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A family of models of growing hypergraphs with preferential rules of new linking is introduced
and studied. The model hypergraphs evolve via the hyperedge-based growth as well as the node-
based one, thus generalizing the preferential-attachment models of scale-free networks. We obtain the
degree distribution and hyperedge size distribution for various combinations of node- and hyperedge-
based growth modes. We find that the introduction of hyperedge-based growth can give rise to power-
law degree distribution P (k) ∼ k−γ even without node-wise preferential-attachments. The hyperedge
size distribution P (s) can take diverse functional forms, ranging from exponential to power-law to
a nonstationary one, depending on the specific hyperedge-based growth rule. Numerical simulations
support the mean-field theoretical analytical predictions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Complex systems have been projected on to graphs,
also called networks, and this projection has enriched
our understanding on complex systems [1, 2]. Graphs
consist of nodes and edges, which respectively represent
the elementary constituents (such as individuals in a so-
cial network) and their pairwise interactions. Despite the
profound contributions, the network projection is funda-
mentally limited, because it neglects the potential group-
wise interactions existing in many real-world complex
systems, such as the group interactions in social networks
[3] and the multimeric complex-associated regulations in
biological networks [4]. To address this issue theoreti-
cally, recently the concept of so-called higher-order inter-
actions [5] is adopted to represent complex systems. Hy-
pergraphs [6] and simplicial complexes [7] are two major
theoretical models for the higher-order interacting com-
plex systems. Introduction of higher-order interactions
has shown to qualitatively modify the collective phenom-
ena such as the synchronization [8], the contagion [9–12],
the core structure [13], and so on.

In this paper, we employ the hypergraphs as the theo-
retical platform for modeling the higher-order, groupwise
interactions. Hypergraphs generalize the graphs by allow-
ing the edges (called the hyperedges) to connect more
than two nodes [6]. A hypergraph H consists of the set of
nodes N and the set of hyperedges E , which respectively
represents the individuals and their groupwise interac-
tions. The number of nodes is denoted N = |N | and the
number of hyperedges H = |E|. The degree ki of node i
is the number of hyperedges the node belongs to; the size
sh of hyperedge h is the number of nodes which belong
to the hyperedge. The size of largest hyperedges is called
the rank of the hypergraph rH = max{sh}.
One of the hallmarks of the complexity of network

systems is that real-world networks are often scale-free,
meaning that the node degree distribution P (k) follows
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an asymptotic power law P (k) ∼ k−γ . The documented
examples of scale-free networks include the World Wide
Web, the Internet, the citation networks, the collabora-
tion networks, and the metabolic networks, to name a
few [2]. Several foundational models [14–17] have been
proposed and studied to understand scale-free nature of
empirical networks. A major family of such models is
based on the so-called preferential attachment mecha-
nism in the network growth process [14], meaning that
the new node in a growing network tends to make a link
to existing nodes not uniformly at random but with the
probability proportional to the node’s degree k.

Given the extra degrees of freedom for hypergraphs,
it is of interest to examine the scale-free architecture
of higher-order interacting complex systems not only in
terms of node degrees but also of hyperedge sizes. Analy-
ses of existing datasets mostly of social interactions, both
online and offline, reveal that by representing the group-
wise interactions properly (that is, without splitting them
into pairwise interactions), the resulting real-world hy-
pergraphs are still often scale-free in the node degrees
[18, 19], whereas in hyperedge sizes one observes a broad
spectrum of behaviors, from exponential-like short-tailed
to power-law-like fat-tailed distributions [3, 18]. With
this background, the main aim of this paper is to set
up and study a family of basic models of growing hyper-
graphs which directly generalizes the growing network
models with preferential linking [14–16].

To generalize the growing network models into the
growing hypergraph models, we make two key general-
izations: i) in addition to the node-based growth, the
hyperedge-based growth is included; ii) the concept of
preferential attachment is generalized for the hyperedge-
based growth. Specifically, we define the preferential
choice of hyperedges in terms of hyperedge sizes. By
studying a family of models with different combinations
of growth rules, we show that by including the hyperedge-
based growth, the growing hypergraphs can produce
scale-free degree distribution P (k) ∼ k−γ , even without
degree-preferential attachment, with the degree exponent
γ depending on the growth rules. The hyperedge size dis-
tribution P (s), however, takes more diverse functional

ar
X

iv
:2

30
7.

