change of variables and adjusting the missing factors from the Beta density,
we get

Pm
(
χ′m[u−1]+j ≤ bu,jx

)
≤

1∫
0

1{y≤x}e
−bu,jy (1− y)−bu,j fm[u−1]+j(x)dx

1∫
0

e−bu,jy (1− y)−bu,j fm[u−1]+j(x)dx

,(4.20)

where fk is the density of ψk.
Note that the numerator is Em

[
1[ψm[u−1+j≤x]e

−bu,jψm[u−1+j
(
1−ψm[u−1+j

)−bu,j] and the de-

nominator is Em
[
e−bu,jψm[u−1+j

(
1−ψm[u−1+j

)−bu,j]. Further, z 7→ 1{z≤x} is non-increasing,



LOCAL CONVERGENCE OF PREFERENTIAL ATTACHMENT MODELS 27

while z 7→ e−bu,jz (1− z)−bu,j is increasing. Recall that, for increasing f and decreasing g
on the support of X ,

(4.21) E[f(X)g(X)]≤ E[f(X)]E[g(X)].

Therefore, using this correlation inequality in the RHS of (4.20), we have

(4.22) Pm
(
χ′m[u−1]+j ≤ bu,jx

)
≤ Pm

(
ψm[u−1]+j ≤ x

)
,

which proves the upper bound in (4.19).
The lower bound. The lower bound in (4.19) can be handled in a similar, albeit slightly
more involved, way. Indeed,

Pm
(
ψm[u−1]+j ≤ x(1− η)

)
=

x(1−η)bu,j∫
0

yau−1
(

1− y
bu,j

)bu,j
dy

bu,j∫
0

yau−1
(

1− y
bu,j

)bu,j
dy

=

Em

[
1{

χ′m[u−1]+j
≤bu,jx(1−η)

}eχ′m[u−1]+j

(
1−

χ′m[u−1]+j

bu,j

)bu,j ∣∣∣∣∣χ′m[u−1]+j
≤ bu,j

]

Em

[
e
χ′m[u−1]+j

(
1−

χ′m[u−1]+j

bu,j

)bu,j ∣∣∣∣∣χ′m[u−1]+j
≤ bu,j

] .

(4.23)

Denote f(z) = 1{z≤bu,jx(1−η)} and g(z) = ez
(

1− z
bu,z

)bu,j
. Note that f and g are non-

increasing and increasing functions, respectively. Therefore, by the correlation inequality
in (4.21) once more,

(4.24) Pm
(
ψm[u−1]+j ≤ x(1− η)

)
≤ Pm

(
χ′m[u−1]+j ≤ bu,jx(1− η)

∣∣∣χ′m[u−1]+j ≤ bu,j
)
.

Thus, to prove the required inequality, it suffices to show that, for all u≥Kη and j ∈m[u],
and x≤ (bu,j)

−%/2

(4.25) Pm
(
χ′m[u−1]+j ≤ bu,jx(1− η)

∣∣∣χ′m[u−1]+j ≤ bu,j
)
≤ Pm

(
χ′m[u−1]+j ≤ bu,jx

)
.

To simplify notation, instead of showing (4.25), we prove the same for any Gamma random
variable Z having parameters α and 1, with α ∈ (0,1 + |δ|). Observe that showing (4.25) is
equivalent to showing,

(4.26) E(x) = P (Z ≤ bx)P (Z ≤ b)− P (Z ≤ bx(1− η))≥ 0,

with x≤ b−%/2 for large enough b >Kη .
By definition,E(0) = 0. Therefore, it remains to show that (4.26) holds for x ∈

(
0, b−%/2

)
.

We simplify

(4.27) E(x) = P ((1− η)bx≤ Z ≤ bx)− P(Z > b)P(Z ≤ bx).

Lower bounding the first expression of E(x). Using the properties of the density of the
Gamma distribution, we can lower bound the first term as

P ((1− η)bx≤ Z ≤ bx)≥ηbxmin

{
(bx)α−1

Γ(α)
e−bx,

(bx)α−1

Γ(α)
e−bx(1− η)α−1ebxη

}
=η

(bx)α

Γ(α)
e−bxmin

{
1, (1− η)α−1ebxη

}
.

(4.28)
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With the fact that η < 1
2 , and eηbx > 1, we can lower bound the first term in (4.27) further by

(4.29) P ((1− η)bx≤ Z ≤ bx)≥ η (bx)α

Γ(α)
e−bxmin{21−α,1} ≥ η (bx)α

Γ(α)
e−bx21−dαe.

Upper bounding the second term of E(x). By Chernoff’s inequality,

(4.30) P (Z > b) = P
(
e

1

2
Z > e

b

2

)
≤ E

[
e

1

2
Z
]
e−

b

2 = 2αe−
b

2 .

We use the fact that e−y ≤ 1 for y ≥ 0, for upper bounding the distribution function of Z as

(4.31) P (Z ≤ bx) =
1

Γ(α)

bx∫
0

yα−1e−y dy ≤ 1

Γ(α)

bx∫
0

yα−1 dy =
(bx)α

αΓ(α)
.

Therefore, the second term in (4.27) can be upper bounded using (4.31) and (4.30), as

(4.32) P(Z > b)P(Z ≤ bx)≤ 2αe−
b

2
(bx)α

αΓ(α)
.

Hence from (4.29) and (4.32), we obtain
(4.33)

E(x)≥ η (bx)α

Γ(α)
e−bx21−dαe − 2αe−

b

2
(bx)α

αΓ(α)
=

(bx)α

Γ(α)
e−

b

2

[
e(

1

2
−x)b+log η21−dαe − 2α

α

]
.

Remember that η > b−2 and, for sufficiently large b, x ≤ b−%/2 ≤ 1
4 . Therefore, by (4.33),

for b≥Kη,

(4.34) E(x)≥ (bx)α

Γ(α)
e−

b

2

[
21−dαee

b

4
−2 log b − 2α

α

]
.

Using α ∈ (0,1 + |δ|) and taking b large enough, the RHS of (4.34) is non-negative and this
proves (4.26). This completes the proof of coupling for CPU.

The proof for PU is similar. Indeed, bu,j is replaced by bu given by

(4.35) bu = a[2] + 2
(
m[u−1] − 2

)
+mu + (u− 1)δ.

Now we show that there exists Kη ≥ 1 such that for all u >Kη

(4.36)
(

1− η

2

) x

bu
≤ hψu (x)≤ x

bu
.

To prove this we need to show that for u >Kη ≥ 1√
η , and x≤ b−%/2u ,

Pm (ψu ≤ (1− η)x)≤ Pm (χu ≤ bux)≤ Pm (ψu ≤ x) ,

which we have already proved.

4.3. Asymptotics of attachment probabilities and regularity of the RPPT. The coupling
arguments in Proposition 4.3 give us a sequence of conditional Gamma random variables
(χ̂v)v≥2 corresponding to (φv)v≥3 such that χ̂v = (2E[M ] + δ)vφv for v large enough
(where we assume that v > Kη). Similarly, for Pólya urn graphs, we can couple (χ̂v)v≥2
and (ψv)v≥2. These relations are crucial to bound the edge-connection probabilities in (4.4)

and (4.5), where we recall that χ= E[M ]+δ
2E[M ]+δ :
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LEMMA 4.5 (Bound on attachment probabilities). For n ∈N, consider v ∈ [n]. Then, for
every ε > 0 there exists ω > 0 such that, for both CPU and PU, with probability larger than
1− ε, for every k ≥ v ≥Kω and j ∈ [mk],

(1− ω)
χ̂v

(2E[M ] + δ)v

(v
k

)χ
≤ Pm,ψ

(
k

j
 v

)
≤ (1 + ω)

χ̂v
(2E[M ] + δ)v

(v
k

)χ
,

where χ̂v is a Gamma random variable with parameters mv + δ and 1.

PROOF. Fix n ∈N and ε,ω > 0. The edge-connection probabilities for CPU(SL),CPU(NSL)

and PU(NSL) are calculated in (4.4),(4.5) and (4.6), respectively. By Proposition 4.2, with
probability at least 1− ε/3,

(4.37) max
j∈[mk]

∣∣∣∣∣ S (t)

v

S (t)

(k,j)

−
(v
k

)χ∣∣∣∣∣≤ (ω2 )(vk)χ ,
where the value χ comes from the collapsed Pólya Urn graph model.

We next control the remaining terms in the edge-connection probabilities of (4.4), (4.5)
and (4.6). For CPU, we rewrite the remaining expression as

(4.38) 1−
mv∏
i=1

(
1−ψm[v−1]+i

)
=

mv∑
i=1

ψm[v−1]+i +Em(v) = φv +Em(v),

which implicitly defines the error term Em(v). On the other hand, for PU, the remaining
expression turns out to be ψv. By the assumptions, we can apply Proposition 4.3 to couple
the Gamma random variables to φv and ψv of CPU and PU, respectively. As a consequence,
with probability at least 1− ε/3, simultaneously for all v sufficiently large,(

1− ω

2

) χ̂v
2E[M ] + δ

≤ vφv ≤
(

1 +
ω

2

) χ̂v
2E[M ] + δ

,

and
(

1− ω

2

) χ̂v
2E[M ] + δ

≤ vψv ≤
(

1 +
ω

2

) χ̂v
2E[M ] + δ

,

for CPU and PU, respectively, where χ̂v is a sequence of independent Gamma distribution
with parameters mv + δ and 1.

The term Em(v) in (4.38) is bounded by∑
i 6=j

i,j∈[mv]

ψm[v−1]+iψm[v−1]+j ≤
( ∑
i∈[mv]

ψm[v−1]+i

)2
≤ (1 + 2ω)

(
χ̂v
v

)2

.(4.39)

By Proposition 4.2, χ̂v ≤ v1−%/2 for all v >Kε, with probability at least 1− ε. Therefore, by
(4.39),

(4.40) Em(v)≤ χ̂v
v(2E[M ] + δ)

O
(
v−%/2

)
.

This completes the proof.

REMARK 4.6. Observe that the edge-connection probabilities are essentially the same
for the three models: CPU(SL)

n , CPU(NSL)

n and PU(NSL)

n , except for the self-loop creation prob-
ability. The latter is insignificant for large graphs. Using Lemma 4.5, we approximate the
attachment probabilities of all these models by the same expression, with an error that can be
effectively taken care of. �



30

We close this section by recalling a regularity property of the RPPT that is similar to [8,
Lemma 3.3] and which is useful in Section 5. We provide a proof to this in the appendix:

LEMMA 4.7 (Regularity of RPPT). Fix r ≥ 0 and ε > 0. Then there exist K,C <∞ and
η(ε, r)> 0 such that, with probability at least 1− ε,

1. Aω ≥ η(ε, r), for all ω ∈B(G)

r (∅);
2. |B(G)

r (∅)| ≤C;
3. Γω ≤K , for all ω ∈B(G)

r (∅).

5. Local Convergence. We prove local convergence for the vertex-marked preferential
attachment model (A). For any finite vertex-marked tree t, with vertex marks in [0,1], let
V (t) denote the set of vertices of t and {aω ∈ [0,1] : ω ∈ V (t)} denote the age-set of the
vertices. Fix r ∈ N and ε > 0. Let Gn = PA(A)

n (m, δ). If B(Gn)

r (v) ' t and vω is the vertex
in Gn corresponding to vertex ω of t, then we define

Nr,n

(
t, (aω)ω∈V (t)

)
=
∑
v∈[n]

1{B(Gn)
r (v) ' t, |vω/n−aω|≤1/r ∀ω ∈ V (t)} ,

where B(Gn)

r (v) is the r-neighbourhood of v in Gn. With B(G)

r (∅) denoting the r-
neighbourhood of the RPPT(M,δ) and Aω the age in RPPT(M,δ) of the node ω of t,
we aim to show that

(5.1)
Nr,n

(
t, (aω)ω∈V (t)

)
n

P→ µ (B(G)

r (∅)' t, |Aω − aω| ≤ 1/r ∀ω ∈ V (t)) .

To prove (5.1), we use the second moment method, i.e., we prove E
[
Nr,n

(
t, (aω)ω∈V (t)

)]
/n

converges to the limit and that the variance of Nr,n/n vanishes for n→∞. Throughout this
section, we consider η = η(ε, r) as introduced in Lemma 4.7.

5.1. First Moment Convergence. Here we prove the first moment convergence. Let(
t, (aω)ω∈V (t)

)
be a vertex-marked tree with marks (aω)ω∈V (t) taking values in [0,1]|V (t)|.

We compute
1

n
E
[
Nr,n

(
t, (aω)ω∈V (t)

)]
=P (B(Gn)

r (o) ' t, |vω/n− aω| ≤ 1/r ∀ω ∈ V (t)) ,(5.2)

where o ∈ [n] is chosen uniformly at random. We aim to show that this converges to the RHS
of (5.1).

Instead of proving the first moment convergence, we prove the stronger statement that
the age densities of the vertices in the r-neighbourhood of a uniformly chosen vertex in
PA(A)

n (m, δ) converges pointwise to the age density of the nodes in the r-neighbourhood of
RPPT(M,δ).

Define fr,t
(
(Aω)ω∈V (t)

)
as the density of the ages in the RPPT(M,δ), when the ordered

r-neighbourhood B(G)

r (∅) is in the same equivalence class as t. Then,

(5.3) µ (B(G)

r (∅)' t,Aω ∈ daω, ∀ω ∈ V (t)) = fr,t
(
(aω)ω∈V (t)

) ∏
ω∈V (t)

daω.

THEOREM 5.1 (First moment density convergence theorem). Fix δ > − inf supp(M),
and consider Gn = PA(A)

n (m, δ). Uniformly for all aω > η, distinct vω , and χ̂vω ≤ (vω)1− %
2 ,

for all ω ∈ V (t),

Pm,ψ (B(Gn)

r (v) ' t, vω = dnaωe ∀ω ∈ V (t))

= (1 + oP(1))
1

n|V (t)| gr,t

(
(aω)ω∈V (t) ; (mvω , χ̂vω)ω∈V (t)

)
,

(5.4)
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for some measurable function gr,t

(
(aω)ω∈V (t) ; (mvω , χ̂vω)ω∈V (t)

)
, where (χ̂v)v∈N are

the Gamma random variables coupled with the corresponding Beta random variables in
Proposition 4.3. Consequently, with (χ̂vω)ω∈V (t) a conditionally independent sequence of
Gamma(mvω + δ,1) random variables,

(5.5) E
[
gr,t

(
(aω)ω∈V (t) ; (mvω , χ̂vω)ω∈V (t)

)]
= fr,t

(
(aω)ω∈V (t)

)
.

By (5.5), Theorem 5.1 can be seen as a local density limit theorem for the ages of the ver-
tices in the r−neighbourhoods. This is significantly stronger than local convergence of pref-
erential attachment models. Further, when (dnaωe)ω∈V (t) are distinct (which occurs whp),(
χ̂dnaωe

)
ω∈V (t)

are conditionally independent Gamma variables with parameters mvω + δ

and 1.
We prove Theorem 5.1 below in several steps. First we calculate the conditional density

fr,t. Using the equivalence of CPU and model (A) in Proposition 3.2, we compute the explicit
expression in (5.4). Let ∂V (t) denotes the leaf nodes of the tree t and V ◦(t) the set of vertices
in the interior of the tree t, i.e., V ◦(t) = V (t)\∂V (t). Then the age densities in RPPT(M,δ)
are identified as follows:

PROPOSITION 5.2 (Law of vertex-marked neighbourhood of RPPT). Let M be the law
of the out-degrees, and fix δ >− inf supp(M). Let nO and nY denote the number of O and Y

labelled nodes in t and E(t) the edge-set of the tree t. Then,

fr,t
(
(aω)ω∈V (t)

)
= χnO(1− χ)nYE

 ∏
ω∈V ◦(t)

(
mω − 1{ω is Y }

)
! Γd

(in)
ω (t)
ω exp (−Γωλ(aω))

×
∏

(ω,ωl)∈E(t)

(aω ∨ aωl)−(1−χ)(aω ∧ aωl)−χ
 ,(5.6)

where d(in)
ω (t) = #{ωl : aωl > aω} denotes the number of Y labelled children of ω, while

(Γω, mω) are distributed as in Section 1.4 and we recall from (1.16) that λ is a real-valued
function on (0,1) defined as

(5.7) λ(x) =
1− x1−χ

x1−χ .

To prove Proposition 5.2, we need to identify the densities of (Aω)ω∈V (t). We start by
analysing the density of the age of O labelled nodes:

LEMMA 5.3 (Conditional age density of O labelled children). Conditionally on aω, the
age of its parent ω ∈ V ◦(t), the density of an O labelled children on [0, aω] is given by

(5.8) fO(x) = χx−(1−χ)a−χω .

PROOF. From the construction of RPPT, for any O labelled node ωl, its age is given
by U1/χAω , where U is uniform in [0,1] independently of Aω. Therefore, conditionally on
Aω = aω,

P (Aωl ≤ x |Aω = aω) = P
(
AωU

1/χ ≤ x |Aω = aω

)
= P

(
U1/χ ≤ xa−1

ω

)
= a−χω xχ.

Now, differentiating with respect to x, we obtain the conditional density of Aωl in (5.8).
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The ages of the Y labelled children of ω follow an inhomogeneous Poisson process with
intensity

(5.9) ρω(x) = (1− χ)Γω
x−χ

A1−χ
ω

.

This leads to the following density result on the ages of all children of ω:

LEMMA 5.4 (Conditional age density of children). For any ω ∈ V ◦(t), conditionally on
(mω,Aω,Γω), the density of the ages of the children of ω is given by

fω
(

(aωl)l∈dω(t)

∣∣mω, aω,Γω
)

=m−(ω)!

m−(ω)∏
l=1

[
χ(aωl)

χ−1(aω)−χ
]

exp (−Γωλ(aω))

×
d(in)ω (t)∏
k=1

[
(1− χ)

(
aω(m−(ω)+k)

)−χ
(aω)χ−1Γω

]
,

(5.10)

where m−(ω) =mω−1{ω is Y} and dω(t) =m−(ω)+d(in)

ω (t) denotes the number of children
of ω.

PROOF. From the construction of the RPPT, we see that Y labelled nodes have mω − 1
many O labelled children, while the other nodes have mω many O labelled children. Since the
uniform random variables are chosen independently for obtaining the age of the O labelled
children, using Lemma 5.3,

(5.11) f
(

(aωl)l∈[m−(ω)]

∣∣mω, aω,Γω
)

=m−(ω)!

m−(ω)∏
l=1

[
χ(aωl)

χ−1(aω)−χ
]
.

Indeed, since there is no particular order for connecting to the older nodes, ω can connect to
its older children with its edges in m−(ω)! different ways.

The label Y children have ages coming from a Poisson process with (random) in-
tensity x 7→ ρω(x) on [aω,1] defined in (5.9). Therefore for k ≥ 2, conditionally on
aω(m−(ω)+k−1), ω(m−(ω) +k) has an age following a non-homogeneous exponential distri-
bution with intensity x 7→ ρω(x).

Additionally, there is one more factor arising in this part of the density, which is the no-
further Y labelled child after ωdω(t). Conditionally on aωdω(t), this no-further child factor is
given by

exp

(
−Γω

1− a1−χ
ωdω(t)

a1−χ
ω

)
.

This no-further child part is also independent of the ages of the Y labelled nodes except for
aωdω(t), from the property of the Poisson process. Therefore,

f
((
aω(m−(ω)+l)

)
l∈[d

(in)
ω (t)]

∣∣∣mω, aω,Γω

)
= exp (−Γωλ(aω))

dω(t)∏
k=m−(ω)+1

[
(1− χ) (aωk)

−χ (aω)χ−1Γω
]
.

(5.12)

Since the Y labelled nodes connect one by one sequentially in a particular order, ω connects to
its Y labelled children in only 1 way. Now, from the construction, the edges to the O labelled
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children and the edges to the Y labelled children are created independently (conditionally on
(mω,Aω,Γω)). Therefore from (5.11) and (5.12) and this independence,

fω
(

(aωl)l∈[dω(t)]

∣∣mω, aω,Γω
)

=f
(

(aωl)l∈[m−(ω)]

∣∣mω, aω,Γω
)
f
((
aω(m−(ω)+l)

)
l∈[d

(in)
ω (t)]

∣∣∣mω, aω,Γω

)
,(5.13)

which leads to the required expression in (5.10).

Now we have the required tools to prove Proposition 5.2, for which we use induction on
r, the depth of the tree:

Proof of Proposition 5.2. For proving this proposition, we define some notation that is
used in this proof only. Define tr to be the r-neighbourhood of the root in t. Therefore,

V ◦(tr+1) = V ◦(tr)∪ ∂V (tr).

First, we prove the proposition for r = 1. Here V ◦(t1) = {∅}. By Lemma 5.4,

f∅
(

(a∅l)l∈[d∅(t)]

∣∣m∅, a∅,Γ∅
)

= (m∅)!

m∅∏
l=1

[
χ(a∅l)

χ−1(a∅)−χ
]

×
d
(in)

∅ (t)∏
k=1

[
(1− χ)

(
a∅(m∅+k)

)−χ
(a∅)χ−1Γ∅

]
exp (−Γ∅λ(a∅)).

(5.14)

Now, observe that for every edge to an O labelled child, we obtain a factor χ and for every
edge to Y labelled children, we obtain a factor (1−χ) and a factor Γ∅ in (5.14). Further note
that O labelled children of ∅ have smaller age than a∅ and Y labelled children have higher
age than a∅. t1 has m∅ many O labelled nodes and d(in)

∅ (t) many Y labelled nodes. Therefore
(5.14) can be rewritten as

f∅
(

(a∅l)l∈[d∅(t)]

∣∣m∅, a∅,Γ∅
)

=χn1,O(1− χ)n1,Y (m∅)! Γ
d
(in)

∅ (t)
∅ exp (−Γ∅λ(a∅))

×
∏

(∅,∅l)∈E(t1)

[
(a∅ ∨ a∅l)−χ (a∅ ∧ a∅l)−(1−χ)

]
,(5.15)

where n1,O and n1,Y denote the number of O and Y labelled nodes in t1. Since A∅ has a
uniform distribution on [0,1], and is independent of m∅ and Γ∅,

f1,t

(
(aω)ω∈V (t)

)
= E

[
f1,t

(
a∅, (a∅l)l∈[d∅(t)]

∣∣m∅,Γ∅
)]

= E
[
f∅
(

(a∅l)l∈[d∅(t)]

∣∣m∅, a∅,Γ∅
)]

=χn1,O(1− χ)n1,YE
[
Γ
d
(in)

∅ (t)
∅ exp (−Γ∅λ(a∅))(5.16)

×
∏

(∅,∅l)∈E(t1)

[
(a∅ ∨ a∅l)−χ (a∅ ∧ a∅l)−(1−χ)

]]
.

The first equality comes from the fact that V ◦(t1) = ∅ and hence the proposition is proved
for r = 1. We proceed toward the induction step. Let (5.2) be true for r = k ∈N. We wish to
show that the result holds true for r = k+ 1.
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We have the distribution for the ages of the nodes in V (tk). What remains is to compute
the density of the boundary conditionally on the ages of V (tk). Now, the nodes in ∂V (tk+1)
are the children of the nodes in ∂V (tk) and their age-distribution is independent of the age
of nodes in V ◦(tk). By Lemma 5.4,

f
(

(aω)ω∈∂V (tk+1)

∣∣ (mu, au,Γu)u∈V (tk)

)
=f
(

(aωl)ωl∈∂V (tk+1)

∣∣ (mω, aω,Γω)ω∈∂V (tk)

)
(5.17)

=χnk+1,O(1− χ)nk+1,Y

∏
ω∈∂V (tk)

[
(m−(ω))!Γd

(in)
ω (tk+1)
ω exp (−Γωλ(aω))

×
∏

(ω,ωl)∈E(tk+1)

(aω ∨ aωl)−χ (aω ∧ aωl)−(1−χ)
]
,

where nk+1,O and nk+1,Y denote the number of O labelled and Y labelled nodes in ∂V (tk+1).
On the other hand, tk is a rooted tree of depth k. Therefore, using induction on r, the depth
of the tree from the root

f
(
(aω)ω∈V (tk)

)
= χn[k],O(1− χ)n[k],YE

 ∏
ω∈V ◦(tk)

(m−ω)!Γd
(in)
ω (t)
ω exp (−Γωλ(aω))

×
∏

(ω,ωl)∈E(tk)

(aω ∨ aωl)−(1−χ)(aω ∧ aωl)−χ
 ,(5.18)

where n[k],O and n[k],Y denote the number of O labelled and Y labelled nodes in V (tk). Since
t is tree, d(in)

ω (tk+1) = d(in)

ω (t). Moreover n[k],O + nk+1,O = n[k+1],O and n[k],Y + nk+1,Y =
n[k+1],Y and (mω,Γω)ω∈V (t) are independent random variables. Therefore from (5.17) and
(5.18), we obtain the required result for r = k+ 1 as

fk+1,t

(
(aω)ω∈V (t)

)
= χn[k+1],O(1− χ)n[k+1],YE

 ∏
ω∈V ◦(t)

(m−ω)!Γd
(in)
ω (t)
ω exp (−Γωλ(aω))

×
∏

(ω,ωl)∈E(tk+1)

(aω ∨ aωl)−(1−χ)(aω ∧ aωl)−χ
 .(5.19)

The general claim follows by induction in r.

By Proposition 5.2, we have the exact expression for the density of the ages of the nodes
in the RPPT. To prove Theorem 5.1, we compute the expression for gr,t. Instead of finding
gr,t directly, we use Theorem 3.1. To make our computation simpler, we first introduce edge-
marks in the tree and then lift the edge-marks carefully.

Let t =
(
t, (aω)ω∈V (t), (eω,ωj)(ω,ωj)∈E(t)

)
be the edge-marked version of t, where E(t)

is the edge-set of t. We write B(Gn)

r (v)
.
= t, to denote that the vertex and edge-marks of the

r-neighbourhood of the vertex v in CPUn(m,ψ) are given by those in t.

PROPOSITION 5.5 (Density of vertex and edge-marked CPU). Let on be a uniformly
chosen vertex from CPU(SL)

n (m,ψ). Then,

Pm,ψ
(
B

(Gn)

r (on)
.
= t, vω = dnaωe, ∀ω ∈ V (t)

)
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= (1 + oP(1))n−|V (t)|
∏

ω∈V ◦(t)

[(
χ̂vω

2E[M ] + δ

)d(in)ω (t)

exp (−χ̂vωλ(aω))

]
(5.20)

×
∏

(ω,ωl)∈E(t)

(aω ∨ aωl)−χ (aω ∧ aωl)−(1−χ)
∏

ω∈V (t)
ω is O

χ̂vω
2E[M ] + δ

.

Before we prove Proposition 5.5 we begin with a lemma that gives an estimate of the edge-
connection probabilities and this estimate will be useful in the proof of the above proposition.
The estimate is given in terms of the coupled Gamma random variables (χ̂v)v≥2 from Propo-
sition 4.3.

LEMMA 5.6. Conditionally on (m,ψ), for all ω ∈ V ◦(t),

(5.21)
∑

u,j : u≥vω

p(j)(u, vω) = (1 + oP(1))χ̂vωλ(aω).

PROOF. For every u, there are mu many out-edges from u and using the expression for
the edge-connection probabilities in Lemma 4.5,∑

u,j:u≥vω

p(j)(u, vω) = (1 + oP(1))
∑
u≥vω

mu
χ̂vω

(2E[M ] + δ)vω

(vω
u

)χ
= (1 + oP(1))

χ̂vω

(2E[M ] + δ)v1−χ
ω

∑
u≥vω

muu
−χ(5.22)

= (1 + oP(1))
χ̂vω

(2E[M ] + δ)
(
vω
n

)1−χ [ 1

n

∑
u≥vω

mu

(u
n

)−χ ]
.