06
58

2v
1 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
so

c-
ph

] 
 1

3 
Ju

l 2
02

3

mailto:kgoh@korea.ac.kr


2

forms, ranging from exponential or power-law to nonsta-
tionary ones, depending on the specific hyperedge-based
growth rule. We obtain the results analytically using the
mean-field arguments as well as the master equation ap-
proach whenever possible, supported by extensive numer-
ical simulations.

Before proceeding, it would be appropriate to mention
previous related works in the literature [19–28]. These
works can be classified into three major classes. The
first and earliest [20–22] are models which are based on
the traditional notions of networks (that is, pairwise in-
teractions only) but include group-based network evolu-
tions. Although they use different language than hyper-
graphs, underlying concepts and mathematical tools are
partly shared with the current work. Second and more
recent [19, 23–25] are the models of growing hypergraphs
and simplicial complexes. Contrary to the current work,
these models assume the evolution processes involving
the groups of fixed size and thereby the bounded rank.
Third and the most recent class of papers [26–28] shares
common theoretical rationale of hyperedge-based growth
with our models, although specific implementation of the-
oretical ideas diverges. We summarize similarity and dif-
ferences of these works and ours at the end of the paper.

II. GROWING HYPERGRAPH MODELS

Following the growing network models, the growing hy-
pergraph models we propose here also proceeds by a new
node introduced in each ‘time’ step, N(t) = t+N0, where
N0 is the number of nodes in the initial hypergraph H0.
We assume that each new node makes two hyperedges:
i) a size-2 edge via node-based rule and ii) a hyperedge
via hyperedge-based rule. With the former, node-based
process alone, the models reduce to the growing network
models. The hyperedge-based growth rule contains two
key factors: i) the rule of choice and ii) the rule of for-
mation. In the rule of choice, we generalize the concept
of preferential attachment for the hyperedges: we define
the preferential choice of hyperedge in terms of hyperedge
sizes, that the probability Πh for a hyperedge h to be cho-
sen is proportional to its size Πh ∝ sh. For the rule of
formation, we study two limiting cases: i) the new node
gets merged into the chosen existing hyperedge, in which
case H(t) = t + H0; ii) a new hyperedge h′ is created,
which is the union of the chosen hyperedge and the new
node. In this case H(t) = 2t+H0. We refer to the former
rule as the M -model and the latter the C-model. In gen-
eral, both the limiting rules would occur concurrently,
the combined effect of which can be straightforwardly
addressed. These elementary growth processes are illus-
trated in Fig. 1.

As the initial condition, we take the initial hypergraph
H0 to consist of two nodes connected by a hyperedge,
that is N0 = 2 and H0 = 1. Algorithmically, we perform
the following routines at each time step.

(i) Node addition: A new node is introduced. The

(c)

C-model

(b)

M-model

new
hyperedgeselected selected 

& retained
selected
& expandednew node

Node-based growth Hyperedge-based growth

(a) 

FIG. 1. Illustrations of the model rules. (a) Node-based
growth. Hyperedge-based growth of (b) M -model and (c) C-
model. Preferential selections are assumed.

number of nodes N increases by one.

(ii) Node-based growth: An existing node is chosen
and a size-2 hyperedge is formed involving the new
and the chosen node [Fig. 1(a)]. The number of hy-
peredges H increases by one. The choice of existing
node can be made either uniformly at random (de-
noted R) or preferentially (denoted P), defining two
versions of the model.

(iii) Hyperedge-based growth: Depending on the
model (either model M or C), do the following.

(iii)M Model M : An existing hyperedge is chosen
and the new node becomes the new member of
the chosen hyperedge [Fig. 1(b)]. The number
of hyperedges H remains the same, and the
size of the chosen hyperedge sh increases by
one.

(iii)C C-model: An existing hyperedge is chosen
and a new hyperedge is formed, which is the
union of the new node and the duplicate of
the chosen hyperedge [Fig. 1(c)]. The number
of hyperedges H increases by one.

The choice of existing hyperedge can be made ei-
ther uniformly at random (denoted R) or prefer-
entially (denoted P), defining two versions of the
model each case.