Define Tn := 1
n

∑
u≥vω

mu

(
u
n

)−χ
. With vω = dnaωe, we aim to show that

(5.23) Tn
P→ E[M ]

1∫
aω

t−χ dt

using a weighted strong law of large numbers. Let (Xi)i≥1 be a sequence of i.i.d. ran-
dom variables with finite mean. Then from [16, Theorem 5], a sufficient condition for
n∑
i=1

ai,nXi

(
with

n∑
i=1

ai,n = 1

)
to converge to E[X] is that max

i∈[n]
ai,n =O(1/n).

In our case, consider au,n =
1

n( un)
−χ

1

n

∑
u≥vω

( un)
−χ , so that

(5.24) max
u∈[vω,n]

1
n

(
u
n

)−χ
1
n

∑
u≥vω

(
u
n

)−χ ≤ a−χω

n(1− a1−χ
ω )

= O

(
1

n

)
.

Therefore, the weighted strong law implies that (5.23) holds. Note that the denominator here

is the Riemann sum approximation of
1∫
aω

t−χ dt, so that

(5.25) Tn = (1 + oP(1))E[M ]

1∫
aω

t−χ dt= (1 + oP(1))
E[M ]

1− χ
[
1− a1−χ

ω

]
.
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Hence, from (5.22) and (5.25),∑
u,j:u≥vω

p(j)(u, vω) = (1 + oP(1))
χ̂vω

(2E[M ] + δ)a1−χ
ω

E[M ]

1− χ
[
1− a1−χ

ω

]
= (1 + oP(1))χ̂vωλ(aω),

(5.26)

as required.

Proof of Proposition 5.5. The proof of Proposition 5.5 is divided into several steps. Re-
call that Lemma 4.5 yields the edge-connection probabilities for CPU.

Computing the conditional law of B(Gn)

r (on). The construction of the CPU implies
the conditional independence of the edge-connection events. Conditionally on (m,ψ), let
p(j)(v,u) denote the probability of connecting the j-th edge from v to u. Then,

Pm,ψ
(
B

(Gn)

r (on)
.
= t, vω = dnaωe, ∀ω ∈ V (t)

)
=

1

n

∏
u∈V (t)

∏
ω∈V (t)
ω>u

ω
j∼u

p(j)(vω, vu)
∏

ω∈V ◦(t)

∏
u,j:

(u,j,ω)/∈E(t)

[1− p(j)(vu, vω)] .(5.27)

The factor of 1/n arises due to the uniform choice of the root and the first product comprises
all edge-connection probabilities to make sure that the edges in t are there in B(Gn)

r keeping
the edge-marks the same. The last product ensures that there is no further edge in the (r −
1)-neighbourhood of the randomly chosen vertex on, so that the vertex and edge-marks of
B

(Gn)

r (on) are same as those in t.

The no-further edge probability. We continue by analyzing the second product on the
RHS of (5.27) which, for simplicity, we call the no-further edge probability. Observe that
in this part of the expression, we have not included the edges that are connected in t,

i.e., we exclude those factors [1− p(j)(vu, vω)] for which ω ∈ V ◦(t) and u
j
 ω in t. Re-

call from Lemma 4.7 that the minimum age of the vertices in t is η whp. Therefore by
Lemma 4.5, for all u > ηn, p(j)(u, v) is oP(1). Since t is finite, we exclude a finite number
of [1− p(j)(vu, vω)] factors and hence we can approximate the no-further edge probability as

(5.28)
∏

ω∈V ◦(t)

∏
u,j:

(u,j,ω)/∈E(t)

[1− p(j)(vu, vω)] = (1 + oP(1))
∏

ω∈V ◦(t)

∏
u,j:
u≥vω

[1− p(j)(u, vω)] .

We can approximate
(5.29)∏

u,j:
u≥vω

[
1− p(j)(u, vω)

]
= exp

(
Θ(1)

∑
u,j : u≥vω

p(j)(u, vω)2
)

exp
(
−

∑
u,j:u≥vω

p(j)(u, vω)
)
.

We next investigate the first term in the RHS of (5.29), while the second, and the main, term is
estimated using Lemma 5.6. We prove that the first exponential term in (5.29) is (1 + oP(1)).
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Using Lemma 4.5, similarly as in (5.22),∑
u,j:u≥vω

p(j)(u, vω)2 =(1 + oP(1))
∑
u≥vω

mu
χ̂2
vω

(2E[M ] + δ)2v2
ω

(vω
u

)2χ

≤(1 + oP(1))
χ̂2
vω

(2E[M ] + δ)2 (vω)2−χ

[ ∑
u≥vω

mu

(
1

u

)χ ]

=(1 + oP(1))
(χ̂2
vω/n)

(2E[M ] + δ)2
(
vω
n

)2−χ [ 1

n

∑
u≥vω

mu

(u
n

)−χ ]
.

(5.30)

By (5.25) and recalling that vω = dnaωe,
1

n

∑
u≥vω

mu

(u
n

)−χ a.s.→ E[M ]

1− χ
[
1− a1−χ

ω

]
<C,

for some constant C > 0. It is enough to show that χ̂
2
vω

n = oP(1). For this, we fix ε, ζ > 0, and
not that, for sufficiently large n,

P
(
χ̂2
vω

n
≥ ζ
)

= P
(
χ̂pvω ≥ (nζ)p/2

)
≤ E

[
χ̂pvω
]
(nζ)−p/2 ≤ ε.(5.31)

Therefore,
∑

u,j:u≥vω
p(j)(u, vω)2 = oP(1) and, by (5.29) and Lemma 5.6,

(5.32)
∏
u,j:
u≥vω

[1− p(j)(u, vω)] = (1 + oP(1)) exp (−χ̂vωλ(aω)).

Conclusion of the proof. Substituting the no-further edge probability obtained in (5.32)
and the conditional probability estimates obtained in Lemma 4.5 and 5.6, we obtain

Pm,ψ
(
B

(Gn)

r
.
= t, vω = dnaωe, ∀ω ∈ V (t)

)
= (1 + oP(1))

1

n

∏
ω∈V (t)

∏
u∈V (t)
u>ω

u
j∼ω

χ̂vω
(2E[M ] + δ)vω

(
vω
vu

)χ ∏
ω∈V ◦(t)

exp (−χ̂vωλ(aω))(5.33)

= (1 + oP(1))
1

n

∏
ω∈V (t)

(
χ̂vω

(2E[M ] + δ)

)d(in)vω
(Gn) ∏

ω∈V ◦(t)

exp (−χ̂vωλ(aω))

×
∏

(ω,ωl)∈E(t)

(vω ∨ vωl)−(1−χ) (vω ∧ vωl)−χ ,

where d(in)

vω (Gn) = d(vω)−mvω is the number of vertices in CPU connected to vω . Observe
that d(in)

vω (Gn) = d(in)

ω (t) when ω has label Y, and d(in)

vω (Gn) = d(in)

ω (t) + 1 when ω has label O.
Further, d(in)

vω (Gn) = 1 for ω ∈ ∂V (t) and label O. Therefore, (5.33) can be re-written as

Pm,ψ
(
B

(Gn)

r
.
= t, vω = dnaωe, ∀ω ∈ V (t)

)
= (1 + oP(1))n−(1+|E(t)|)

∏
ω∈V ◦(t)

(
χ̂vω

(2E[M ] + δ)

)d(in)ω (t) ∏
ω∈V ◦(t)

exp (−χ̂vωλ(aω))
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×
∏

ω∈V (t)
ω is O

χ̂vω
(2E[M ] + δ)

∏
(ω,ωl)∈E(t)

(aω ∨ aωl)−(1−χ) (aω ∧ aωl)−χ .

(5.34)

Since t is a tree, |V (t)|= 1 + |E(t)| and hence (5.34) leads to (5.20).

REMARK 5.7 (Density of vertex-marked CPU). Every vertex ω ∈ V ◦(t) has mvω many
out-edges that can be marked in mvω ! different ways. If we sum (5.20) out over the edge-
marks, then all such edge-marked graphs produce the same vertex-marked graph. Observe
that we have not considered any of the out-edges from the O labelled vertices in ∂V (t).
Exactly one out-edge from every Y labelled vertex in ∂V (t) is considered and its edge-mark
can be labelled in mvω many possible ways. Therefore by summing out the edge-marks,

Pm,ψ (B(Gn)

r (o)' t, vω = dnaωe, ∀ω ∈ V (t))

= (1 + oP(1))n−|V (t)|
∏

ω∈V ◦(t)

[
(mvω)!

(
χ̂vω

2E[M ] + δ

)d(in)ω (t)

exp (−χ̂vωλ(aω))

]

×
∏

(ω,ωl)∈E(t)

(aω ∨ aωl)−χ (aω ∧ aωl)−(1−χ)
∏

ω∈V (t)
ω is O

χ̂vω
2E[M ] + δ

∏
ω∈∂V (t)
ω is O

mvω .

(5.35)

Conditionally on (m,ψ), we have now obtained the density of the r-neighbourhood of a
randomly chosen vertex of PA(A)

n (m, δ). This will be useful in the proof of Theorem 5.1 below.
�

From Remark 5.7, we have explicitly obtained the age density of the CPU graphs. Now
we aim to show that this age density of CPU converges to that of the RPPT.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. We have obtained the explicit form of fr,t
(
(aω)ω∈V (t); (χ̂vω)ω∈V (t)

)
in Proposition 5.2. Remark 5.7 gives us an expression for the LHS of (5.4). Thus, we are left
to show that

E

 ∏
ω∈V ◦(t)

[
(mvω)!

(
χ̂vω

2E[M ] + δ

)d(in)ω (t)

exp (−χ̂vωλ(aω))

] ∏
ω∈V (t)
ω is O

χ̂vω
2E[M ] + δ

∏
ω∈∂V (t)
ω is Y

mvω



= χnO(1− χ)nYE

 ∏
ω∈V ◦(t)

(
m′ω − 1{ω is Y}

)
!
(
χ̂′ω
)d(in)ω (t)

exp
(
−χ̂′ωλ(aω)

) ,
(5.36)

where χ̂′ω ∼Gamma
(
m′ω + δ + 1{ω is O},1

)
and χ̂vω ∼Gamma (mvω + δ,1). The distribu-

tion of m′ω is same as M (δ) when ω has label Y, M (0) when ω has label O and, M when ω is
the root. mvω are i.i.d. copies of M . To prove (5.36), we start by simplifying the LHS.

First we rewrite

(5.37)
∏

ω∈V (t)
ω is O

χ̂vω
2E[M ] + δ

=
∏

ω∈V (t)
ω is O

(
χ̂vω

mvω + δ

)(
mvω + δ

E[M ] + δ

)(
E[M ] + δ

2E[M ] + δ

)
.
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Remember that χ = E[M ]+δ
2E[M ]+δ . Therefore from (5.37), we see that we obtain a factor χ for

each of the O labelled vertices in t. The first two terms in RHS of (5.37) give rise to the
size-biasing of the Gamma random variables and the out-edge distribution of the O labelled
vertices, as we observed in the definition of RPPT. Now, for ω ∈ ∂V (t), there is no other
term in the LHS of (5.36) containing χ̂vω and mvω and these are independent of the rest.
Therefore taking expectation with respect to these χ̂vω and mvω , the first two terms in (5.37)
turn out to be 1. Next, we rewrite∏

ω∈V ◦(t)
ω is Y

mvω !
∏

ω∈∂V (t)
ω is Y

mvω =
∏

ω∈V ◦(t)
ω is Y

(mvω − 1)!
∏
ω is Y

mvω

=
∏

ω∈V ◦(t)
ω is Y

(mvω − 1)!
∏
ω is Y

(
mvω

E[M ]

)(
E[M ]

2E[M ] + δ

)
(2E[M ] + δ)nY .(5.38)

Again by definition, 1− χ= E[M ]
2E[M ]+δ . Therefore, similarly as in (5.37), we see that the size-

biased out-degree distributions of the Y labelled vertices arise from the second term in (5.38)
and for every Y labelled vertex we obtain a factor 1−χ as we observe in the RPPT. There is
no size-biasing in χv∅ and mv∅ . The vertices in V ◦(t) can be partitioned in 3 sets: the root,
O labelled vertices and Y labelled vertices. Therefore, using the simplification of expressions
in (5.37) and (5.38),

LHS of (5.36) = χnO(1− χ)nY(2E[M ] + δ)
nY−

∑
ω∈V ◦(t)

d(in)ω (t)

×E

 ∏
ω∈V ◦(t)

(m′ω − 1{ω is Y})!
(
χ̂′ω
)d(in)ω (t)

exp
(
−χ̂′ωλ(aω)

) ,(5.39)

where χ̂′ω is defined as before. Note that d(in)

ω (t) denotes the number of Y labelled children
of ω and therefore summing d(in)

ω (t) over all ω ∈ V ◦(t) gives the total number of Y labelled
vertices in t and hence the terms in the exponent of 2E[M ] + δ cancel. Therefore, (5.36)
follows immediately from (5.39), proving the required result.

For obtaining the first moment convergence in (5.2) using Theorem 5.1, we have to sum
over the range (dn(aω − 1/r)e, dn(aω + 1/r)e)|V (t)|. Summing the equality over this range,
we obtain

1

n
E
[
Nr,n

(
t, (aω)ω∈V (t)

)]
→ µ

(
B(G)

r (∅)' t, |Aω − aω| ≤
1

r
,∀ω ∈ V (t)

)
.

5.2. Second Moment Convergence. Here we show that

1

n2
E
[
Nr,n

(
t, (aω)ω∈V (t)

)2]→ µ

(
B(G)

r (∅)' t, |Aω − aω| ≤
1

r
,∀ω ∈ V (t)

)2

,

or, alternatively, the variance of Nr,n/n vanishes. Expanding the double sum yields

Nr,n

(
t, (aω)ω∈V (t)

)2
=
∑
v∈[n]

1{B(Gn)
r (v) ' t, |vω/n−aω|≤1/r ∀ω ∈ V (t)}

+
∑
u6=v

u,v∈[n]

1{B(Gn)
r (u) ' t, B

(Gn)
r (v)' t, |uωn −aω|≤ 1

r
, | vωn −aω|≤ 1

r
∀ω ∈ V (t)},(5.40)
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where vω and uω are the vertices in B(Gn)

r (v) and B(Gn)

r (u) corresponding to the vertex
ω ∈ V (t). Note that the first term in the RHS of (5.40) equals Nr,n

(
t, (aω)ω∈V (t)

)
. By the

results proved earlier in this section, it follows that this term, upon dividing by n2, vanishes.
Therefore, we are left to analyse the second term on the RHS of (5.40). First, we show that
r-neighbourhoods of two uniformly chosen vertices are disjoint whp. Note that

(5.41) P (B(Gn)

r (o(1)

n )∩B(Gn)

r (o(2)

n ) = ∅) = P (o(2)

n /∈B(Gn)

2r (o(1)

n )) = 1− 1

n
E [|B(Gn)

2r (o(1)

n )|] .

Previously we have proved that B(Gn)

2r (o(1)

n ) converges in distribution to B(G)

r (∅), where
(G,∅) is the random Pólya point tree with parameters M and δ, so that {|B(Gn)

2r (o(1)

n )|}n∈N is
a tight sequence of random variables. Therefore the r-neighbourhood of two uniformly cho-
sen vertices are whp disjoint. Now as we did for the first moment, we use a density argument
for the second term:

THEOREM 5.8. Fix δ >− inf supp(M), and letGn = PA(A)

n (m, δ). Let
(
t1, (aω)ω∈V (t1)

)
and

(
t2, (aω)ω∈V (t2)

)
be two vertex-marked trees of depth r with disjoint vertex marks. If vω

denotes the vertex in Gn corresponding to ω ∈ V (t1)∪V (t2), then, uniformly for all distinct
vω ≥ ηn and χ̂vω ≤ (vω)1−%/2,

Pm,ψ (B(Gn)

r (o(1)

n )' t1, B
(Gn)

r (o(2)

n )' t2, vω = dnaωe,∀ω ∈ V (t1)∪ V (t2))

= (1 + oP(1))
1

n|V (t1)∪V (t2)| gr,t1

(
(aω)ω∈V (t1); (mvω , χ̂vω)ω∈V (t1)

)
(5.42)

× gr,t2
(

(aω)ω∈V (t2); (mvω , χ̂vω)ω∈V (t2)

)
,

where gr,t(·) is as in Theorem 5.1 and o(1)

n , o
(2)

n ∈ [n] are chosen independently and uniformly
at random.

PROOF. Since most of the steps in this proof are similar to the proof of Theorem 5.1, we
will be more concise. We restrict our analysis to the case where B(Gn)

r (o(1)

n ) and B(Gn)

r (o(2)

n )
are disjoint graphs. Using the conditional independence of the edge-connection events for
CPU, we can write the LHS of (5.42) as

Pm,ψ (B(Gn)

r (o(1)

n )' t1, B
(Gn)

r (o(2)

n )' t2, vω = dnaωe,∀ω ∈ V (t1)∪ V (t2))

= Pm,ψ (B(Gn)

r (o(1)

n )' t1, vω = dnaωe,∀ω ∈ V (t1))

× Pm,ψ (B(Gn)

r (o(2)

n )' t2, vω = dnaωe,∀ω ∈ V (t2)) .

(5.43)

Theorem 5.1 then immediately implies Theorem 5.8.

Considering t1 ' t2 but with different marks, by Theorem 5.8, it follows that

1

n2
E
[
Nr,n

(
t, (aω)ω∈V (t)

)]
= (1 + o(1))µ

(
B(G)

r (∅)' t, |Aω − aω| ≤
1

r
,∀ω ∈ V (t)

)2

.

(5.44)

Therefore the variance of Nr,n

(
t, (aω)ω∈V (t)

)
/n vanishes and the local convergence of

model (A) to the random Pólya point tree follows immediately.

REMARK 5.9 (Convergence of models (B) and (D)). We have now proved the local con-
vergence of the model (A) which is equal in distribution to CPU(SL). The proof of local con-
vergence of models (B) and (D) follows along the same lines. Theorem 3.9 and 3.10 show
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that models (B) and (D) have the same law as CPU(NSL) and PU(NSL), respectively. Recall
that by Remark 4.6, the edge-connection probabilities for all the models CPU(SL),CPU(NSL)

and PU(NSL) behave similarly. Therefore, upon substitution of these in (5.27), the local con-
vergence of models (B) and (D) follows from the same calculation. �

6. Coupling between models (E), (F) and (D). In this section, we prove that models
(D), (E) and (F) have the same local limit. We do this by showing that for any fixed r ≥ 1,
we can couple models (D), (E) and (F) in such a way that whp, the r-neighbourhood of a
uniformly chosen vertex in all these models are identical.

We follow the same coupling used in [8] with proper modifications as required for our
models. In the coupling argument we work on the high-probability event E = Em ∩ Eχ̂,ψ,
where Em and Eχ̂,ψ are {m} and {m,ψ} measurable events respectively. In Em, following
regularity properties hold true:

1. mv ≤ v1−%/2 for all v >K for some K ∈N;
2. for η′ = η(ε/8,2r), there exists a c0 such that

1

n

∑
u≥η′n

mu

(u
n

)−χ
≤ c0;

whereas in Eχ̂,ψ, the bounds on the attachment probabilities in Lemma 4.5 hold true. In Sec-
tion 4, we have proved that Eχ̂,ψ is a high probability event and from (5.25), substituting
aω by η, we can prove that (2) is also a high probability event. (1) follows whp from the
Borel-Cantelli Lemma proving Em also a high probability event. Therefore E is indeed a
high probability event and P(E)> 1− ε/4.

The proof for models (E) and (F) are highly similar. Thus, in this section we provide
the coupling argument for model (E) in detail, and state the adaptations for model (F) in
Appendix C.

For all j ∈ [mn], the conditional edge-connection probability for model (E) is given by

Pm
(
n

j
 v

∣∣PA(E)

n−1(m, δ)
)

=
dv(n− 1) + δ

a[2] + 2
(
m[n−1] − 2

)
+ (n− 1)δ

.(6.1)

We aim to couple PA(E)

n (m, δ) with PA(D)

n (m, δ). Let V = {1,2, . . .} be the vertices of the
preferential attachment model. For 1 6= n ∈ V and i ∈ [mn], ein and f in denote the vertices
in [n− 1] to which vertex n connects with its i-th edge in models (D) and (E), respectively.
Denote

en =
{
ein
}
i∈[mn]

and fn =
{
f in
}
i∈[mn]

.(6.2)

Since we start with the same initial graph G0, e2 = f2. Conditionally on m and {el}l<n, let
en have distribution D(n)

1 and, conditionally on {fl}l<n, fn have distribution D(n)

2 . Let D(n)

be a coupling of D(n)

1 and D(n)

2 that minimizes the total variation distance. Then, we choose
en and fn according to D(n). This provides us with a coupling between models (D) and (E).

PROPOSITION 6.1 (Coupling between models (D) and (E)). Let (Gn)n≥2 and (G′n)n≥2

be the sequences of preferential attachment graphs of models (D) and (E), respectively. Fix
ε > 0 and r ∈N. Then, there exist a coupling (Ĝn, Ĝ

′
n)n≥1 and n0 ∈N (possibly depending

on ε and r) such that for all n > n0, with probability at least 1− ε, the r-neighbourhoods of
a randomly chosen vertex on ∈ [n] are the same in both Gn and G′n.
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To simplify notation, below we write (Gn)n≥2 and (G′n)n≥2 for the coupled graph pro-
cesses. Fix ε > 0 and r ∈N and let Br(v) and B′r(v) denote the r-neighbourhood of v in Gn
and G′n, respectively. We denote the set of bad vertices v for which Br(v) 6=B′r(v) by

Bn,r =
{
v ∈ [n] : Br(v) 6=B′r(v)

}
.

Since on is chosen uniformly from the set of vertices, the probability that on is a bad vertex
equals E (|Bn,r|/n). Thus, to prove Proposition 6.1, it is enough to show that E(|Bn,r|)≤ εn.

We claim that for Br(v) 6= B′r(v) to hold, there must be a vertex u ∈ Br(v) such that
either ein′ = u 6= f in′ or ein′ 6= u= f in′ for some n′ > u and i ∈ [mn′ ]. To investigate these bad
vertices, we thus concentrate on the bad events

(6.3) A(u)

n′ =
{
∃ i ∈ [mn′ ] : e

i
n′ = u 6= f in′ , or ein′ 6= u= f in′

}
.

Let us consider A(u) =
⋃

n≥n′>u
A(u)

n′ , i.e., A(u) is the event that at least one of the edges

received by u is different in Gn and G′n. The 1-neighbourhoods of vertex v are different
in both Gn and G′n precisely when A(u) happens for at least one of the u ∈ B1(v). Now
inductively on r, it is easy to show that Br(v) = B′r(v) unless there exists a u ∈ Br(v) for
which A(u) holds true.

The following lemma gives us a tool to bound the probabilities of the bad events:

LEMMA 6.2 (Conditional control on bad events). With the coupling of models (E) and
(D) defined earlier in this section and fixing v ≥ η′n, we define An =A(v)

n to keep the nota-
tions simple. Then,

(6.4) P

(
An ∩ E

∣∣∣∣∣
n−1⋂
h=v+1

Ach ∩ E

)
= o

(
n−1

)
.

Lemma 6.2 implies that, conditionally on the event that there have not been any bad events
till the (n− 1)-st vertex joins the graph, the probability of the bad event taking place when
the n-th vertex is joining the graph is o(1/n).

We first provide the proof of Proposition 6.1 subject to Lemma 6.2, and then we prove
Lemma 6.2. First we construct a set Wn,r of well-behaved vertices with the following prop-
erties:

B for all v ∈Wn,r , B2r(v) has no more than N vertices;
B the oldest vertex in B2r(v) is not older than η′n.

By the proof of local convergence of model (D) and the regularity property of RPPT
(Lemma 4.7),

(6.5) E|Wn,r| ≥
(

1− ε

2

)
n.

Proof of Proposition 6.1. To prove the proposition, it is enough to show that

(6.6) E |Wn,r ∩Bn,r| ≤ εn/2 ,

i.e., there are few well-behaved vertices that are bad. To prove (6.6), we note that if v ∈
Wn,r ∩Bn,r, there must be a u ∈Br(v) such that A(u) is true. Therefore,

|Wn,r ∩Bn,r|=
∑

v∈Wn,r

1{v∈Bn,r} ≤
∑

v∈Wn,r

∑
u∈Br(v)

1A(u)

=
∑

u∈(η′n,n]

1A(u)

∑
v∈Br(u)

1{v∈Wn,r}.
(6.7)
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Note that the second sum in the RHS of (6.7) produces 0 if there is no well-behaved vertex
in Br(u). Otherwise, the sum can be bounded by |Br(u)|. Again v ∈ Br(u) implies that
u ∈ Br(v) and Br(u) is a subset of B2r(v). If there is a well-behaved vertex in Br(u),
we can bound |Br(u)|≤N from the properties of the well-behaved vertices. Therefore the
second sum on the RHS of (6.7) can be uniformly bounded by N for all vertices u > η′n.
Hence the cardinality of the well-behaved bad vertices can be further upper-bounded as

(6.8) |Wn,r ∩Bn,r| ≤N
∑

u∈(η′n,n]

1A(u) ,

so that

(6.9) E |Wn,r ∩Bn,r| ≤N
∑

u∈(η′n,n]

P (A(u)) .

By the control on the bad events obtained in Lemma 6.2,

P (A(u)) =P
( n⋃
l=u+1

A(u)

l ∩ E
)

+ P(Ec)

=

n∑
l=u+1

P
(
A(u)

l ∩
( l⋂
h=u+1

(
A(u)

h

)c )∩ E)+ P(Ec) = o(1) + ε/4.

(6.10)

Substituting the bound on P (A(u)) in (6.9),

(6.11) E (|Wn,r ∩Bn,r|) = o(n) + nε/4,

which completes the proof of Proposition 6.1 subject to Lemma 6.2.

It remains to prove Lemma 6.2 about bad events, for which we need the following lemma:

LEMMA 6.3 (Bounds on second moments of degrees in model (D)). There exists c1 > 0
such that for all v ≥ η′n,

(6.12) Em
(
dv(n)2

1E
)
≤ c1m

2
v .

PROOF. By definition,

(6.13) dv(n) =mv +

n∑
l=v+1

Xl, where Xl =

ml∑
j=1

1{l j v} .

By Theorem 3.10, model (D) is equal in distribution to the Pólya urn graph. Therefore,

Em
[
dv(n)2

1E
]

=Em
[(
mv +

n∑
l=v+1

Xl

)2
1E

]
≤ 2m2

v + 2Em

[( n∑
l=v+1

Xl

)2
1Eχ̂,ψ1Em

]

= 2m2
v + 2Em

[
Em,ψ

( n∑
l=v+1

Xl

)2
1Eχ̂,ψ

]
1Em .(6.14)

Now conditionally on {m,ψ}, (Xl)l∈(v,n] are independent Binom(ml, pl) random vari-
ables, where pl = Pm,ψ(l v). Using this independence in the second term of the RHS
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of (6.14),

Em,ψ
[ n∑
l=v+1

Xl

]2
=

n∑
l=v+1

Varm,ψ(Xl) +
( n∑
l=v+1

Em,ψ[Xl]
)2

=

n∑
l=v+1

mlpl(1− pl) +
( n∑
l=v+1

mlpl

)2
.

(6.15)

Following the same line of proof as in Lemma 5.6 and using properties of Eχ̂,ψ, we can show
that conditionally on m,ψ,

(6.16)
( n∑
l=v+1

mlpl(1− pl)
)
1Eχ̂,ψ ≤

( n∑
l=v+1

mlpl

)
1Eχ̂,ψ ≤ 2χ̂v

( 1

n

∑
u≥η′n

mu

(u
n

)−χ )
.