Node- and hyperedge-based growth processes are consid-
ered concurrent, i.e., while conducting the rule (iii), the
hyperedge generated in the rule (ii) is not encountered.
Depending on the combination of rules of choice, four
versions of each model are possible: MRR-, MRP-, MPR-,
MPP-model (likewise for C-model), with the first sub-
script refers to the node choice in (ii) and the second the
hyperedge choice in (iii).
Before undertaking detailed theoretical analyses, let us

begin with some reasoning about the expected properties
of the models. From traditional network theory [14–16] it
is well-known that using the preferential attachment in
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node degree in rule (ii) alone is sufficient for the emer-
gence of asymptotic power-law P (k). Therefore, from the
P (k)-perspective, the first question would be how, if ever,
the hyperedge-based growth affects the power-law behav-
ior of P (k). Also of interest would be if the hyperedge-
based growth alone can produce the power-law P (k), to
which we will give affirmative answer.

Extending the insight from preferential-attachment
models, one might expect the preferential choice of hy-
peredge would lead to scale-free P (s) as well. This ex-
pectation turns out to be partly true, and we will show
in which case the preferential hyperedge-based growth
can give rise to power-law P (s). Finally, empirical data
analyses have shown that there are cases in which P (k)
and P (s) exhibit qualitatively different forms, the former
a power-law-like fat-tailed distribution yet the latter an
exponential-like short-tailed one [18]. In this regard, the
possible origin of such duality is of interest, to which we
give some insight.

III. RESULTS: M-MODELS

In the M -models, each step only one new hyperedge
with s = 2 is added; we have N(t) = t + N0 = t + 2
and H(t) = t + H0 = t + 1. Each step the sum of node
degrees in the system increases by 3 [2 from the new node
and 1 from the existing node chosen in rule (ii)]; the sum
of hyperedge sizes also increases by 3 [2 from the new
hyperedge and 1 from the existing hyperedge chosen in
rule (iii)M ]; we have the sum rule Zk(t) =

∑
j kj(t) =

Zs(t) =
∑

g sg(t) = 3t+ 2.

In Fig. 2, the analytical solution for the resulting P (k)
and P (s) are presented along with numerical simulation
results, showing good agreement. As we shall see, in M -
models the node-based and hyperedge-based growth ef-
fectively decouple and the each rule of choice fully deter-
mines the functional form of corresponding P (k) or P (s),
respectively.

A. Node degree distribution

Degree of existing nodes changes solely from rule (ii).
Therefore, the degree distribution P (k) of M -models is
determined by the rule of node choice. For uniformly-
random node-choice in rule (ii), P (k) follows exponential
distribution. The average number of nodes with degree k
at time t, N(k, t), evolves as [15, 16]

N(k, t+1) = N(k, t)+
N(k − 1, t)

t+ 2
−N(k, t)

t+ 2
+δk,2 . (1)

Degree distribution at time t is P (k, t) = N(k,t)
N(t) = N(k,t)

t+2 .

By assuming the asymptotic stationarity of degree dis-
tribution such that P (k) = limt→∞ P (k, t) exists, one
obtains the asymptotic stationary degree distribution as

P (k) = 2−k+1 (k ≥ 2) and P (1) = 0 . (2)

On the other hand, for the preferential node-choice,
P (k) follows an asymptotic power law. The rate equation
for ki(t) [29] is given by, using Zk(t) =

∑
j kj(t),

∂ki
∂t

=
ki

Zk(t)
=

ki
3t+ 2

, (3)

leading to P (k) ∼ k−γ with γ = 4. Evolution equation
for N(k, t) becomes

N(k, t+1) = N(k, t)+
(k − 1)N(k − 1, t)

Zk(t)
−kN(k, t)

Zk(t)
+δk,2 ,

(4)
with Zk(t) = 3t + 2. Exact solution for asymptotic sta-
tionary P (k) is obtained from master equation analysis
[15] as

P (k) =
72

(k + 3)(k + 2)(k + 1)k
∼ k−4 . (5)

The master equation analysis is detailed in the Appendix.
The degree exponent γ = 4 differs from the degree expo-
nent γ = 3 for the original Barabási-Albert model, which
originates from the introduction of additional hyperedge-
based growth.

B. Hyperedge size distribution

The size of existing hyperedges changes solely from rule
(iii). Rule (ii) contributes only to the constant source
term, describing the fixed size of the new hyperedge.
Therefore, the size distribution P (s) of M -models is de-
termined by the rule of hyperedge choice. Furthermore,
the governing equation for P (s) evolution is essentially
identical to that of P (k) evolution.
For uniformly-random hyperedge-choice, P (s) follows

exponential distribution. The average number of hyper-
edges with size s at time t, H(s, t) evolves as

H(s, t+1) = H(s, t)+
H(s− 1, t)

t+ 1
− H(s, t)

t+ 1
+ δs,2 . (6)

This equation differs from Eq. (1) only slightly in the
denominators, which is irrelevant in the long time (large
N) asymptotic regime. Following the same steps as for
the P (k), one obtains

P (s) = 2−s+1 (s ≥ 2) . (7)

P (s = 1) = 0 by definition of the model.
For the preferential hyperedge-choice, P (s) follows an

asymptotic power law identical to Eq. (5),

P (s) =
72

(s+ 3)(s+ 2)(s+ 1)s
∼ s−4. (8)

The analytic results Eqs. (2, 5, 7, 8) are compared with
the numerical simulations results for N = 106 in Fig. 2,
all showing good agreement.
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FIG. 2. The hyperdegree distribution P (k) and hyperedge size distribution P (s) for the M -model. Each plot corresponds to
(a) MRR-, (b) MPR-, (c) MRP- and (d) MPP-models, respectively. Dashed lines denote analytic solutions and dots are for
simulation results averaged over 105 realizations with N = 106.

IV. RESULTS: C-MODELS

In the C-models, each step two new hyperedges are
added; one with s = 2 from rule (ii) and the other from
rule (iii)C . The latter is created by ‘duplicating’ an exist-
ing hyperedge and enlarging it with the new node: say, a
publication by a new student joining an existing research
team. It is noteworthy that the duplication-based growth
underlies the gene-duplication models of protein network
evolutions [20, 30–32].

In the C-models, we have N(t) = t + N0 = t + 2 and
H(t) = 2t + H0 = 2t + 1. Each step the sum of node
degrees in the system increases by 3+sh, where sh is the
size of the chosen existing hyperedge, and so does the sum
of hyperedge sizes; Zk(t) =

∑
j kj(t) = Zs(t) =

∑
g sg(t)

is no longer deterministic but itself a random variable in
the C-models.

In Fig. 3, the obtained P (k) and P (s) are presented.
The node-based and hyperedge-based growth no longer
decouple. The hyperedge-based growth plays dominant
role in shaping the functional form of both P (k) and
P (s): In particular, the degree distribution P (k) asymp-
totically becomes a power law regardless of the rule of
node choice, that is, even without the preferential at-
tachment in node degrees.

A. Node degree distribution

1. CRR-model

In this variation, both the existing node in rule (ii) and
the existing hyperedge in rule (iii)C are chosen uniformly

at random. Randomly choosing a hyperedge, however,
gives rise to preferential selection from the perspective of
nodes [33]. Combining the two growth factors, one can
write down the time evolution of node i’s degree as

∂ki
∂t

=
1

N(t)
+

ki
H(t)

=
1

t+ 2
+

ki
2t+ 1

, (9)

where the first and the second term on the right-hand
side respectively accounts for the contribution of each
growth process. The initial degree of every new node is
fixed to be two. Accordingly, following [29] one obtains
P (k) ∼ k−γ with γ = 3 (Fig. 3a). Asymptotic power-law
P (k) follows without the preferential attachment in node
degrees.
To proceed with the master equation analysis for P (k),

it is noteworthy that for C-models the hyperedge-based
growth induces significantly more involved contributions
than for M -models, and the full master equation would
become more involved. Instead, we employ a simplify-
ing ansatz that the chosen hyperedge contains no more
than one nodes with degree k, leading to an approximate
master equation. This however does not compromise the
accuracy of the solution significantly, as we will show.
The approximate master equation for P (k) of CRR-

model is written as follows:

N(k, t+ 1)−N(k, t) =
N(k − 1, t)

N(t)
− N(k, t)

N(t)

+
(k − 1)N(k − 1, t)

H(t)
− kN(k, t)

H(t)
+ δk,2 .

(10)

The left-hand side is the change in the average number
with degree k at time t. On the right-hand side, the first
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FIG. 3. Hyperdegree distributions P (k) and hyperedge size distributions P (s) for the C-model. Each plot corresponds to (a)
CRR-, (b) CPR-, (c) CRP- and (d) CPP-model, respectively. The dashed lines are for analytic solutions and dots are for Monte-
Carlo simulation results, averaged over 105 realizations with N = 106. Insets in (a) and (b) display the system size dependence
of and the approach to the asymptotic P (s). Each line corresponds to N = 104, 105 and 106, respectively. Insets in (c) and (d)
are semilogarithmic plots of ⟨k⟩ and ⟨s⟩ with increasing N .