Therefore, using the property (2) of Em and substituting the bound of (6.16) in (6.15),

Em
[( n∑

l=v+1

mlpl

)2
1Eχ̂,ψ

]
1Em ≤ 4c2

0Em[χ̂2
v]≤ c2m

2
v ,(6.17)

for some c2 > 0. Choosing c1 = 2(1 + c0 + c2
2), for v ≥ η′n, (6.12) holds true.

Proof of Lemma 6.2.. To prove Lemma 6.2 we bound the LHS of (6.4) by the total variation
distance between D(n)

1 and D(n)

2 .
In PA(E)

n (m, δ), conditionally on m and dv(n− 1) = d, the probability of having k con-
nections from n to v and mn − k connections to other vertices in [n− 1] is given by

(6.18) Qk =

(
mn

k

)
(p′)k(1− p′)mn−k,

where p′ = (d+ δ)/(a[2] + 2
(
m[n−1] − 2

)
+ (n− 1)δ) is as defined in (6.1). On the other

hand, in PA(D)

n (m, δ), conditionally on m and dv(n − 1) = d, the probability of the same
event is

(6.19) Tk =

(
mn

k

) k−1∏
l=0

pl(k)

mn−1∏
l=k

(1− pl(k)),

where

pl(k) =

{
d+l+δ

a[2]+2(m[n−1]−2)+l+(n−1)δ , for l < k,
d+k+δ

a[2]+2(m[n−1]−2)+l+(n−1)δ , for l≥ k.

The exchangeability of model (D) implies that the probability of connecting any k edges from
n to v is the same, which explains (6.19). Then, again conditionally onm, and dv(n−1) = d,
the total variation distance between D(n)

1 and D(n)

2 is given by
(6.20)

dTV (D(n)

1 ,D(n)

2 ) =
1

2

mn∑
k=0

|Qk − Tk| ≤
1

2

[
|Q0 − T0|+ |Q1 − T1|+

mn∑
k=2

Qk +

mn∑
k=2

Tk

]
.

For the first two terms we use the telescoping bound in [8, equation (27)] that reads

(6.21) |Qk − Tk| ≤
(
mn

k

)[
p̃k−1

k−1∑
l=0

∣∣p′ − pl(k)
∣∣+ (p′)k

mn∑
l=k

∣∣p′ − pl(k)
∣∣] ,
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where p̃= max{p′, p0(k), . . . , pmn
(k)}. For k = 0 and 1, the above bound gives

(6.22) |Q0 − T0|+ |Q1 − T1| ≤ c0m
2
n(d+ δ + 1)2n−2.

For the last term in the RHS of (6.20), we use that Tk equals the probability that exactly
k out-edges from vertex n connect to vertex v in model (D). Conditionally on m, let P(D)

m
denote the law for model (D). Next we condition on the event that the first 2 out-edges from

n connect to v, which is denoted by n
1,2
 v.

mn∑
k=2

Tk =

mn∑
k=2

(
mn

k

)
P(D)

m (n v with its first k edges)

≤ m2
n

2
P(D)

m

(
n

1,2
 v

) mn∑
k=2

(
mn − 2

k− 2

)
P(D)

m

(
n v with first k edges

∣∣∣n 1,2
 v

)
≤ m2

n(d+ δ+ 1)2

2n2
.

(6.23)

The last inequality is obtained by substituting the first and second edge-connection probabil-
ities from n to v and the conditional probabilities sum to 1. Similarly for model (E), if P(E)

m
denotes the conditional law for model (E), then the probability of connecting more than 1
edge from n to v can be bounded as

mn∑
k=2

Qk =

mn∑
k=2

(
mn

k

)
P(E)

m (n v with its first k edges)

≤ m2
n

2
P(E)

m,

(
n

1,2
 v

) mn∑
k=2

(
mn − 2

k− 2

)
P(E)

m

(
n v with first k edges

∣∣∣n 1,2
 v

)
≤ m2

n(d+ 1)2

2n2
.

(6.24)

On the other hand, the total variation distance is bounded by 1. Therefore, collecting the
bounds for all the contributions, conditionally on m, we obtain

(6.25) dTV (D(n)

1 ,D(n)

2 )≤ 1∧ cm
2
n(dv(n− 1) + δ + δ)2

n2
,

for some constant c > 0. Therefore,

P

(
An ∩ E

∣∣∣∣∣
n−1⋂
h=v+1

Ach ∩ E

)
≤ E [dTV (D(n)

1 ,D(n)

2 )1E ]≤ E
[
1∧ cm

2
nEm[dv(n− 1)2

1E ]

n2

]
.

(6.26)

By Lemma 6.3, we can bound the conditional probability on the LHS of (6.26) by

E
[
1∧ cc

2
1m

2
nm

2
v

n2

]
= P

(
mnmv >

n

c1
√
c

)
+
cc2

1

n2
E
[
m2
nm

2
v1{mvmn≤ n

c1
√
c
}

]
,(6.27)

where c0 is as defined in Lemma 6.3. Since (mv)v≥3 have finite (1 + p)-th moment, by
Markov’s inequality,

P(mv > x)≤ c2x
−(1+p).

Using the independence of mn and mv and the above inequality, we can bound the first
probability in (6.27) by Markov’s inequality as

(6.28) P
(
mnmv >

n

c1
√
c

)
≤ c3E

[
(mnmv)

1+p
]
n−(1+p) = o(n−1) .
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The second term in (6.27) can be written explicitly as
(6.29)

E
[
m2
nm

2
v1{mvmn≤x}

]
≤

x∑
k=1

kP(mnmv > k)≤ c3E
[
(mnmv)

1+p
] x∑
k=1

k−p ≤ c3x
1−p .

Substituting the bounds obtained from (6.28) and (6.29) in (6.26) yields,

P

(
An ∩ E

∣∣∣∣∣
n−1⋂
h=v+1

Ach ∩ E

)
≤ c4n

−(1+p) = o
(
n−1

)
.

This completes the proof of Lemma 6.2.

The only difference between model (E) and (F) is that model (F) does not allow for multi-
ple connections between two vertices, while model (E) does. Thus, model (F) and (D) could
be coupled in a similar way with some minor adaptations:

PROPOSITION 6.4 (Coupling between models (D) and (F)). The statement in Proposition
6.1 also holds for models (D) and (F).

We defer the discussion of the necessary adaptations to Appendix C.

7. Proof of Corollary 1.6. In this section, we prove Corollary 1.6 as a consequence of
Theorem 1.5.

Proof of Corollary 1.6. As a consequence of local convergence, if Gn converges locally
in probability to (G,o) having law µ, then for any bounded continuous function h : G? 7→R,

(7.1)
1

n

∑
u∈[n]

h(Gn, u)
P→ Eµ[h(G,o)] .

We start by proving (1.19). From Theorem 1.5, we have the local convergence of preferential
attachment models (A-F) to the RPPT(M,δ). Define for fixed k ≥ 1,

(7.2) h(H,u) =
∑
v,j:

u
j
 v

1{dv(H)=k}

mu
,

where dv(H) is the degree of the vertex v in the graph H . Clearly h is a bounded continuous
function on G?. Therefore by (7.1),

(7.3)
1

n

∑
u,v,j:

u
j
 v

1{dv(n)=k}

mu

P→ Eµ?
[
h(G,∅)

]
,

where (G,∅) is the rooted RPPT(M,δ) with law µ?. Now h(H,o) is the fraction of older
neighbours of o in H having degree k. Therefore, Eµ?

[
h(G,∅)

]
is the probability that a

random O labelled neighbour of the root of RPPT(M,δ) has degree k. From the definition
of RPPT(M,δ), the degree distribution of an O labelled node with age aω is 1 + M (δ) +
Y
(
M (δ) + 1, aω

)
, where Y

(
M (δ) + 1, aω

)
is a mixed Poisson random variable with mixing

distribution Γin
(
M (δ) + 1

)
λ
(
aω
)

and Γin
(
M (δ) + 1

)
is as defined in Section 1.4. On the

other hand, a random O labelled neighbour of the root ∅ has age distributed as U∅U
1/χ
1 .



LOCAL CONVERGENCE OF PREFERENTIAL ATTACHMENT MODELS 47

Therefore a random O labelled neighbour of the root has the degree distribution 1 +M (δ) +
Y
(
M (δ) + 1,AO

)
, where Y

(
M (δ) + 1,AO

)
is as defined previously in Corollary 1.6 and

(7.4) Eµ?
[
h(G,o)

]
= P

(
1 +M (δ) + Y

(
M (δ) + 1,AO

)
= k
)

= p̃
(O)
k .

We prove (1.20) in a similar way with a few adaptations. Instead of considering all ver-
tices, we consider the vertices that have at least one younger neighbour. Next we choose the
bounded continuous function as follows

h1(H,v) =
∑
u,j:

u
j
 v

1{dv(H)>mv}1{du(H)=k}

dv(H)−mv
,

and h2(H,v) = 1{v has at least one younger neighbour} .

(7.5)

Similarly by (7.1),

1

n

∑
u,v,j:

u
j
 v

1{dv(n)>mv}1{du(n)=k}

dv(n)−mv

P→ Eµ?
[
h1(G,∅)

]
,

and
1

n

∑
v∈[n]

1{v has at least one younger neighbour}
P→ Eµ?

[
h2(G,∅)

]
.

(7.6)

where (G,∅) is the rooted RPPT(M,δ) with law µ?. Now h1(H,o) is the fraction of
younger neighbours of o in H having degree k. If o has no younger neighbour then define
h1(H,o) = 0. Therefore

(7.7) Eµ?
[
h1(G,∅)

]
= Eµ?

[
h1(G,∅)

∣∣d(in)

∅ > 0
]
P(d(in)

∅ > 0) ,

and Eµ?
[
h1(G,∅)

∣∣d(in)

∅ > 0
]

is the probability that a random Y labelled neighbour of the root
of RPPT(M,δ) has degree k, conditionally on the event that the root has at least one younger
neighbour. From the definition of RPPT(M,δ), the degree distribution of a Y labelled node
of age aω is M (0) + Y

(
M (0), aω

)
where Y

(
M (0), aω

)
is a mixed Poisson random variable

with mixing distribution Γin
(
M (0)

)
λ
(
aω
)
.

Using the fact that d(in)

∅ is the total number of points in a Poisson point process, the ages of
the Y labelled neighbours of ∅, conditioned on d(in)

∅ = n, are i.i.d. random variables with den-
sity (1.21) [36, Exercise 4.34]. Hence conditioned on d(in)

∅ = n, a uniformly chosen younger
neighbour of the root ∅ has age distribution given by A1 with density (1.21). Therefore con-
ditionally on the root having at least one younger neighbour, a random Y labelled neighbour
of the root has the degree distribution M (0) +Y

(
M (0),AY

)
where Y

(
M (0),AY

)
is as defined

earlier in Corollary 1.6 and

(7.8) Eµ?
[
h1(G,∅)

]
= P

(
d(in)

∅ > 0
)
P
(
M (0) + Y

(
M (0),AY

)
= k
)

= P
(
d(in)

∅ > 0
)
p̃

(Y)
k .

On the other hand, Eµ?
[
h2(G,∅)

]
is the probability of the root ∅ having at least one younger

neighbour and it is given by P
(
d(in)

∅ > 0
)
. Therefore,

(7.9) Eµ?
[
h2(G,∅)

]
= P

(
d(in)

∅ > 0
)
.

Since P
(
d(in)

∅ > 0
)

is non-zero, (1.20) follows immediately from (7.8) and (7.9). This com-
pletes the proof of (a).

The proof of (b) makes use of similar calculations in [8, Lemma 5.2] and [18, Proposition
1.4] and we defer this proof to Appendix D.
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by collapsing a special case PU(NSL). So, we prove Lemma A.1-A.2 and Corollary A.3 for
general choice of m and ψ. Later, while proving Theorem 3.9, we shall use these lemmas
and corollary with m = 1, whereas for proving Theorem 3.10, we continue with the m of
model (D). The following lemmas and propositions are the PU(NSL) analogues of the lemmas
and propositions proved in Section 3.1. The conditional edge-connection probabilities for
PU(NSL) are given as follows:

LEMMA A.1 (Conditional edge-connection probabilities of PU(NSL)). Conditionally on
m and (ψk)k≥1, the probability of connecting an edge from v to u in PU(NSL)

n (m,ψ), is given
by ψv(1−ψ)(v,u).

The proof to this lemma is identical to that of Lemma 3.4, using the definition of PU(NSL).
Similarly as Lemma 3.5 the above lemma allows us to compute the conditional law of
PU(NSL):

LEMMA A.2 (Conditional graph probability of PU(NSL)). For any graph H ∈Hn,

(A.1) Pm,ψ
(

PU(NSL)

n (m,ψ)
?'H

)
=
∏

s∈[2,n]

ψpss (1−ψs)qs ,

where

ps = ds(H)− fs, and qs =
∑

u∈(2,n]

mu∑
j=1

1{s∈(v(u,j),u)},

where v(u, j) is the vertex to which the j-th out-edge of u connects and fs =ms for all s≥ 3
and f1 = a1 and f2 = a2 denote the degrees of the vertex 1 and 2 in the initial graph G0.

Since the proof strategy of this lemma is identical to that of Lemma 3.5, we omit the proof
to this lemma also. Using Lemma 3.6, conditionally on m, the graph probability of PU(NSL)

is computed as follows:

COROLLARY A.3. For H ∈Hn,

(A.2) Pm
(

PU(NSL)

n (m,ψ)
?'H

)
=
∏

s∈[2,n)

(αs + ps − 1)ps(βs + qs − 1)qs
(αs + βs + ps + qs − 1)ps+qs

,

where αs and βs are the first and second parameters of the Beta random variables and ps, qs
are defined in Lemma A.2.

Following the steps in (3.18)-(3.20), we can simplify qs as

(A.3) qs = d[s−1](H)− a[2] − 2
(
m[s−1] − 2

)
−ms for s≥ 3,

with q2 = d1(H)− a1, and qs satisfies

(A.4) ps + qs = qs+1 +ms+1 for s≥ 3.