two terms are contributions from node selection, and the
next two are from hyperedge selection. The last, source
term is from the birth of a node. The terms from hyper-
edge selection are approximate as discussed in the previ-
ous paragraph. The stationary solution of Eq. (10) is

P (k) =
40

(k + 4)(k + 3)(k + 2)
∼ k−3 . (11)

2. CPR-model

If a node is chosen preferentially, while a hyperedge at
random, then the rate at which i-th node acquires degree
becomes

∂ki
∂t

=
ki

Zk(t)
+

ki
H(t)

=
ki

⟨s⟩(2t+ 1)
+

ki
2t+ 1

, (12)

where ⟨s⟩ = ∑
s sP (s) is the mean hyperedge size, which

is time-dependent in general. Below we shall show, how-
ever, that for the random hyperedge choice the ensemble
average of ⟨s⟩ is a constant value 3, independent of time.
Mean-field-type approximation by replacing the denom-
inator of the first term of the RHS by 3(2t+ 1) leads to
the asymptotic behavior of P (k) ∼ k−γ with γ = 5/2
(Fig. 3b).

The approximate master equation for P (k) is given by

N(k, t+ 1)−N(k, t) =
(k − 1)N(k − 1, t)

Zk(t)
− kN(k, t)

Zk(t)

+
(k − 1)N(k − 1, t)

H(t)
− kN(k, t)

H(t)
+ δk,2 .

(13)

The stationary solution can be obtained under the same
mean-field approximation Zk(t) = 3(2t+ 1) and reads

P (k) =
3

2

Γ
(
1
2 + 3

)
Γ (k)

Γ
(
1
2 + k + 2

) ≃ 45
√
π

16
k−

5
2 . (14)

Therefore, the inclusion of hyperedge-based growth rule
preserves the scale-freeness of P (k) but modifies the
power-law degree exponent γ.

3. CRP- and CPP-model

For CRP-model, the rate at which i-th node acquires
degree becomes

∂ki
∂t

=
1

t+ 2
+

∑
g∋i sg∑
h sh

≈ 1

t+ 2
+

ki
2t+ 1

〈
s2
〉

⟨s⟩2
, (15)

where
∑

g∋i denotes a sum over every hyperedge g where

a node i is involved and we replaced
∑

g∈i sg by its mean-

field value ki⟨s2⟩/⟨s⟩. Then we expect asymptotically

γ =
2

lim
t→∞

⟨s2⟩
⟨s⟩2

+ 1 (16)
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with the convergence assumed. For CPP-model,

∂ki
∂t

=
ki∑
j kj

+

∑
g∋i sg∑
h sh

≈ ki
2t+ 1

1

⟨s⟩ +
ki

2t+ 1

〈
s2
〉

⟨s⟩2
,

(17)
so we obtain similarly

γ =
2

lim
t→∞

(
⟨s2⟩
⟨s⟩2 + 1

⟨s⟩

) + 1. (18)

Exploiting the moment expansion of P (s), the denomi-
nators of first terms in Eq. (16) and (18) are obtained
to converge to 2 in thermodynamic limit. Therefore,
P (k) is expected asymptotically to have a power-law tail
as P (k) ∼ k−γ with γ = 2 in both CRP- and CPP-
models, which is supported by Monte Carlo simulations
(Figs. 3c,d).

The approximate master equation for P (k) in CRP-
model is given by

N(k, t+ 1)−N(k, t) =
N(k − 1, t)

N(t)
− N(k, t)

N(t)

+

∑(k−1)
g sg

Zs(t)
N(k − 1, t)−

∑(k)
g sg

Zs(t)
N(k, t) + δk,2 ,

(19)

where the notation
∑(k)

g denotes the restricted sum over
hyperedge g containing a node with degree k. For CPP-
model, we have

N(k, t+ 1)−N(k, t) =
(k − 1)N(k − 1, t)

Zk(t)
− kN(k, t)

Zk(t)

+

∑(k−1)
g sg

Zs(t)
N(k − 1, t)−

∑(k)
g sg

Zs(t)
N(k, t) + δk,2 .

(20)

To tackle the equations, we employ the mean-field ap-
proximation as Zs(t) = ⟨s⟩H(t) and

∑
g sg = k⟨s2⟩/⟨s⟩.

Under the approximation, the asymptotic stationary so-
lution P (k) for CRP-model is obtained as

P (k) =
3

(k + 2)(k + 1)
∼ k−2 , (21)

and for CPP

P (k) =
2

(k + 1)k
∼ k−2 . (22)

Both the approximate solutions are in reasonable agree-
ment with the numerical simulation results (Figs. 3c,d).
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FIG. 4. (a) Hyperedge size distributions P (s) of CPP-model
with N = 106 averaged over 105 realizations. The vertical
dashed line indicates the location of the dip, sdip, of P (s). In-
set: Plotted is R vs. N , where R =

∫∞
sdip

P (s)ds
/ ∫ sdip

2
P (s)ds,

that is the ratio of the integrated statistical weight of P (s) in
s > sdip (unshaded range) to that in s < sdip (shaded range).
It is numerically obtained that (0.9 − R) ∼ N−0.30. (b) The
numerical value of P (sdip) at the dip of P (s) in log-log scale
in N . (c) Plot of shump, the hyperedge size for the hump in
P (s) [marked by the horizontal arrow in (a)], in semilogarith-
mic scale in N . The dot-dashed lines indicate the linear-fit.

B. Hyperedge size distribution

1. CRR- and CPR-model

If a hyperedge is chosen at random, the average number
of hyperedges of size s at time t, H(s, t) would evolve as

H(s, t+ 1) = H(s, t) +
H(s− 1, t)

2t+ 1
+ δs,2. (23)

Asymptotic stationarity ansatz for the hyperedge size dis-

tribution P (s) = limt→∞ P (s, t) = limt→∞
H(s,t)
2t+1 finds

the exponential hyperedge size distribution

P (s) = 2−s+1 (s ≥ 2) , (24)

and P (s = 1) = 0. The mean hyperedge size becomes
⟨s⟩ = 3. This asymptotic stationary P (s) is of the same
form as that of M -model, Eq. (7), despite the additional
term in Eq. (6). At finite times (finite N), however, two
models approach to the stationary exponential distribu-
tion differently. Specifically, the C-models converge to
the asymptotics more slowly than M -models, as shown
in Figs. 3a,b.
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FIG. 5. (a) The degree exponent γ for the probabilistic-mixture model. p (q) is the probability to select a node (hyperedge)
preferentially. Non-accelerating growth line (q = 0) and accelerating growth region (q > 0) are divided by a white dashed line.
CRR-, CPR-, CRP- and CPP-model correspond to each corner. The value of γ is estimated by linear-fitting the logbinned plot
of P (k), obtained from simulations with N = 106 averaged over 104 realizations. (b) Hyperedge-random (q = 0) and (c) node-
random (p = 0) cases with standard deviations. Each case is compared with Eq. (28) and Eq. (29), respectively. In Eq. (29),〈
s2
〉
/⟨s⟩2 at N = 108 is used. Insets in (c) display

〈
s2
〉
/⟨s⟩2 with increasing N for different q’s. In the lower inset, from yellow

to brown, q = 0 to 0.4 and in the upper inset, from brown to black, q = 0.5 to 1.0. Each point is averaged over 104 realizations
and the errorbars are smaller than the symbol size.

2. CRP- and CPP-model

Under preferential choice of hyperedge, H(s, t) evolves
as

H(s, t+ 1) = H(s, t) +
(s− 1)H(s− 1, t)∑

s≥2 sH(s, t)
+ δs,2 . (25)

Analytic solution was not successful. The system expe-
riences marginally accelerating growth [34] and P (s) is
strongly non-stationary. However, we still seek to under-
stand some aspects of P (s) through moments analysis
and asymptotic behavior of it.

By feeding the moments of P (s), defined by Mn =∑
s≥2 s

nP (s, t), into the master equation, we have

∂

∂t
[(2t+ 1)Mn] = 2n +

1

M1

n∑
r=0

(
n

r

)
Mr+1 (26)

for n ≥ 1 and M0 = 1. In general, hierarchical
equations—the equation for each Mn containing a higher
moment Mn+1—are insoluble [35]. Here, we compromise
this problem by the linear growth of mean node de-
gree and mean hyperedge size in lnN , ⟨k⟩ ∼ lnN and
⟨s⟩ ≈ 1

2 ⟨k⟩, as depicted in the insets in Figs. 3(c,d). By

substituting M0 = 1 and M1 ∼ 1
2 lnN , the leading term

of each n-th moment of hyperedge size is obtained by
induction as Mn ∼ 1

2 (lnN)n. Accordingly, the denom-
inators of first terms in Eq. (16) and (18) converge to
two in thermodynamic limit neglecting the effect of node
selecting rule.