Now, we have all tools to adapt Proposition 3.2 to PU(NSL):

PROPOSITION A.4 (Equivalence of pre-collapsed model (B) and PU(NSL)). For any
graph H ∈Hm[n]

,

(A.5) Pm
(

PA(B)

n (m,1, δ)
?'H

)
= Pm

(
PU(NSL)

m[n]
(1,ψ)

?'H
)
.
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PROOF. Following a similar calculation as the one leading to (3.10),

Pm
(

PA(B)

n (m,1, δ)
?'H

)
=
∏
u∈[n]

∏
j∈[mu]

dm[u−1]+j
(H)−1∏

i=am[u−1]+j

(
i+

δ

mu

)

×
∏

u∈[3,n]

∏
j∈[mu]

1

a[2] + 2(m[u−1] + j − 3) +
(

(u− 1) + j
mu

)
δ
.(A.6)

For model (B), we consider PU(NSL)

m[n]
(1,ψ),whereψ is the sequence of Beta variables defined

in (3.1) and (3.2). Therefore, ps = ds(H)− 1 for s≥ 1, and

qs = d[s−1](H)− a[2] − 2(s− 3)− 1 for s≥ 3.

By Corollary A.3,

(A.7) Pm
(

PU(NSL)

m[n]
(1,ψ)

?'H
)

=
∏

s∈[2,m[n])

(αs + ps − 1)ps(βs + qs − 1)qs
(αs + βs + ps + qs − 1)ps+qs

,

where αs and βs are the first and second parameters of the Beta variable ψs defined in (3.1)
and (3.2) respectively. Then, by (A.4), the recursion (3.24) again holds. Now, following the
calculations in (3.25)–(3.27), and substituting the values of αs, βs, ps, qs, it follows immedi-
ately that

Pm
(

PU(NSL)

m[n]
(1,ψ)

?'H
)

=
∏
u∈[n]

∏
j∈[mu]

dm[u−1]+j
(H)−1∏

i=am[u−1]+j

(
i+

δ

mu

)

×
∏

u∈[3,n]

∏
j∈[mu]

1

a[2] + 2(m[u−1] + j − 3) +
(

(u− 1) + j
mu

)
δ
,(A.8)

as required.

Proof of Theorem 3.9. Theorem 3.9 follows immediately from Proposition A.4 in ex-
actly the same way as Theorem 3.1 follows from Proposition 3.2.

Proof of Theorem 3.10. Conditionally on m, the distribution of model (D) is

Pm
(

PA(D)

n (m, δ)
?'H

)
=
∏

u∈[3,n]

∏
j∈[mu]

dv(u,j)(u, j − 1) + δ

a[2] + 2(m[u−1] − 2) + (j − 1) + (u− 1)δ
,

(A.9)

where v(u, j) is the vertex in [u − 1] to which u connects with its j-th edge and dv(u, j)
denotes the degree of the vertex v in PA(D)

u,j(m, δ). Rearranging the numerators of RHS of
(A.9),

Pm
(

PA(D)

n (m, δ)
?'H

)
=
∏
u∈[n]

du(H)−1∏
i=fu

(i+ δ)
∏

u∈[3,n]

mu∏
j=1

1

a[2] + 2(m[u−1] − 2) + (j − 1) + (u− 1)δ
.

(A.10)
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For model (B), we use the ψ defined in (3.29). Using Corollary A.3, we calculate the condi-
tional distribution of PU(SL)

n (m,ψ) as

(A.11) Pm
(

PU(NSL)

n (m,ψ)
?'H

)
=
∏

s∈[2,n)

(αs + ps − 1)ps(βs + qs − 1)qs
(αs + βs + ps + qs − 1)ps+qs

,

where, for s≥ 3,

αs =ms + δ, and βs = a[2] + 2
(
m[s] − 2

)
−ms + (s− 1)δ,

ps = ds(H)− fs, and qs = d[s−1](H)−
(
a[2] + 2

(
m[s] − 2

))
+ms.

(A.12)

Therefore, for s≥ 3, the recursion relation in (3.24) becomes

αs + βs =βs+1 −ms+1, ps + qs = qs+1 +ms+1.(A.13)

This gives us all the necessary tools to prove Theorem 3.10. From the recursion relation in
(A.13), it follows that

(βs + qs − 1)qs
(αs + βs + ps + qs − 1)qs+ps

=
(βs + qs − 1)qs

(βs+1 + qs+1 − 1)qs+1+ms+1

=
1

(βs+1 − 1)ms+1

(βs + qs − 1)qs
(βs+1 + qs+1 − 1)qs+1

.

(A.14)

On the other hand, the first factor in RHS of (A.11) can be rewritten as

(α2 + p2 − 1)p2(β2 + q2 − 1)q2
(α2 + β2 + p2 + q2)p2+q2

=
1

(β3 + q3 − 1)q3

m3−1∏
i=0

1

a[2] + i+ 2δ

∏
i∈[2]

di(H)−1∏
j=fi

(j + δ).

(A.15)

Hence substituting the simplifications obtained from (A.14) and (A.15) in (A.11),

Pm
(

PU(NSL)

n (m,ψ)
?'H

)
=
∏
u∈[n]

du(H)−1∏
i=fu

(i+ δ)
∏

u∈[3,n]

mu∏
j=1

1

a[2] + 2(m[u−1] − 2) + (j − 1) + (u− 1)δ
,

(A.16)

as required.

APPENDIX B: ADAPTED PROOFS FOR PRELIMINARY RESULTS

In this appendix, we prove Proposition 4.2, and the regularity of the Random Pólya point
tree in Lemma 4.7. Versions of these results were proved in [8], and we have adapted those
proofs to our settings of PAMs with random out-degrees. Before proving the position concen-
tration result in Proposition 4.2, we prove an auxiliary lemma that we will use several times,
and which is a direct application of the dominated convergence theorem and strong law of
large numbers:

LEMMA B.1. Let X1,X2, . . . be a sequence of i.i.d. random variables with X1 > c for
some c > 0 a.s. and finite mean. Then, with X[n] =X1 + · · ·+Xn,

(B.1) E
[

1

X[n]

]
= (1 + o(1))

1

nE[X1]
.
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PROOF. Note that Xi ≥ c > 0, hence both 1/E[X] and n/X[n] have upper bounds 1/c.
By the strong law of large numbers,

X[n]

n

a.s.→ E[X1].

Since E[X1]> 0 and n/X[n] ≤ 1/c, by the dominated convergence theorem,

E
[
n

X[n]

]
=(1 + o(1))

1

E[X1]
.

Hence the lemma follows immediately.

Proof of Proposition 4.2. Proof for CPU: We follow the line of proof provided in [8,
Lemma 3.1] with the adaptations as required for our case of i.i.d. out-degrees.

Fix ω, ε > 0, and let ω̄ = log(1 + ω). We use the definition of S (n)

k to bound the error in
estimating S (n)

k by
(
k
n

)χ
. For all k ∈ [n− 1],

(B.2) S (n)

k =

m[n]∏
l=m[k]+1

(1−ψl) = exp

 m[n]∑
l=m[k]+1

log(1−ψl)

,
with S (n)

n ≡ 1. We concentrate on the argument of the exponential in (B.2). Note that

(B.3) Var (log(1−ψl))≤ E
[
log2(1−ψl)

]
≤ E

[
ψ2

l

(1−ψl)2

]
.

By (B.3) and Kolmogorov’s maximal inequality,
(B.4)

P
(

max
l∈[m[n]−1]

∣∣∣ m[n]∑
k=l+1

log(1−ψk)−E
[ m[n]∑
k=l+1

log(1−ψk)
]∣∣∣≥ ω̄

2

)
≤ 4

ω̄2
E

[m[n]∑
i=2

Em
[

ψ2
i

(1−ψi)2

]]
.

Equation (B.4) shows that the maximum of the fluctuations of the argument in (B.2) can be
bounded by the variances of the singles terms. By properties of the Beta distribution, and
recalling that, for u= 3, . . . , n and j ∈ [mu],

ψm[u−1]+j ∼ Beta

(
1 +

δ

mu
, a[2] + 2

(
m[u−1] + j − 2

)
+ (u− 1)δ+

j − 1

mu
δ− 1

)
,

we can bound, for u > 2 and j ∈ [mu],

(B.5) Em

[
ψ2
m[u−1]+j(

1−ψm[u−1]+j

)2
]

=O
(
m−2

[u−1]+j

)
.

Notice that m[n] ≥ n for all n≥ 1, and hence m[n]→∞ as n→∞. Equation (B.5) assures
us that the sum on the RHS of (B.4) is finite as n→∞. Therefore, we can fix N1(ω̄) ∈ N

such that E

[
∞∑

i=N1

ψ2
i

(1−ψi)2

]
≤ εω̄2/4. As a consequence, bounding the sum on the RHS of

(B.4) by the tail of the series, for n >N1,

P

(
max

i∈[m[n]]\[m[N1]]

∣∣∣∣∣
m[n]∑
l=i+1

log(1−ψl)−E

[ m[n]∑
l=i+1

log(1−ψl)

]∣∣∣∣∣≥ ω̄

2

)

≤ 4

ω̄2
E

[ ∞∑
i=N1

ψ2
i

(1−ψi)2

]
≤ ε .

(B.6)



54

Next, we wish to compare the expectations of
m[n]∑
k=i

log(1−ψk) and
m[n]∑
k=i

ψk for n large enough.

Using the fact that, for x ∈ (0,1),

|log(1− x)− x| ≤ x2/(1− x),

and using (B.5) we bound, for m[N1] ≤ i≤m[n],

(B.7)

∣∣∣∣∣E[
m[n]∑
l=i+1

log(1−ψl)
]
−E

[ m[n]∑
l=i+1

ψl

]∣∣∣∣∣≤ E

[ m[n]∑
l=i+1

ψ2
l

(1−ψl)

]
<∞.

Similarly, there exists N2(ω) ∈N such that E
[ ∞∑
l=N2

ψ2
l /(1−ψl)

]
≤ ω̄/3 and 1/

√
N2 ≤ ω̄/6.

On the other hand, for u > 2 and j ∈ [mu],

Em
[
ψm[u−1]+j

]
=

1 + δ
mu

a[2] + 2
[
m[u−1] + j − 2

]
+ (u− 1)δ + j

mu
δ

=
1 + δ

mu

2m[u−1] + (u− 1)δ
(1 + o (1)) .

(B.8)

Therefore, for all u > 2,

E
[ mu∑
j=1

ψm[u−1]+j

]
= E

[
Em
[ mu∑
j=1

ψm[u−1]+j

]]
= E

[
mu + δ

2m[u−1] + δ

]
(1 + o (1))

= (E[M ] + δ)E
[

1

2m[u−1] + δ

]
(1 + o (1)) =

E[M ] + δ

(u− 1)(2E[M ] + δ)
(1 + o (1))(B.9)

=
χ

u− 1
(1 + o (1)),

by Lemma B.1. Now, using the bounds in (B.7) and (B.9), for all N2 ≤ k ≤ n,∣∣∣∣∣E[
m[n]∑

i=m[k]+1

log(1−ψi)
]
− χ log

(
k

n

)∣∣∣∣∣≤ o(k−1/2
)

+ ω̄/3≤ ω̄

2
.(B.10)

As a consequence, for n >N2,

(B.11) max
k∈(N2,n]

∣∣∣∣∣∣E
 m[n]∑
i=m[k]+1

log(1−ψi)

− χ log

(
k

n

)∣∣∣∣∣∣≤ ω̄

2
.

Let N0 = max{N1,N2}. By (B.11) and (B.6), for n >N0,

(B.12) P

 max
k∈(N0,n]

∣∣∣∣∣∣
m[n]∑

i=m[k]+1

log(1−ψi)− χ log

(
k

n

)∣∣∣∣∣∣≥ ω̄
≤ ε.

Recalling that logS (n)

k =
m[n]∑

i=m[k]+1
log(1− ψi) and ω̄ = log(1 + ω), (B.12) implies that with

probability at least 1− ε, for every i= (N0, n],

(B.13)
1

1 + ω

(
k

n

)χ
≤ S (n)

k ≤ (1 + ω)

(
k

n

)χ
.
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Since, 1
1+ω ≥ 1− ω, we obtain from (B.13) that

(B.14) P
( ⋂
u∈(N0,n]

{∣∣∣S (n)

u −
(u
n

)χ∣∣∣≤ ω(u
n

)χ})
≥ 1− ε,

which proves (4.8).
Finally, to prove (4.7), we observe that, for fixed ω > 0 and ε > 0,

(
N0

n

)χ ≤ ω/3 for large
enough n. Now,

(B.15) max
u∈[N0]

∣∣∣S (n)

u −
(u
n

)χ∣∣∣≤ S (n)

N0
+

(
N0

n

)χ
≤ ω,

as required.

Proof for PU: In Pólya urn graphs, conditionally on m, for u≥ 2,

(B.16) ψu ∼ Beta
(
mu + δ, a[2] + 2(m[u−1] − 2) +mu + (u− 1)δ

)
.

We prove the position concentration lemma for PU following the proof for CPU. Using
Kolmogorov’s inequality as in (B.4),
(B.17)

P
(

max
l∈[n−1]\[n1]

∣∣ n∑
k=l+1

log(1−ψk)−E
[ n∑
k=l+1

log(1−ψk)
]∣∣≥ ω̄

2

)
≤ 4

ω̄2
E
[ n∑
i=n1

ψ2
i

(1−ψi)2)

]
.

Now similarly as in (B.5) we first bound E
[

ψ2
i

(1−ψi)2

]
by i−p and thus we can choose n1 large

enough such that the RHS of (B.17) is smaller than ε. Then,

(B.18) E
[

ψ2
u

(1−ψu)2

]
≤ E

[( mu + δ

a[2] + 2(m[u−1] − 3) +mu + (u− 1)δ

)2
]
.

Since the random variable in the RHS of (B.18) is bounded above by 1, we can bound its
second moment by its (1 + p)-th moment and obtain the following bound on the LHS of
(B.18):

E
[

ψ2
u

(1−ψu)2

]
≤E

[( mu + δ

a[2] + 2(m[u−1] − 3) +mu + (u− 1)δ

)1+p
]

≤E

[( mu + δ

a[2] + 2(m[u−1] − 3) + (u− 1)δ

)1+p
]
.