Asymptotic behavior of hyperedge size distribution
P (s) in hyperedge-preferential model is studied numeri-
cally with CPP-model (Fig. 4). First, there remains the
peak at P (s = 2) = 1

2 independent of N , because the

node-selection rule keeps producing hyperedge of size 2.
The rest of the distribution is shaped by the hyperedge-
selection rule. Hyperedge size distribution P (s) is divided
into two areas by the vertical-dashed line in Fig. 4a indi-
cating the dip in P (s). The probability weight of each side
is comparable: the ratio of two areas divided by this ver-
tical line approaches to ≈ 0.9 with increasing N (inset of
Fig. 4a). With increasing N , P (sdip) decreases as a power
law in N (Fig. 4b). The location of the hump, shump is
shifting to the right logarithmically in N (Fig. 4c). The
resulting P (s) is strongly nonstationary, reminiscent of
the nonstationary P (k) observed in ‘densifying’ networks
studied in [36].

C. Probabilistic-mixture model

We can interpolate the limiting cases of the C-model
into probabilistic-mixture model (Fig.5), where a node (a
hyperedge) is chosen preferentially with probability p (q)
or at random with probability 1− p (1− q). Accordingly,
the rate at which i-th node acquires degree becomes

∂ki
∂t

=
1− p

t+ 2
+

pki∑
j kj

+
(1− q) ki
2t+ 1

+
q
∑

g∋i sg∑
h sh

. (27)

Monte-Carlo simulation results for varying p and q are
presented in Fig.5a. When q ̸= 0, system experiences ac-
celerating growth [34]. Along the non-accelerating growth
line (q = 0), as described in random hyperedge-choice,
hyperedge size distribution P (s) follows stationary ex-
ponential function, independent of N and ⟨k⟩ and ⟨s⟩
become also stationary as ⟨k⟩ = 6 and ⟨s⟩ = 3 in ther-
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modynamic limit since ⟨k⟩ = 2 ⟨s⟩. We further have

γ =
6

p+ 3
+ 1 =

p+ 9

p+ 3
(q = 0) (28)

and thus γ varies from 3 to 5
2 as p varies from 0 to 1

(Fig. 5b). One can further extend the range of γ by in-
troducing the initial attractiveness.

For q > 0, the problem becomes challenging because
of the accelerating growth [34] induced by preferential
hyperedge selection. For p = 0, we expect

γ =
1

1−q
2 + q⟨s2⟩

2⟨s⟩2
+ 1, (29)

from the same argument as in preferential hyperedge-
choice. Monte-Carlo simulation and the conjecture based
on Eq.(29) are presented in Fig. 5c, showing qualitative
agreement. The solution for general p and q is left as an
open problem.

V. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

In this paper, a class of growing scale-free hyper-
graph models is studied generalizing the preferential at-
tachment models [14, 15, 37] of growing scale-free net-
works. The models presented consist of two elemental
processes at each increment of time, which are node-
and hyperedge-based growth processes. For group-based
growth, two complementary rules called the M -model
and C-model are studied. Each process could be either
random or preferential. We have defined the hyperedge-
preferential process to be preferential in the hyperedge
size s, i.e. the number of nodes involved in the hyperedge.
The model variations investigated in this paper cover
broad spectrum of functional forms of P (k) and P (s).
Model variations with power-law P (k) can be recatego-
rized into three broad classes. The first is the cases with
exponentially-bounded P (s), including MPR-, CRR-, and
CPR-models; the second with also power-law P (s), in-
cluding MPP -model; the third with nonstationary P (s),
including CRP - and CPP -model.
As mentioned beforehand, recent publications [26–28]

share common theoretical rationale of hyperege-based
growth with our models, although specific implementa-
tion of the theoretical ideas diverges. Here we briefly
summarize the similarity and differences of these papers
and our work. Vazquez proposed the notion of ‘natu-
ral’ hypergraphs [26] which evolve through the duplica-
tion of uniformly chosen hyperedge and union of a new
node with the duplicated one. Random recursive hyper-
graphs studied by Krapivsky [28] evolve similarly. In fact,
the C-model without the node-based growth process is
equivalent to specific parameter instances of these mod-
els [26, 28]. Barthelemy [27] proposed several ways to
introduce preferential attachment in the hypergraph for-
mation, including the one proportional to the hyperedge
size, similarly to ours. The models studied in [27] however

are not ‘growing’ hypergraphs in the sense that number
of nodes increases in time. Therefore, the statistical prop-
erties of the models are quite different from those of our
models.
The current models are meant to be minimal while

keeping the essential growth ingredients of hypergraph
evolutions. As such, several directions of generalizations
and more detailed modelings are open. We mention
some of them explicitly here: i) Structural correlations—
Intrinsic structural correlations [38] in growing model can
be another interests. It is anticipated that a node degree
and a size of hyperedge where a node belongs are corre-
lated via node age. ii) Partial duplications—We partic-
ularly focus on the limit where all the nodes in the pre-
existing group (hyperedge) participate again in the new
hyperedge. In many realistic situations, the duplication
process might often be incomplete. One may model it by
partial duplication processes akin to [30, 31, 36]. A ques-
tion of immediate interest is if and how the partial du-
plications can modify the nonstationarity of P (s) for the
hyperedge-preferential cases. iii) Finite lifetimes—A good
example of node/hyperedge’s finite lifetime would be neu-
ral interactions in brain activity. In the coauthorship net-
work, retirement and subject-shift of an author may con-
tribute to finite life time of nodes and hyperedges. Effects
of such ‘aging’ [39] can be of interest also in hypergraph
evolutions. iv) Hyperedge overlaps—Hyperedge overlaps
are higher-order structural correlations observed ubiqui-
tously in real complex systems [40–42] and can play a
crucial role in higher-order dynamics [43]. It is thus of
high interest which role the hyperedge overlaps may play
in the hypergraph evolution. Introduction of more so-
phisticated evolution rules such as overlap-based growth
process may be a promising topic to explore. v) Local
events—Finally, more fine-tuned models of hypergraph
evolution with various local events including creations
and/or degradations of links between existing nodes can
be formulated as in graphs [37]. Hyperedge-based local
events may include the aggregation or dissociation of ex-
isting hyperedges [44]. Extension of the model in each
of these directions is of ample interest and reserved for
future works.
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Appendix A: The master equation approach

The master equation analysis due to [15] has been uti-
lized to obtain the exact solutions for power-law distri-
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bution and the exponent. In this appendix, we briefly
outline how the method is applied in our models.

Suppose at each time step a new node is introduced
and makes m directed connections by preferential at-
tachments and nr directed connections by random at-
tachments. After t steps, the system consists of t nodes
and (m + nr)t directed connections. In the preferential

attachment, a node i gains a new in-degree proportional
to its attractiveness, Ai = di+A where di is the in-degree
of node i and A is the initial attractiveness, a constant
independent of i.

One can write the master equation for the in-degree
distribution P (d, t) for this process, following [15], as

(t+ 1)P (d, t+ 1)− tP (d, t) = nr

[
P (d− 1, t)− P (d, t)

]
+m

[
(d− 1 +A)P (d− 1, t)− (d+A)P (d, t)

m+ nr +A

]
+ δ(d). (A1)

The left-hand side is the change in the number of nodes with in-degree d at time t. The first two terms on the right-
hand side are contributions of random attachment, the next two terms are of preferential attachment and the last is
a birth of a node. Using the Z-transform, Φ(z) =

∑∞
d=0 P (d)zd, and the expansion of hypergeometric function [15],

the stationary solution for the distribution is obtained as

P (d) = (1 + a)
Γ [(1 + a)(1 + nr) +A]

Γ [(1 + a)nr +A]

Γ [d+ (1 + a)nr +A]

Γ [d+ (1 + a)(1 + nr) +A+ 1]
, (A2)

where a = (A + nr)/m and Γ[·] is the gamma function.
The asymptotic behavior of P (d) is of a power-law form,
P (d) ∼ d−γ , with the power-law exponent given by

γ = 2 + a . (A3)

Different model variations are characterized by the pa-
rameters m, nr, and A. First, throughout our models,
A = 2; note that the node degree k relates to in-degree d

as k = d+A = d+2. Now forM -models, we have both for
MPR- and MPP -models, m = 1 and nr = 0, leading to
Eq. (5); For CRR-model,m = ⟨s⟩ = 3 and nr = 1, leading
to Eq. (11); For CPR-model, m = ⟨s⟩+1 = 4 and nr = 0,
leading to Eq. (14); For CRP -model, m = ⟨s2⟩/⟨s⟩ di-
verges and nr = 1. Therefore a → 0, leading to Eq. (21);
For CPP -model, m = ⟨s2⟩/⟨s⟩+1 and nr = 0, leading to
Eq. (22). The analysis for the hyperedge size distribution
P (s) can be applied in a similar way.
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