(B.19)

Now the numerator and the denominator are independent of each other. Using the law of
large numbers and Lemma B.1,

(B.20) E

[( 1

a[2] + 2(m[u−1] − 3) + (u− 1)δ

)1+p
]

= (1 + o(1))
1

u1+p(2E[M ] + δ)1+p
.

Since mu has finite (1 + p)-th moment, there exists a constant ξ0 > 0 such that

(B.21) E
[

ψ2
u

(1−ψu)2

]
≤ ξ0u

−(1+p) ,

which replaces (B.5). Now it remains to adapt a similar result to (B.9) to complete the proof
for PU. By (B.16),

(B.22) E[ψu] = E
[

mu + δ

a[2] + 2(m[u] − 2) + uδ

]
.
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Note that the numerator and the denominator are not independent here. We can bound the
RHS from above as

E
[

mu + δ

a[2] + 2(m[u] − 2) + uδ

]
≤ E

[
mu + δ

a[2] + 2(m[u−1] − 2) + (u− 1)δ

]
=

χ

u− 1
(1 + o(1)) .

(B.23)

On the other hand for the lower bound, we truncate mu at log(u) as

E
[

mu + δ

a[2] + 2(m[u] − 2) + uδ

]
≥ E

[
mu1{mu≤logu} + δ

a[2] + 2(m[u−1] − 2) + 2 log(u) + uδ

]
.(B.24)

Again we can split the numerator and the denominator since they are now independent. Since
mu has finite mean, E[mu1{mu≤logu} + δ] = (E[M ] + δ)(1 + o(1)). By Lemma B.1,

E
[

mu + δ

a[2] + 2(m[u] − 2) + uδ

]
≥ E[M ] + δ

(u− 1)(2E[M ] + δ)
(1 + o(1)) =

χ

u− 1
(1 + o(1)).

(B.25)

Hence from (B.23) and (B.25), we obtain a similar result as in (B.8) as

(B.26) E[ψu] = E
[

mu + δ

a[2] + 2(m[u] − 2) + uδ

]
=

χ

u− 1
(1 + o(1)).

Proof of Lemma 4.7. The lemma holds trivially for r = 0 and ε/4, i.e., with probability
at least 1− ε/4,

(1) A∅ ≥ η
(
ε
4 ,0
)
, where η

(
ε
4 ,0
)

is a positive value depending on ε and r = 0;
(2)

∣∣B(G)

0 (∅)
∣∣= 1;

(3) Γ∅ ≤K
(
ε
4 ,0
)
, where K

(
ε
4 ,0
)

is a natural number depending on ε and r = 0.

We thus prove the lemma for r = 1. The proof for r ≥ 2 then easily follows by induction on
r.

Let U(M) be the smallest order statistic of U1, . . . ,UM , i.e., U(M) = min{U1, . . . ,UM} and
η ≤ η

(
ε
4 ,0
)
. To prove (1), it is enough to show that

P
(
A∅U

1/χ
(M) < η

∣∣∣ A∅ > η(ε/4,0)
)
≤ ε

4
.

First, we condition on M and find a lower bound on the LHS. Next, we take an expectation
over M . Using the density of U(M) and Taylor’s inequality,

P
(
A∅U

1/χ
(M) < η

∣∣∣ M =m,A∅ ≥ η(ε/4,0)
)

=

1∫
η(ε/4,0)

(
1−

(
1−

(η
x

)χ)m)
dx

≤
1∫

η(ε/4,0)

m
(η
x

)χ
dx≤ mηχ

1− χ
.

(B.27)

Integrating over m and choosing η suitably,

(B.28) P
(
A∅U

1/χ
(M) < η

∣∣∣ A∅ ≥ η(ε/4,0)
)
≤ ηχ

2E[M ] + η
=
ε

4
.

Denote the η in (B.28) by η (ε,1).
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Next, we prove (2). The number of children of the root is distributed as (M + Λ), where
Λ is the total number of points in an inhomogeneous Poisson process with intensity ρ∅(x).
Since M is uniformly integrable, there exists m0 such that P(M ≤m0)≥ 1− ε

8 . Moreover,
it can also be shown that

P(M (0) >m0) =
1

E[M ]

∑
k≥m0+1

kP(M = k) =
E
[
M1{M>m0}

]
E[M ]

≤ ε

8
.

Similar results also hold for M (δ), and are useful for the induction step when r > 1. Now, we
have the parameter of Λ bounded above and hence there exists C(ε,1) such that

M + Λ≤C(ε,1).

We can choose K(ε,1)<∞ such that P (Γω ≤K(ε,1) for all ω ∈B(G)

1 (∅))≥ 1− ε
4 .

APPENDIX C: COUPLING BETWEEN MODEL (D) AND (F)

The proof to Proposition 6.4 follows exactly the same line as that of Proposition 6.1. To
prove Proposition 6.1, we needed Lemma 6.2 and 6.3. Lemma 6.3 proves a property of model
(D), and thus we do not need to adapt this lemma. Additionally, subject to Lemma 6.2, the
proof of Proposition 6.1 does not use any property of model (E). Thus, if we manage to adapt
Lemma 6.2 to model (F), the proof of Proposition 6.4 follows immediately.

For the proof of Lemma 6.2 for model (F), we construct a similar coupling between model
(D) and (F) as we have constructed for model (D) and (E) in Section 6. Then we claim that
Lemma 6.2 also holds for model (F).

Proof of Lemma 6.2 for model (F). Note that for model (F), there cannot be more than
one edge between two vertices. Let p′l denote the conditional edge-connection probability of
connecting the n-th vertex to vertex v with its l-th edge and Q′k denote the probability of
connecting k edges from n to v in model (F). Then the total variation distance in (6.20) can
be rewritten for model (F) as

(C.1) dTV (D(n)

1 ,D(n)

2 ) =
1

2

mn∑
k=0

∣∣Q′k − Tk∣∣= 1

2

[
|Q′0 − T0|+ |Q′1 − T1|+

mn∑
k=2

Tk

]
.

Since
1∑

k=0

Q′k =
mn∑
k=0

Tk = 1, we bound |Q′1 − T1| as

|Q′1 − T1|=
∣∣(1−Q′0)− (1− T0 −

mn∑
k=2

Tk)
∣∣≤ |Q′0 − T0|+

mn∑
k=2

Tk ,(C.2)

and the total variation distance can be bounded by

(C.3) dTV (D(n)

1 ,D(n)

2 )≤ |Q′0 − T0|+
mn∑
k=2

Tk

Therefore we do not need to bound |Q′1 − T1|, if we manage to bound the RHS of (C.3).

From (6.23), we already have the required bound for
mn∑
k=2

Tk. For the other term in the RHS

of (C.3), we use a triangle inequality argument to obtain

(C.4) |Q′0 − T0| ≤ |Q0 − T0|+ |Q′0 −Q0| ,
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where Qk is defined in (6.18). Therefore, again from (6.22), we have the desired bound for
the first term in the RHS of (C.4). Now we are left to show that the other term also has the
same upper bound. Note that p′ ≤ p′l for all l≥ 1 and

(C.5) p′mn
≤ d+ δ∑

n6∼u
(dv(n− 1) + δ)

,

where n 6∼ u implies that u and n are not connected by an edge. Let ζ0 = δ+ inf supp(M)>
0. Then for all u ∈ [n− 1], dv(n− 1) + δ ≥ ζ0 and the denominator of the RHS of (C.5) can
be further lower bounded by (n −mn)ζ0. On the event space E , mn ≤ n1−%/2. Therefore
there exists another constant ζ1 > 0, such that on E , the denominator can be further lower
bounded by nζ1 and the LHS of (C.5) can be upper bounded by (d+ δ)/(nζ1).

Therefore using the telescoping sum bound in (6.21), we have upper bound for |Q′0 −
Q0|.

APPENDIX D: TAIL DEGREE DISTRIBUTION OF THE NEIGHBOURS

Even though Corollary 1.6(b) is about the tails of the O and Y neighbours, since the
proof follows the same way, we prove the tail of the root also. In Corollary 1.6(a),
we have proved that the degree of a randomly chosen O child of the root is given by
1 +M (δ) + Y (M (δ) + 1,AO), where AO is the age of a randomly chosen O neighbour of the
root; the degree of a randomly chosen Y child of the root is given by M (0) + Y (M (0),AY),
where AY is the age of a randomly chosen Y neighbour of the root. Lastly for the root, the de-
gree is given by M + Y (M,U∅) where U∅ is a uniform random variable on [0,1]. Therefore
for all t ∈N,

P(1 +M (δ) + Y (M (δ) + 1,AO) = t) =

t−1∑
m=1

P(M (δ) =m)

∫ 1

0
P(Y (m+ 1, a) = t−m− 1)fO(a)da ,

(D.1)

P(M (0) + Y (M (0),AY) = t) =

t∑
m=1

P(M (0) =m)

∫ 1

0
P(Y (m,a) = t−m)fY(a)da ,

and P(M + Y (M,U∅) = t) =

t∑
m=1

P(M =m)

∫ 1

0
P(Y (m,a) = t−m)da ,

where fO and fY are the age distribution functions of a random O and Y child of the root.
If we manage to explicitly calculate the densities fO and fY, then we are left to find out
P(Y (m,a) = t−m). Y (m,a) is a mixed Poisson random variable with mixing parameter
Γin(m)λ(a). Therefore

P(Y (m,a) = t−m) =

∞∫
0

(γλ(a))t−m

(t−m)!
exp (−γλ(a))

1

Γ(m+ δ)
γ(m+δ)−1 exp (−γ)dγ

=
λ(a)t−m

(t−m)!Γ(m+ δ)

∞∫
0

γ(t+δ)−1 exp (−γ(λ(a) + 1))dγ(D.2)

=
Γ(t+ δ)

(t−m)!Γ(m+ δ)
λ(a)t−m(1 + λ(a))t+δ .
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Substituting the value of λ(a) = a−(1−χ)(1− a1−χ) we obtain a compact form of the proba-
bility on the LHS of (D.2) as

(D.3) P(Y (m,a) = t−m) =
Γ(t+ δ)

Γ(m+ δ)(t−m)!
(1− a1−χ)t−m(a1−χ)m+δ .

This is a similar result as [8, Lemma 5.2].

D.1. The age densities. We proceed to explicitly calculate the densities fO and fY:

LEMMA D.1 (Age of random O). The density of the age of a randomly chosen O child of
the root is given by

(D.4) fO(a) =
χ

1− χ
a−(1−χ)(1− a1−χ).

PROOF. From the definition of the RPPT(M,δ) we have thatAO is distributed as U1U
1/χ
2

where U1 and U2 are independent uniform random variables on [0,1]. Therefore,

(D.5) P(AO ≤ a) = P(U1U
1/χ
2 ≤ a) =

∫ 1

0
P(U2 ≤ aχx−χ)dx .

Note that for x ∈ [0, a] the probability in the RHS of (D.5) is always 1. For x ∈ (a,1] the
probability is aχx−χ. Therefore the RHS of (D.5) simplifies as

(D.6) P(AO ≤ a) = a+ aχ
∫ 1

a
x−χ dx= a+

aχ

1− χ
(1− a1−χ) .

Now differentiating the RHS of (D.6) with respect to a,

(D.7) fO(a) = 1 +
χ

1− χ
a−(1−χ)(1− a1−χ)− 1− χ

1− χ
aχa−χ =

χ

1− χ
a−(1−χ)(1− a1−χ) .

Similarly, we have seen that conditionally on the existence of at least one Y child its age
distribution is given in equation (1.21) of the main paper. We simplify the density here:

LEMMA D.2 (Age of random Y). The density of the age of a randomly chosen Y child of
the root is given by

(D.8) fY(a) = a−χ
∫ a1−χ

0
xτe−2(1− x)−1 dx ,

where τe = 3 + δ/E(M).

PROOF. From equation (1.21), if U1 is a uniform random variable on [0,1], then

fY(a) = E

[
(1− χ)

a−χ1{a≥U1}

1−U1−χ
1

]
= (1− χ)a−χ

∫ a

0
(1− y1−χ)−1 dy .(D.9)

Now we perform a change of variable operation by substituting y1−χ = x in the RHS of
(D.9).

(D.10) fY(a) = a−χ
∫ a1−χ

0
x1/(1−χ)−1(1− x)−1 dx .

Substituting τe = 1 + 1
1−χ in the RHS of (D.10) we obtain the desired form of the density of

a randomly chosen Y neighbour of the root.
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D.2. Tail calculations. With Lemma D.1 and D.2 and equation (D.3) in hand, we eval-
uate the expressions in the RHS of (D.1) for the root, O and Y neighbours. Before proceeding
with the calculation, note that

P(M = t) = L(t)t−τM ,

P(M (0) = t) = L1(t)t−(τM−1) ,

and P(M (δ) = t) = L2(t)t−(τM−1) .

(D.11)

for some slowly varying functions L(t),L1(t) and L2(t). On the other hand, using Stirling’s
approximation,

Γ(m+ δ+ k)

Γ(m+ δ)
= mk(1 +O(1/m))

and
Γ(t+ δ)

Γ(t+ δ+ k)
= t−k(1 +O(1/m)) .

(D.12)

(D.11) and (D.12) will be useful in several steps in the tail calculation of the degree distribu-
tions.

The root. First, we carry out the simplest of all these calculations. As we can see from
(D.1), we need to integrate the RHS of (D.3).
(D.13)∫ 1

0
P(Y (m,a) = t−m)da=

Γ(t+ δ)

Γ(m+ δ)(t−m)!

∫ 1

0
(1− a1−χ)t−m(a1−χ)m+δ da .

Now we do the same change of variable as we did in (D.9) and obtain∫ 1

0
P(Y (m,a) = t−m)da=

Γ(t+ δ)

(1− χ)Γ(m+ δ)(t−m)!

∫ 1

0
u(m+δ+τe−1)−1(1− u)t−m du

=
(τe − 1)Γ(t+ δ)Γ(t−m+ 1)Γ(m+ δ + τe − 1)

Γ(m+ δ)(t−m)!Γ(t+ δ + τe)
(D.14)

=
(τe − 1)Γ(t+ δ)Γ(m+ δ+ τe − 1)

Γ(m+ δ)Γ(t+ δ + τe)
.

This matches with the expression presented in [18]. Now plugging this integral value in (D.1)
and using (D.11) and (D.12),

P(M + Y (M,U∅) = t) =
(τe − 1)Γ(t+ δ)

Γ(t+ δ + τe)

t∑
m=1

P(M =m)
Γ(m+ δ + τe − 1)

Γ(m+ δ)

=(τe − 1)t−τe(1 +O(1/t))

t∑
m=1

L(m)m−(τM−τe+1)(1 +O(1/m)) .(D.15)

For τM > τe, the sum on the RHS of (D.15) is finite. On the other hand, for τM ≤ τe the sum
varies regularly as t−(τM−τe) and hence

(D.16) P(M + Y (M,U∅) = t) = L(∅)(t)t−τ ,

where τ = min{τM , τe} and L(∅)(·) is a slowly varying function.
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The O child. From Lemma D.1, we have the expression for fO(a) and therefore the integral
in (D.1) can be simplified as∫ 1

0
P(Y (m,a) = t−m)fO(a)da

=
Γ(t+ δ)

Γ(m+ δ)(t−m)!

∫ 1

0
(1− a1−χ)t−m(a1−χ)m+δ χ

1− χ
a−(1−χ)(1− a1−χ)da

=(τe − 2)
Γ(t+ δ)

Γ(m+ δ)(t−m)!

∫ 1

0
(1− a1−χ)t−m+1(a1−χ)m+δ−1 da .

(D.17)

Again we do the same change of variable and simplify the RHS of (D.17) as∫ 1

0
P(Y (m,a) = t−m)fO(a)da

=(τe − 2)(τe − 1)
Γ(t+ δ)

Γ(m+ δ)(t−m)!

∫ 1

0
(1− u)t−m+1um+δ+τe−3 da

=(τe − 2)(τe − 1)
Γ(t+ δ)

Γ(m+ δ)(t−m)!

Γ(m+ δ+ τe − 2)Γ(t−m+ 2)

Γ(t+ δ+ τe)

=(τe − 2)(τe − 1)(t−m+ 1)
Γ(t+ δ)Γ(m+ δ + τe − 2)

Γ(m+ δ)Γ(t+ δ + τe)
.

(D.18)

Therefore, ∫ 1

0
P(Y (m+ 1, a) = t−m− 1)fO(a)da

=(τe − 2)(τe − 1)(t−m)
Γ(t+ δ)Γ(m+ δ + τe − 1)

Γ(m+ 1 + δ)Γ(t+ δ + τe)
.(D.19)

Now substituting this integral value in (D.1), the sum in the RHS could be simplified as

P(1 +M (δ) + Y (M (δ) + 1,AO) = t)

=(τe − 2)(τe − 1)
Γ(t+ δ)

Γ(t+ δ + τe)

t−1∑
m=1

P(M (δ) =m)(t−m)
Γ(m+ δ + τe − 1)

Γ(m+ 1 + δ)

(D.20)

=(τe − 2)(τe − 1)t−τe(1 +O(1/t))

t−1∑
m=1

L1(m)m−(τM−τe+1)(t−m)(1 +O(1/m)) .

Now if τM ≤ τe, the sum in (D.20) varies regularly as t(τe−τM )+1. On the other hand for
τM > τe, the sum varies regularly as t. Therefore there exists a slowly varying function
L(O)(t) such that

(D.21) P(1 +M (δ) + Y (M (δ) + 1,AO) = t) = L(O)(t)t−τ(O) ,

where τ(O) = min{τM , τe} − 1. For τM > τe, L
(O) turns out to be a constant. On the other

hand, for τM ≤ τe, using Karamata’s Theorem [11, Proposition 1.5.8], L(O) can be shown to
be asymptotically equal to L1/τ(O).
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The Y child. The calculation for Y neighbours of the root is more involved. We first substi-
tute the fY(a) in (D.1)∫ 1

0
P(Y (m,a) = t−m)fY(a)da

=
Γ(t+ δ)

Γ(m+ δ)(t−m)!

∫ 1

0
(1− a1−χ)t−m(a1−χ)(m+δ)a−χ(D.22)

×
∫ a1−χ

0
xτe−2(1− x)−1 dxda .

We perform the usual change of variable u= a1−χ and simplify the above equation as∫ 1

0
P(Y (m,a) = t−m)fY(a)da

=(τe − 1)
Γ(t+ δ)

Γ(m+ δ)(t−m)!

∫ 1

0
(1− u)t−mum+δ

∫ u

0
xτe−2(1− x)−1 dxdu .

(D.23)

Using the fact that (1− x)−1 =
∑
i≥0

xi we simplify the inner integral as

(D.24)
∫ u

0
xτe−2(1− x)−1 dx=

∑
i≥0

∫ u

0
xτe+i−2 dx=

∑
i≥0

uτe+i−1

τe + i− 1
.

Substituting the RHS of (D.24) in (D.23),∫ 1

0
P(Y (m,a) = t−m)fY(a)da

=
(τe − 1)Γ(t+ δ)

Γ(m+ δ)(t−m)!

∑
i≥0

1

τe + i− 1

∫ 1

0
(1− u)(t−m+1)−1u(m+δ+τe+i)−1 du

=(τe − 1)
Γ(t+ δ)Γ(t−m+ 1)

Γ(m+ δ)(t−m)!

∑
i≥0

1

(τe + i− 1)

Γ(m+ δ + τe + i)

Γ(t+ δ+ τe + i+ 1)
(D.25)

=(τe − 1)
Γ(t+ δ)

Γ(m+ δ)

∑
i≥0

1

(τe + i− 1)

Γ(m+ δ + τe + i)

Γ(t+ δ + τe + i+ 1)

=
Γ(t+ δ)Γ(m+ δ + τe)

Γ(m+ δ)Γ(t+ δ+ τe + 1)

+ (τe − 1)
Γ(t+ δ)

Γ(m+ δ)

∑
i≥1

1

(τe + i− 1)

Γ(m+ δ + τe + i)

Γ(t+ δ+ τe + i+ 1)
.

Now the RHS of (D.25) is lower bounded by the first term and hence the RHS of (D.1) can
be lower bounded as

P(M (0) + Y (M (0),AY) = t)≥
t∑

m=1

P(M (0) =m)
Γ(t+ δ)Γ(m+ δ+ τe)

Γ(m+ δ)Γ(t+ δ + τe + 1)

= t−(τe+1)(1 +O(1/t))

t∑
m=1

L2(m)m−(τM−τe−1)(1 +O(1/m)) .(D.26)
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It can easily be shown that the RHS of (D.26) varies regularly with t−(τe+1) if τM > τe +
2. When τM ≤ τe + 2, it varies regularly with t−(τM−1). Therefore the lower bound varies
regularly with t−τ(Y) , where τ(Y) = min{τM − 1, τe + 1} and some slowly varying function
L′2(t). For τM > τe + 2, L′2(t) turns out to be a constant and for τM = τe + 2,

(D.27) L′2(t) =

m∑
t=1

L2(m)/m,

and lastly for τM < τe + 2, we use the same Karamata’s Theorem as before to obtain that
L′2(t) = Θ(L2(t)). Now we move on to analyse the second term of RHS of (D.25).

(τe − 1)
Γ(t+ δ)

Γ(m+ δ)

∑
i≥1

1

(τe + i− 1)

Γ(m+ δ+ τe + i)

Γ(t+ δ + τe + i+ 1)

=(τe − 1)
Γ(t+ δ)

Γ(m+ δ)

∑
i≥1

1

(τe + i− 1)(m+ δ + τe + i)

Γ(m+ δ + τe + i+ 1)

Γ(t+ δ+ τe + i+ 1)

=(τe − 1)
Γ(t+ δ)Γ(m+ δ+ τe + 2)

Γ(m+ δ)Γ(t+ δ+ τe + 2)

∑
i≥0

1

(τe + i)(m+ δ+ τe + i+ 1)

i−1∏
j=0

m+ δ+ τe + j + 2

t+ δ + τe + j + 2
.

(D.28)

LEMMA D.3. For any m≥ 1,∑
i≥0

1

(τe + i)(m+ δ + τe + i+ 1)

i−1∏
j=0

m+ δ+ τe + j + 2

t+ δ + τe + j + 2
(D.29)

= O(m−1(2− log(1− 2m/(t+m+ 1))).

Subject to Lemma D.3, there exists J0 > 0 such that the RHS of (D.28) can be upper
bounded by J0(1 + log(1− 2m/(t+m+ 1)))t−(τe+2)m(τe+1)(1 +O(1/t))(1 +O(1/m)).
Therefore, using (D.25), (D.26), (D.28) and Lemma D.3, the RHS of (D.1) can be upper
bounded as

P(M (0) + Y (M (0),AY) = t)

≤L′2(t)t−τ(Y) + J0t
−(τe+2)(1 +O(1/t))

×
t∑

m=1

L2(m)(2− log(1− 2m/(t+m+ 1)))m−(τM−τe−2)(1 +O(1/m)) .

(D.30)

When τM > τe + 2, the second sum is o(t) and hence the second term is o(t−(τe+1)). There-
fore the tail degree distribution of the Y child varies regularly with t−τ(Y) when τM > τe + 2.

On the other hand, when τM ≤ τe + 2, the upper bound can be shown to vary regularly
with t−τ(Y) and the slowly varying function is again Θ(L′2(t)). Therefore considering L′2(t)
as L(Y)(t), we can say that

(D.31) P(M (0) + Y (M (0),AY) = t) = Θ(L(Y)(t))t−τ(Y) .

From our calculation here we could not the exact slowly varying function in t when τM ≤
τe + 2. We think this could also be shown by tweaking the sum in (D.25) properly.
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We now complete the argument. Equations (D.31) and (D.21) complete the proof of Corol-
lary 1.6(b) and (D.16) proves the claims in (1.17)-(1.18) which matches with [18, Proposi-
tion 1.4]. It remains to prove Lemma D.3:

Proof of Lemma D.3. For i≥m− δ− τe − 1, we bound

(D.32)
i−1∏
j=0

m+ δ + τe + j + 2

t+ δ + τe + j + 2
≤ 1,

so that
(D.33)∑
i≥m−δ−τe−1

1

(τe + i)(m+ τe + i+ bδc)
≤

∑
i≥m−δ−τe−1

1

(τe + i)(τe + i+ bδc)
= Θ(1/m),

as required.
For i <m− δ− τe − 1, instead, we rewrite the summands in (D.29) as

1

(τe + i)(m+ δ+ τe + i+ 1)

i−1∏
j=0

m+ δ+ τe + j + 2

t+ δ + τe + j + 2

=
1

(τe + i)(m+ δ+ τe + 1)

i−1∏
j=0

m+ δ + τe + j + 1

t+ δ+ τe + j + 2
.

(D.34)

Now we bound the product terms as

(D.35)
m+ δ+ τe + j + 1

t+ δ + τe + j + 2
≤ m+ δ + τe + i− 1 + 1

t+ δ+ τe + i− 1 + 2
≤ 2m

t+m+ 1
.

Therefore,

(D.36)
i−1∏
j=0

m+ δ + τe + j + 1

t+ δ+ τe + j + 2
≤
( 2m

t+m+ 1

)i
.

We conclude that, also using that τe ≥ 1,

m−δ−τe−1∑
i=0

1

(τe + i)(m+ δ+ τe + i+ 1)

i−1∏
j=0

m+ δ+ τe + j + 2

t+ δ+ τe + j + 2
(D.37)

≤ 1

m+ δ + τe + 1
+

1

m

m−δ−τe−1∑
i=1

1

i

( 2m

t+m+ 1

)i
≤Θ(1/m) +

1

m

∑
i≥1

1

i

( 2m

t+m+ 1

)i
= Θ(m−1(1− log(1− 2m/(t+m+ 1)))),

as required.


	1 Introduction
	1.1 Real-world networks and preferential attachment models
	Main results and innovation of this paper

	1.2 The models
	Model (A)
	Model (B)
	Model (D)
	Model (E)
	Model (F)


	1.3 The space of rooted vertex-marked graphs and marked local convergence
	1.4 Definition of random Pólya point tree
	Random Pólya Point Tree (RPPT)
	 Descriptions of the distributions and parameters used
	Feature of the vertices of RPPT
	Construction of the RPPT


	1.5 Main result and discussions
	Observations
	Consequences of our main result
	Idea of proof of Theorem 1.5
	Relation to the literature
	Open problems
	Structure of the rest of the article



	2 Pólya Urn Graph Description
	2.1 Pólya Urn Graph
	2.2 Collapsing Operator
	PAM construction by collapsing

	2.3 Collapsed Pólya Urn Graphs

	3 Equivalence of Preferential Attachment Models
	3.1 Equivalence of model (A) and CPU(SL)
	3.2 Equivalence of models (B) and (D) with their respective Pólya urn descriptions

	4 Preliminary Results
	4.1 Preliminaries on expectations of random variables
	4.2 Position concentration and Gamma-Beta couplings
	Proof of part (ii) subject to Claim 4.4
	Proof of Claim 4.4
	Upper bound in (4.19)
	The lower bound
	Lower bounding the first expression of E(x)
	Upper bounding the second term of E(x)



	4.3 Asymptotics of attachment probabilities and regularity of the RPPT

	5 Local Convergence
	5.1 First Moment Convergence
	Computing the conditional law of Br(Gn)(on)
	The no-further edge probability
	Conclusion of the proof


	5.2 Second Moment Convergence

	6 Coupling between models (E), (F) and (D)
	Proof of Lemma 6.2.

	7 Proof of Corollary 1.6
	Acknowledgments
	Funding
	References
	A Additional proofs
	B Adapted proofs for Preliminary Results
	C Coupling between model (D) and (F)
	D Tail degree distribution of the neighbours
	D.1 The age densities
	D.2 Tail calculations
	The root
	The O child
	The Y child




